
Shed and Corruption – Part 14 

On April 15th 2015 the Local Government Ombudsman said in her summary:-

Summary: This complaint is not upheld. In 2013 a developer resumed building a boat shed
for which he had planning permission and had started building in 2001.1 Local residents 
complained but the Council found the developer could still build the shed.2 However, the 
developer built it almost a metre wider than he should have done.3 There is no evidence of
fault in the way the Council dealt with the breach of planning control and its decision not to
take enforcement action.4 It kept residents informed throughout the process.5 The 
complainant says the shed is also 3 metres higher than it should be.6 The Council says it 
is not.7 There is no fault in how the Council decided the shed is the permitted height.8

Part 14 is to provide evidence to show that that Summary was a work of fiction and used to 
misinform enquirers such as MPs and representatives from the local press and to do that, the 
Council had to falsely accuse us, the local residents and many petitioners, of making allegations, 
Corporate Lead to MP For Berwick, 25-Jun-15:- The matters and allegations raised by your 
constituent are well documented and have been subject to a number of enquiries from Mr Dawson 
and other local residents over a lengthy period of time. The matter was ultimately referred by way 
of complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman.

One only needs to look at the height of the finished shed (18.2m at the waters edge) and the 
approved drawing from 1966 indicates (15.5m at that end), to see what the truth was, and still is, 
because South Tyneside Council continue to maintain the lie that the shed is built to the approved 
height by accusing me of unreasonable behaviour, Information and Feedback Officer, 29-April-21:- 
In my view, your behaviour is unreasonable because of persistent refusal to accept a decision. 

A decision was taken to hide the fact that UK Docks’ shed on their slipway off River Drive was 
nearly 3m taller than planned and to do that the Council had to keep on repeating the lie that the 
shed had been built to the approved height until it got through all the stages of a compromised 
complaints procedure which included the Ombudsman, paragraph 35:- In January 2014 the Council
wrote to Mr X about this. It said the overall structure on the plans is 15.5 metres at the land end 
and the foundations are 2.656 metres lower at the river end due to the gradient. It said the agreed 
structure is much higher at the river end.

In paragraph 34, the Ombudsman had repeated an outright lie which I was not prepared accept:- 
I have seen the 1996 plans. On plan 1/B the applicant has written the proposed elevations at the 
inland end as 12.5 metres plus 3 metres. Mr X says the Council should not have taken the 
applicant’s word for this. The planning authority has to consider what an applicant applies for; it 
can grant or refuse this but it cannot make an applicant submit something different. This developer 
applied for a shed 15.5 metres high at the land end. The Tyne and Wear Development Corporation 
as planning authority approved this. The current Council had to accept this as the approved height.

The Tyne and Wear Development Corporation had not approved it and by January 2014 I had 
sufficient proof to raise a complaint which has never answered:- As the applicant has not 
discharged condition 2 why is there no retrospective planning application? 

It was never answered because it would have shown that UK Docks, the two Executives of the Tyne
Gateway Assn, the Principal Planning Officer and Councillors had been complicit in the fraudulent 
misrepresentation of the shed’s height and width. When the decision was taken to hide the fact that 
the shed was taller than planned it meant the argument about the shed’s height was displaced from 
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where to belonged, i.e. between UK Docks and the Council, to one between the local residents and 
Council which could be driven all the way through to the Ombudsman by the Council repeating, 
again and again, through each stage and more that the shed was built to the approved height. 

Let us examine the Summary, point by point:-
 

1. any structure built on the footings laid in 2001 would have been a meter wider than planned 
according to all the plans seen since September 2013. See plan 8296/1B, 6-Sep-13.

2. the local residents raised their concerns that the shed was taller than planned in September 
2013 and the Council must have agreed with them because by 23rd September 2013 UK 
Docks were forced to stop work on the shed. 

3. True, the Council found the shed to be 13.1m wide when all the plans said it should be 
12.2  m (foot of plan)  .

4. There were numerous lies made by Planners and Senior Management to hide the fact that the
UK Docks had built their shed nearly 3m taller and/or a meter wider than permitted.

i. It was agreed that until Planning Permission (permission to lengthen it) was 
requested no other action or re-action could be made by the Council. Cllr Anglin, 1-
Dec-13. i.e. he assumed permission for the structure on the slipway when there was 
none. 

ii. I confirmed at our meeting with Mr Dawson and others on 25th Sep Nov 2013 that I 
had measured the width and length of the ground floor external footprint and height 
of the structure and that these dimensions were all in accordance with the attached 
approved drawing and planning permission. Principal Planning Manager, 19-Dec-13.
The drawings were not approved. 

iii.False accusation by the Chair of the TGA that I had gained access to the boat yard. G
Watson, 20-Dec-13. The width of the shed could be measured from Greens Place 
sufficiently accuracy to state it was nearly a meter wider than planned.

iv. Mr Dawson – once again – I have measured this on site and have copied the 1996 
plans across to you twice already (attached again for your use) and I have explained 
during our meeting that the base and height of the structure are compliant...this is the 
end of the matter as far as I am concerned. Principal Planning Officer 20-Dec-13. 
Compliant with drawings that had not been approved because they contained a 
mistake.

v. Mr Dawson, I responded to you this morning as follows: The queries that you raise 
are not new, indeed I have been repeating my response to them for some time now, 
and you will recall that I explained the planning aspect of the Council’s position to 
you regarding this development during our meeting. Principal Planning Officer 14-
Jan-14. See points i-iv and note that he passed me copies of 8296/1A and 1B 
following the meeting. Neither were approved. 

vi. Approved Drawings The following are details of the relevant drawings in the 
Council’s possession. The drawing that was submitted on 11th April 1996 with the 
application is numbered 8296/1A. Planning Manager, 15-Jan-14. It was never 
approved because it contained a basic flaw i.e. it showed both ends of the shed to 
have the same height despite the gradient between them.

vii.The dimensions of the steelwork have been checked on site and they are in 
accordance with the measurements shown on the approved drawings. Planning 
Manager, 15-Jan-14. They were not in accordance with the measurements shown on 
any approved drawing.
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viii.It is therefore reasonable to say that 8296/1A, 8296/1B, 8296/2 and 8296/4 
represent the development which was approved in 1996. Planning Manager, 28-Jan-
14. It was only reasonable if one assumed the height of the river end (15.5m) as 
representing the approved height.

ix. In fact the 15.6m height is the height to River Drive and the height on the river side 
is some 3m greater. Planning Manager, 28-Jan-14. A lie, the gable end on the 
drawing 8296/14 is of the river end of the shed.

x. The engineer chose to show a gable elevation of the structure (not drawn to scale) on 
the same drawing. Planning Manager, 13-Feb-14. It is drawn to a scale of 1:100 and 
to a sufficient accuracy that the height could be gauged to better than 1%.

xi. When we met on 8 July 2014, with Mr Mansbridge, we spent some time through the 
approved drawings - the height annotated on 8296/1A are 15.5m at River Drive. 
Planning Manager, March 2015. The meeting was arranged to view 8296/14 which 
was not brought to the meeting. I told the meeting that 8296/1A showed both ends of 
the shed to have the same height and as it was very obvious that the River Drive end 
was wrong it brought the meeting to an end.

xii.We explained then that 8296/14 is of no relevance in that matter (& in fact it was 
prepared after the steel frame had been erected). Planning Manager, March 2015. 
8296/14 was the drawing to which the original complaint, 10-Jan-14, referred and 
was drawn in August 2013, (before the steel frame were erected).

xiii.Your email to Mr Atkinson has been forwarded to our team as your complaint on 
this matter has exhausted the Council's complaints procedure and is now with the 
Local Government Ombudsman's office. Alison Hoy on behalf of Customer 
Advocates, 12-Mar-15. Application ST/0461/14/FUL which included the extension 
of the shed was first made on 20-June-14, four months after the Planning Manager 
had conceded that the shed was taller than planned. This is more fully described in 
Shed and Corruption – Part 8 under Misdirection No. 1

5. It kept the residents misinformed from the very beginning.

6. True, the shed was 15.5m at the landward end but the approved plan said it should be 12.7m,
a difference of 2.8m.

7. The Council says it is not and 8. There is no fault in how the Council decided the shed is the 
permitted height – see 6: logic dictates that they are both lies.

By reference to drawings approved by either the Tyne and Wear Development Corporation in 1966 
(8296/2) or the Planning Manager for the Council in October 2013 one can see that a Senior 
Planning Officer has been giving misinformation/misrepresentation to the Ombudsman. The 
complaint was clearly laid out by the Ombudsman in her first paragraph:-

1. The complainant, whom I shall refer to as Mr X, complains the Council has wrongly allowed a 
developer to build and keep a boat shed despite many public objections. In particular he says:-

• It wrongly said the boat shed conformed with approved plans

• It has not taken enforcement action against the boat shed

• There has been a lack of information and public consultation

As you can see by the time it came to sum up, the story had completely changed from fact to fiction 
and she found for UK Docks, and we were falsely accused of making allegations. In Part 15, I will 
illustrate how the corruption was spread from the Town Hall to the MP’s Office on Westoe.
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