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Campaign to Protect Rural England
CPRE fights for a better future
for England’s unique, essential
and precious countryside. From
giving parish councils expert
advice on planning issues to
influencing national and
European policies, we work to
protect and enhance the
countryside.
We believe a beautiful,
thriving countryside is
important for everyone, no
matter where they live.
Nationally, we don’t own land
or represent any special
interests. This differentiates us
from organisations like the
National Trust and the
Countryside Alliance.
Our members are united in
their love for England’s
landscapes and rural
communities, and stand up for
the countryside, so it can
continue to sustain, enchant
and inspire future generations.
We’ll be stronger by being
inclusive – CPRE is for
everyone.
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NEwsletter by e-mail
Would you rather receive this
NEwsletter by e-mail?
If yes, please e-mail:
cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk and ask
to be placed on the e-mail list.
Disclaimer: The views expressed
within this NEwsletter are those of
the authors.
Photo credits: Front cover Gillan
Gibson; p7 Don Brownlow; p8
Howard Elcock; p10 & 11 Durham
Bat Group; p18 Springwell Village
Residents Association; and back
cover Richard Cowen
Items for the next issue should
be with the Editor by
1st December 2015.

9th Oct 15
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Chair’s Desk
In my last report I mentioned at some
length the situation regarding the
Durham Plan. The final situation is not
yet resolved but I have now prepared a
separate article about this.
I also gave the latest situation
regarding the Newcastle/Gateshead
Joint Core Strategy. This of course is
now adopted but the interesting issue
is that, when the ink was hardly dry, an
application was made to Newcastle
Council for executive housing and a
golf course alongside Woolsington Hall.
The general idea behind this
application was that the developers,
Cameron Hall, would then use the
money to repair the listed building
Woolsington Hall and convert it to a
hotel (so called “enabling
development”). The problem is that
the site is in the Green Belt and at
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that, a part of the Green Belt not
designated for deletion under the Joint
Core Strategy. It also affects a
significant area of mature trees which,
even if not ancient woodland, are still
of considerable concern to CPRE. The
site also has significant ecological
interest, red squirrels having been seen
there. The application attracted a lot
of interest from local residents and
Northumberland Branch objected to
the application. Nevertheless, the
Council said it was minded to approve
the application. As this was a
departure from the Development Plan
and one which involved a significant
incursion into the Green Belt, it has to
be referred to the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local Government
who has to determine whether or not
to call the application in. I understand

he has been virtually overwhelmed
with requests from residents to do this
and, given the importance of the
application, I have written on behalf of
the Region to support this.
Another issue of importance is
the devolution debate. I mentioned
last time that a CPRE Task and Finish
Group had been established to consider
this and the chair, Tim Murphy, has
now prepared a paper to be considered
by the CPRE Policy Committee. There
is a meeting on 17th September 2015
when this is likely to be considered and
Howard Elcock and I are attending. In
addition, there is a “Northern
Powerhouse Breakfast” being held at
Wynyard in October when the minister
for the Northern Powerhouse, James
Wharton (MP for Stockton South) will
be attending. I have booked a place.
We may welcome certain aspects of
the Northern Powerhouse to revitalise
our Region, but this also has to be
tempered with care to protect our
vulnerable countryside.
The situation regarding the
withdrawal of subsidies for wind and
solar energy is also interesting. A
number of applications for wind farms
or solar arrays have been withdrawn
throughout the country as a result but
that does not appear to apply to any
applications in the North East – indeed
new applications have been submitted
for a solar array at Maiden Law near
Consett and a small wind farm at
Punder Gill, just to the south of the
A66 near Boldron, Barnard Castle.
While I have decided not to object to
the solar array, an objection to the
wind farm is almost inevitable given its
location close to the North Pennines
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB).

Fracking is of course raising its
head again at the moment with the
government’s announcement to relax
planning procedures where applications
for this process are made. I still do not
know whether there will be any
interest in our Region but we will need
to keep a keen eye out for any
developments that affect us. As I have
mentioned previously, CPRE has a
policy guidance note in respect of
“prospecting” for gas and oil by
fracking which makes it clear we are
not opposed to the process per se but
will want to approach any application
with considerable caution. We have in
the past mentioned the procedure
known as “deep gas winning” where
gas is retrieved from coal seams under
the North Sea, a process which is being
tested in our Region. I have not as yet,
however, heard any suggestion of an
application being made or whether the
new planning relaxations will also apply
to this process. As I understand it, the
interest for this process is primarily in
Northumberland.
Potentially, the south of our
Region could also be affected by the
government’s decision to consent to
the Dogger Bank Wind Farm. I
understand the finances for this
proposal still have to be arranged and
this could be a major issue as to
whether it is built or not. Part of this
huge proposal will, if constructed,
bring electricity ashore at Redcar, no
longer of course in our Region, but
then travel through Middlesbrough,
which is still with us. As I understand
it, it will all be underground but it may
be something we need to watch out for
in the future.
Richard Cowen, Chair, CPRE NE Region
31 August 2015
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CPRE Northumberland AGM
For a change this year it was decided
to move the Northumberland AGM from
a weeknight to a Saturday, giving us
the opportunity to hold the meeting,
have lunch and visit a couple of nearby
relevant properties. And so it was that
some 14 of us gathered at the Golden
Lion, Corbridge, at 12.30 pm on
Saturday 25 July 2015. We had the
business meeting in under threequarters of an hour and, if you want to
know what was discussed, the meeting
minutes will be found in all copies of
this newsletter being sent to
Northumberland members.
We then proved the old adage
that talking makes you hungry by
setting to with a hearty appetite on the
lunch that members had purchased.
The Golden Lion proved to be an
excellent venue, with enjoyable food
and attentive service, and we are most
grateful to them for hosting us and
providing us with enough suitable space
for our meeting, whilst charging us only
for the cost of the food.
After lunch we were fortunate
enough to visit two local historic
properties within Corbridge. First, we
went to Low Hall, built in the late 13th/
early 14th century, restored around

1890 and now occupied as a private
house. Unfortunately, owing to
circumstances prevailing at the time,
we could not gain entry to the house
itself, but we are most grateful to Mr
and Mrs P Fletcher for allowing the visit
to the outside and to Mr P Ryder,
architectural historian, for expertly
talking us through what we saw.
Following a brief call at St
Andrew’s churchyard, our second visit
was to what is known as Vicar’s Pele
Tower (or fortification), dating from
the 14th century, and we wish to
express thanks to Mr and Mrs S Cutler
for facilitating this visit.
Those present appeared
appreciative of all visits but we are
wondering what would work for you
next year? Have you any preference
between weeknight and Saturday and is
there anywhere within
Northumberland, including Newcastle
and North Tyneside, that you would
particularly like to visit? Please let me
know by phone (01661-833614) or email
me on ian.cpre@hotmail.co.uk and
we’ll see what we can do.
Ian Warburton, Secretary,
CPRE Northumberland

CPRE Northumberland website
CPRE Northumberland has launched a
new web site which can be found at
www.cpre-northumberland.org.uk or by
entering CPRE Northumberland into your
search engine.
This replaces the old web site and
the aim was to provide an attractive
modern format which is easy to navigate
and gives relevant and up to date
information about campaigns and current
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concerns, and also gives people ways to
contact with us if they wish.
We are greatly indebted to our
web manager Colin Adsley who has
worked really hard to develop the site
with much technical help from National
Office. We think the new site is
excellent, but any feedback from
members would be appreciated.
Les Ashworth, CPRE Northumberland

Corbridge: Vicar’s Pele
Excavate anywhere in the centre of
Corbridge and you would not be
surprised to find a layer of scorched
rubble dating from the 13th Century.
This was a period when Corbridge was
far from being the peaceful and orderly
settlement it is today; in fact it was a
very dangerous place to live as a result
of years of brutal border warfare with
the Scots.
During that period it was useful
to have a place of safety in which you
could hide till the latest raiding party
departed, and the Vicar’s Pele Tower in
Corbridge is one of the finest examples
of these structures in Northumberland.
To get some sense of the history
of Corbridge we decided to hold our
AGM there. The business meeting was
held on Saturday 25th July at the
excellent Golden Lion and was followed
by a very good lunch in the hotel.
After lunch we were privileged to
be taken on a tour of the historic centre
of Corbridge under the guidance of Mr
Peter Ryder, an architectural historian
and a noted authority on the vernacular
architecture of Northumberland.
Commencing at the Low Hall Pele Tower
at the east, and proceeding along the
main street to St Andrew’s Church, Peter
took us on a fascinating journey, showing
how the various buildings had evolved
over the centuries. Our time looking at
the church was particularly interesting,
and again Peter was able to show how
the exterior features of the church told a
story, for those able to interpret what
they are seeing, of the church from the
very earliest times.
From the church we moved to the
Vicar’s Pele Tower which is situated in
the church grounds. The building is now
owned by Mr and Mrs S Cutler and they
had very kindly given permission for us to
visit the interior of the tower. Once again
the wealth of detail and relevant

observations provided by Peter of the
interior structure of the tower were
absolutely fascinating.
This was a memorable and
enjoyable AGM visit. Our thanks to Annie
and Steve for organising the event,
special thanks to Peter Ryder for his
insightful commentary, and thanks also to
Mr and Mrs Cutler who allowed us access
to the tower, and to Mr and Mrs P
Fletcher of Low Hall who allowed access
to the exterior of that building.
Having decided to hold the AGM
on a Saturday lunchtime this year, it
would be useful if members could give
any feedback on when they would prefer
next year’s AGM to be held. Please let
our Secretary Ian know by phone (01661833614) or email him on
ian.cpre@hotmail.co.uk
Les Ashworth, Treasurer,
CPRE Northumberland
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Woolsington Hall

Newcastle City Council's Planning
Committee. Despite vigorous
opposition the applications were
approved by 6 votes to 4.
However, for a number of
reasons the applications have had to
be referred to the Secretary of State
for Communities and Local
Government for approval, not least
because the applications are at
variance with the recently approved
Newcastle/Gateshead Core Strategy
and are located within the Newcastle
Green Belt. The last is not a problem
for reuse of the existing buildings but
the 72 executive houses are highly
objectionable, especially because

CPRE members have established that
the woodlands adjacent to the Hall
are a habitat for red squirrels.
Apparently Greg Clark has
been “deluged” with letters,
including two from CPRE
Northumberland, asking him to reject
the applications. We wait to see
whether he will take note of the
popular will, or whether he will
follow the Labour Council in
approving this rich people's
playground at the expense of major
woodland and sensitive wildlife
habitats.
Howard Elcock, Vice Chair, CPRE NE
& CPRE Northumberland

Affordable Housing Victory

Woolsington Hall is a pleasant but not
especially distinguished country
house close to Newcastle airport.
Some 20 years ago it was bought by
Cameron Hall Developments Ltd to
serve as a training ground for
Newcastle United Football Club, then
owned by Sir John Hall’s company.
But the Club changed hands and the
development of Woolsington Hall as a
training centre was dropped.
Since then, the Hall has fallen
into disrepair, being maintained only
sufficient to keep it watertight and
prevent irreparable deterioration, at
a cost of some £400,000 according to
the Company. Then this year they
applied for planning permission and
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Listed Building Consent to turn the
Hall into a five star boutique hotel,
with various activities including a
cookery school being created in the
outbuildings, plus an 18 hole golf
course in the Park. However, in
order to pay for all this the Company
has applied to build 72 executive
houses, each with a plot of half an
acre and an asking price of £2.2
million, in mature woodland to the
south of the Hall.
The last proposal has aroused
fierce opposition from local
residents, Save Newcastle Wildlife
and many other objectors, including
CPRE Northumberland. On 17th July
the applications were submitted to

Court victory. After a High Court
Judicial Review brought by West
Berkshire and Reading councils, Mr
Justice Holgate ruled that a coalition
government policy to exempt many
housing developments of ten or
fewer homes from paying towards
affordable housing is incompatible
with planning law. That law says the
local development plan should guide
development but ministers had
ignored that. Justice Holgate’s
judgement reveals that ministers
drove the changes in policy through
in defiance of advice and in
ignorance of the consequences.
Ministers disregarded advice from
their civil servants on how
exemptions for Section 106
contributions towards affordable
housing should be implemented.
They seem to have misunderstood or
misinterpreted survey evidence
about the impact of affordable

housing levies on small builders.
They also ignored advice about the
consequences exempting conversions
of empty offices from affordable
housing contributions under the
vacant building credit. The
Government has said it will appeal.
Reaction: As a result of the ruling,
the Government has announced that
it will delete the nine paragraphs of
national planning guidance that
direct councils not to seek affordable
housing contributions from small
developments or from developments
that bring empty buildings, such as
offices, back into use. Daventry
council in Northamptonshire is taking
legal action over appeals allowed by
the Planning Inspectorate without a
contribution to affordable housing.
Andy Boddington, CPRE South East
Bulletin: South East News, July and
August 2015
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Durham
Bat Group

DBG

and our commonest
species, Common
Pipistrelle feeds on
midges and other small
insects over scrub.
Insectivorous bats
are approaching the
edge of their range in
the North-East with only
a few hardy species
reaching up into
Scotland. Common
Pipistrelle is common
because it can make best
use of the artificial
warmth of houses and find roost
spaces in the soffits, bargeboards and
cladding of modern suburban
cladding. The suburban
gardens mimic the scrub habitat
they favour for feeding so its no
wonder that the majority of crashed

Brown Long Eared bat

We have nine species of bats
breeding in Northern England and
they all need our help. All bats have
statutory protection but the changes
to our countryside, agricultural
practice and housing stock mean
that the environment in which bats
live is very different to
that which existed half a
century ago. All European
bats are insectivores but
each species is adapted to
concentrate of specific
prey in specific locations.
For example, Brown Longeared bats feed on large
moths whereas Noctules
take large beetles like
Cockchaffers. Daubentons
bats feed on emergent
aquatic insects above
ponds and waterways
10

Organisation
spotlight
bats found by members of the
public belong to this species.
Other bats have a much
harder time of it. Noctules roost
in holes in trees but find
themselves in competition with
woodpeckers and starlings.
Interestingly, they will also roost
in tracks in industrial chimneys
and the piers of viaducts.
Contrary to popular belief, most
bat roosts will not be in attics.
However, some species such as
Whiskered and Brandt’s bats need an
open roof space which modern
buildings do not supply. The space
requirements for Brown Long-eared
and Natterers Bats are even more
stringent as they need to “light
taste” and fly inside the roof before
emerging at sunset.
Of course, all bats are totally
protected by law and it is an
absolute offence to kill a bat.
However, licences are granted which
allow changes to roosts and the
mitigation for these is not always
successful. And feeding sites are not
protected at all. The key to the
success for bat conservation are
three-fold:
1) Education. People need to be
aware of their obligations to
conserve bats and be reassured
that they are not dangerous or
damaging.

Common Pipistrelle

2) Knowledge of places which bats
use, especially nursery sites,
swarming sites and
hibernacula. Once these are

Natterers bat
logged, south of the Tyne by
Durham Bat Group or north of the
Tyne by by Northumberland Bat
Group, we can make sure that the
bats receive the protection to
which they are entitled. It is hard
to protect a bat roost which we
don’t know about or are only
informed of at the last minute.
3) Knowledge of how the existing
laws, particularly Tree
Preservation, Hedgerow
Preservation and planning law can
be used to ensure that
developments proceed in a bat
friendly fashion.
Durham Bat Group is an open access
organization and anyone who would
like to join us in our work is cordially
invited to join our e-list via our
website www.durhambats.org.uk
Noel Jackson, Vice-president,
Durham Bat Group
Northumberland Bat Group
www.northumberlandbats.org.uk/
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Durham Plan: the latest situation
I mentioned in the last NEwsletter
that the Inspector, Harold Stephens,
had found that a number of the
proposed policies in the Submission
Draft of the Durham Plan were
potentially unsound. Although this
only affected 9 of the 65 proposed
policies, they are important ones and
go to the heart of the council’s
thinking for regenerating the county.
However, those policies were
strongly opposed by a number of
environmental groups including of
course CPRE, largely because of the
attacks on the Green Belt (both at
Durham City and Chester le Street)
and the proposals for housing and
employment which were considered
to be aspirational but not realistic.
It was a welcome surprise when Mr
Stephens appeared to agree with
many of the arguments that the
environmental groups made.
Mr Stephens suggested 3
alternatives for the Council to
consider – first, to carry on regardless
but on the understanding that he
would almost certainly declare these
policies unsound, secondly to
consider amendments to make the
policies sound but these would be
major and probably not achievable in
the time usually allowed for this sort
of thing, and thirdly to start again.
Durham County Council, however,
chose a fourth option and have
sought leave to challenge the
Inspector’s Interim Report through
the Courts. They, therefore,
commenced proceedings against the
Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government, who is
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responsible for the Planning
Inspectorate. Indeed, three
developers had already taken this
course before the Council applied for
leave. The Council’s grounds for
seeking leave are contained in full on
their website, but in brief they are
that Mr Stephens acted irrationally in
making some of his decisions without
taking proper account of national
policy and also acted unfairly in the
way he conducted the Examination in
Public. (EiP)
The Council called a meeting
in early June where all those who
had played a significant role in the
EiP were invited and told of this
development. We were told that the
Council officers had held a meeting
with the Inspectorate to try to
resolve this issue in the hope that Mr
Stephens would re-open the EiP.
However, he refused to do this. As a
result the Council felt they had no
alternative but to resort to legal
proceedings. The relief sought by the
Council was the quashing of his
Interim Report and his letter refusing
to re-open the Examination in Public.
We later discovered that CPRE
had been joined in these proceedings
as an “Interested Party”. (The City
of Durham Trust and Friends of
Durham Green Belt were also listed
as Interested Parties) We could have
said we did not want to defend our
position but, along with the other
Interested Parties, we decided that
we would file a defence with the
Court to explain why we opposed the
relief sought. This was served before
the end of June.

At the time of writing, these
proceedings have not been finalised.
However, the Secretary of State (SoS)
has conceded that one of the grounds
listed by the Council is made out,
namely that Mr Stephens did not act
fairly during the EiP. The SoS has not
however conceded any of the three
other grounds alleged by the council.
When the SoS made this concession
the Council called a meeting with the
Interested Parties to explain the
position. They informed us that the
SoS had agreed that the Interim
Report and letter should be quashed,
but that the Council would then
withdraw its current Submission Draft
of the Plan. The Council would then
prepare a new Draft to take account
of changes agreed at the EiP and any
changes in policy or law. It is
unlikely, however, to reflect changes
that Mr Stephens has identified as
being necessary to make the whole
Plan sound. Any new Plan will be
submitted to the Inspectorate. There
would then have to be a new EiP.
The Council also asked us to sign a
Consent Form to say we agreed to
the Interim Report and letter being
quashed. At this time I was
extremely concerned about this – as I
mentioned in my last Chair’s Desk,
we thought Me Stephens had behaved
fairly – indeed, I would say
impeccably. Why now should I sign a

form to say he had not?
I then read the Planning
Inspectorate’s Practice Guidance on
the conduct of EiPs. It was then that
my heart sank. This is quite a
different system from that
undertaken in a court of law or
perhaps at public inquiries where an
“adversarial” approach is taken. At
the EiP, the Inspector has to take an
“inquisitorial” approach, ie he has to
take the Council to task if he
considers policies are potentially
unsound. This can take place even
before the EiP starts if he is
concerned about the draft he has
read. Assuming the EiP does start,
he must then ask probing questions
and make clear if he believes policies
may be unsound. He has the power
to close the EiP if he does not find
the answers acceptable.
In my opinion, and with
considerable misgivings, I did not
believe that Mr Stephens did that.
Therefore, I came to the conclusion
that I had no option but to sign the
Consent Form. Initially, I tried to do
this adding a qualification that we
noted that his actual findings were
not subject to any concession by the
SoS but was ultimately told I could
not do this. After consultation with
Paul Miner at National Office, I
ultimately and with gritted teeth
signed the Form. However, neither

We are grateful to NFU Mutual for
generously supporting this newsletter
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Durham Plan: the latest situation, cont.
of the other two environmental
Interested Parties have done so.
It seems to me almost
inevitable that the court will give the
Council the leave it seeks and quash
the Report and letter. This will lead,
in due course, to a new Plan being
submitted and a new EiP. It is the
last thing that I want, having to
attend another EiP. But if this is the
outcome, I intend to ask the new
Inspector to clarify precisely how he
intends to proceed if he considers
any proposed new provisions

“unsound” and also to use as
evidence any interim finding of Mr
Stephens. I may need some luck!
And of course, if this does in fact
happen, we can only hope that the
new Inspector reaches the same
broad conclusions that Mr Stephens
did, assuming of course that any new
draft Durham Plan does not fully take
account of Mr Stephens interim
findings.
Richard Cowen, Chair,
CPRE NE Region
31 August 2015

***** STOP PRESS *****

mention that it is quashed because
any of his findings are illogical or
wrong in law.
As a result, the Council has
withdrawn the submission draft of
the Plan. It will now need to prepare
a “refreshed” version to take account
of any amendments agreed at the EiP
or any changes required as a result of
legal or government policy changes.
A new EiP will then have to be held,
probably some time next year or
early 2017.
Richard Cowen

On 4 September the judge signed an
order that the Council’s application
for leave for Judicial Review was
allowed, although this was not served
on Interested Parties for some 2 to 3
weeks. The judge then quashed the
Interim Report and a subsequent
letter from the Inspector refusing to
re-open the Examination in Public.
The Order then specifies that the
Secretary of State had conceded that
the Inspector had not acted fairly
when conducting the EiP. It does not

Green Belt 60 years on
2015 marks the 60th anniversary of
Green Belt. Since 1955, when it first
became national planning policy
following a historic CPRE campaign,
the Green Belt has been hugely
successful in protecting the
countryside and aiding the
regeneration of towns and cities
across England and continues to
provide “countryside next door” for
30 million people.
The 1955 “Green Belt
Circular” formally endorsed the idea
and recommended all local
authorities to “consider establishing
a Green Belt wherever this is
desirable” to check the growth of
built-up areas, prevent neighbouring
towns from merging into each other

and preserve the special character of
a town. By 1969 there were 14
Green Belts, including Tyneside/
Sunderland. Durham’s Green Belt was
designated in 1995. The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
continues this theme with Paragraph
80 saying Green Belt serves five
purposes:
 To check the unrestricted sprawl
of large built-up areas
 To prevent neighbouring towns
from merging into one another
 To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment
 To preserve the setting and
special character of historic
towns; and

Downloadable booklets on planning

Abbreviations
AGM

Annual General Meeting

AONB

Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty

CPRE

Campaign to Protect Rural
England

EiP

Examination in Public

MP

Member of Parliament
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NE

North East

NFU

National Farmers Union

NPPF

National Planning Policy
Framework

SoS

Secretary of State

SVRA

Springwell Village

Downloadable from: www.planninghelp.org.uk/

Other resources at:
www.planninghelp.org.uk
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Green Belt 60 years on,
 To assist in urban regeneration, by
encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land.
Paragraph 81 says “Once Green Belts
have been defined, local planning
authorities should plan positively to
enhance the beneficial use of the
Green Belt, such as looking for
opportunities to provide access; to
provide opportunities for outdoor
sport and recreation; to retain and
enhance landscapes, visual amenity
and biodiversity; or to improve
damaged and derelict land.”
Within the Green Belt there
is a general presumption against
inappropriate development, unless
“very special circumstances” can be
demonstrated to show that the
benefits of the development will
outweigh the harm caused to the
green belt. The National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out
what would constitute appropriate
and inappropriate development in
the green belt, particularly in
Paragraphs 89-91.
The revising of Green Belt
once established is covered in
Paragraph 83 which says “Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in
exceptional circumstances, through
the preparation or review of the
Local Plan.”
However, over the years
there have been many challenges to
Green Belt and CPRE has repeatedly
leapt to defend it both at national
and local level. Most recently CPRE
Durham has worked with the City of
Durham Trust and the Friends of
16

cont.

Durham Green Belt on the Durham
Plan where large areas are proposed
for housing. With a Judicial Review
application by Durham County
Council resulting in a withdrawn Plan
and work on a “refreshed” Plan with
new consultation and Examination in
Public, this work will continue.
National level: CPRE Survey
Nationally CPRE has found Green Belt
is under more pressure than ever. It
has commissioned research which has
calculated 226,000 houses are
currently planned for Green Belt, a
huge 170% surge since similar
research 3 years ago. It also
commissioned an Ipsos MORI poll,
which was reported in “Green Belt
Under Siege: the NPPF 3 Years On” www.cpre.org.uk/resources/housingand-planning/green-belts/item/3894green-belt-under-siege-the-nppfthree-years-on - and results show
that six times as many people
strongly agree the Green Belt should
be protected as those who strongly
disagree.
Alongside 62% of poll
respondents living in urban areas who
want to see Green Belt protected,
72% of respondents who live in the
south of England, an area under
particular pressure from developers,
agree. Two-thirds (66%) of
respondents in the North of England
(North East, North West and
Yorkshire), an area where a number
of local authorities are promoting
Green Belt release by arguing it will
boost economic growth, agree Green
Belt should be protected.

Green Belts are supported
strongly regardless of whether people
own or rent their own home.
Developers have argued that Green
Belts only benefit property owners.
Yet a clear majority of people in
social or privately rented
accommodation support protection of
Green Belt land (57% agree versus
18% who disagree). Such strong
support for Green Belt is
demonstrated across a range of
different groups, including people
with children aged 5 and under,
those renting from a local authority,
and those on low incomes. And more
than six out of ten people (62%) who
live in towns and cities support the
protection of the Green Belt – a
finding that casts doubt on the claims
of critics that Green Belts do not
benefit people who live in urban
areas.
The anniversary poll comes
just weeks after the Government
re-emphasised its support for Green
Belt protection at the launch of its
Productivity Plan. But despite this
support and existing protections,
local communities have repeatedly
found themselves fighting proposals
to build on Green Belt land.
“Our Green Belt”
In response to the threats CPRE has
launched a new campaign in this 60th

anniversary year of—“Our Green
Belt” which calls on the Government
to:
 be more specific on the limited
circumstances in which Green Belt
boundaries can be changed
through local plans;
 call in or direct local authorities
to refuse damaging developments
in the Green Belt that are not
identified in existing local or
neighbourhood plans; and
 target public funding, through
organisations such as Natural
England and Local Enterprise
Partnerships, to increase the
quality of and access to Green
Belt.
CPRE’s campaign aims to show why
people value the Green Belt by
inviting the public to submit photos
and stories to a digital wall showing
how they use and experience it. In
addition CPRE has published a 7 page
Green Belt ‘myth-busting’ document
to demonstrate why arguments to
build on the Green Belt are
misguided, Green Belt myths: CPRE’s
guide to what you need to know. It
is online at: www.cpre.org.uk/
resources/housing-and-planning/
green-belts/item/4039-green-beltmyths
Gillan Gibson, Secretary,
CPRE Durham

Green Belt Boundaries

Green Belt Experiences

See maps at:

Download your photo and
experiences at:

http://maps.cpre.org.uk/
planning_map.html?lon=1.39335&lat=54.56541&zoom=8

http://ourgreenbelt.cpre.org.uk/
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Green Belt - Springwell and
Eighton Banks
Gateshead joins Sunderland in fight
to save a community!
When their village came under threat
of being swamped by large scale
development Springwell Village
sprang into action. This small – just
over 1000 households – community
quickly showed its passion and its
strength. Residents turned up in
their droves to public meetings –
supported by Sunderland Council who
informed and advised on how to
properly respond to consultations and
how to make views known. To date,
nearly 500 letters have gone to the
Council objecting to any amendments
to Green Belt boundaries and
hundreds of people have registered
online to be consulted, not to
mention hundreds of emails and
phone calls.
The story hit the press when a
hundred signboards appeared
throughout the
Village screaming
“Save the
Greenbelt”. A
website and social
media have been
used from the
outset to keep
anybody who is
interested
updated. There are
two separate
petitions, each
with nearly 1000
signatures.
Angela
Templeman, Chair
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of the Springwell Village Residents
Association (SVRA), said “It was
anticipated that Hellens – the
developer who is proposing a massive
building programme on around 30
acres of greenbelt land – would
formally consult residents and submit
a planning application before the end
of 2015. So the campaign to save
Green Belt had to be organised
quickly – but we were keen from the
start that it would be done properly
and thoroughly”.
Local people are continuing to
show their passion to protect where
they live – not just for them but for
everybody who benefits from the
nearby countryside. Angela said,
“protecting the Green Belt is a
national issue – one that has become
a political football – we’ll do our very
best to make an impact here. People
feel strongly about this”. With this

Green Belt - Springwell and
Eighton Banks, cont
in mind SVRA has gone over the
border into Gateshead to inform and
engage residents in neighbouring
Eighton Banks who will also be
greatly affected by development on
its boundary with Sunderland.
Volunteers delivered information and
residents soon began sending letters
to their own Gateshead Council
expressing their concerns and
demanding objections to any
proposals by Sunderland to interfere
with greenbelt boundaries. Eighton
Banks resident Jon Lindsay said,”the
threat to the Green Belt here is huge
and it affects everyone – everyone
has a right to use it and once it is
gone is can never be replaced.
Although that is a massive issue it’s
not the only one. What about
traffic, emissions, environment,
strain on medical services, public
transport, - the list could go on.
Those of us who live nearby are well
placed to understand these issues
and I’m very pleased that Eighton
Banks residents are being given the
opportunity to have a voice along
with our neighbours in Springwell
Village. I’m giving this campaign
my full support ”.
This huge community effort is
supported by local businesses in
Eighton Banks and Springwell Village,
and the historic Bowes Railway
organisation. Even the prospect of
around 600 customers on the

doorstep has failed to impress
retailers and landlords who have
wholeheartedly given their backing.
Angela:” the proposed development
would be adjacent to a landfill site
and the Bowes Railway track. Both
potential neighbours support our
view that this is not a suitable place
for people to live but the driver is
not “suitability” – it’s profit. We
recognise there is a need for homes –
and all of the brownfield sites in the
village have newly built houses on
them. But we dispute the need to
build them on Green Belt sites,
particularly where there is a strained
road network, constant complaints
about traffic and emissions and
opportunities elsewhere to build as
many houses as Sunderland needs.”
No stone has been left
unturned by these serious
campaigners who also have the local
primary school, church and very
active Community Venue organisation
- with its huge number of members
and users -in their list of allies. And
nationally active campaign groups
are supporting this lively, determined
community who are making their
voice heard in all the right places.
Angela said “and we’ve only just
begun – these people will not rest
until this fight is well and truly
over”.
Springwell Village Residents
Association
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