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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 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 do not 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 email
Would you rather receive this NEwsletter
by email? If yes, please email:
cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk and ask to
be placed on the email list. You can ask
to come off at any time.
Disclaimer: The views expressed within
this NEwsletter are those of the authors.
Photo credits: front cover Gilbert
Johnson; p4 & p5 Graeme Anderson;
p6 “Photographs with kind permission of
#2 min beach clean”; p7 Richard Cowen;
p22 Angela Templeman; and
back cover Don Brownlow
Items for the next issue should
be with the Editor by
1st December 2018.
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Throckley,
Northumberland
Mountain of plastics
and bottles
removed

CPRE Northumberland was instrumental in
the removal of more than 1,000 discarded
bottles, cans and plastics from Throckley
Village as part of a national drive to
persuade the Government to introduce a
deposit return system.
Northumberland Chair Colin Adsley
co-ordinated efforts to organise the
clearance which saw CPRE's specialist
deposit van, nicknamed
‘VendyMcVendface’, parked in Tilmouth
Road car park, spitting out receipts as
recyclables were fed into it by the local
community.

In total 28 volunteers collected 25
bulging bags of rubbish in just over 90
minutes, with 10 bags of plastics, bottles
and cans totalling 1,006 items fed into the
collection vehicle.
Colin said: “It was a terrific effort
and Throckley is a cleaner, safer, place as a
result. Just as importantly, it was a great
way to draw attention to efforts to clean
up the country and encourage a deposit
return system. CPRE has campaigned for
years to have the discarding of plastics,
bottles and cans tackled head on and
hopefully the Government will take note of
examples like Throckley.”

Bottles and can s fed in - voucher issued

The Throckley clean up was part of
CPRE’s national September Green Clean
campaign, with the specially commissioned
deposit return vehicle touring the
country - and it was the only event in the
North East.
Now, CPRE is hoping it will become
an annual event spreading to towns,
villages and cities in the years ahead,
helping to clean up swathes of the
countryside and encourage environmental
responsibility.
The Throckley event was supported
by Throckley Village Action Group, and its
chair, John Allen, said: “I was very proud to
see the volunteers turning up and taking
pride in helping improve the local
environment. We had members of
Sainsbury’s Throckley lending their help as
volunteers too and hopefully this is the
start of more efforts to improve the
village.”
Local resident Lee Dyer said “It was
a great idea and members of the
community enjoyed being involved.”

Throckley councillors Linda Wright
and Stephen Fairlie also took part in the
event with CPRE’s Green Clean earning
their whole-hearted support. Linda said:
“It was a great thing to do and we applaud
the efforts of CPRE Northumberland. It was
lovely to see so many volunteers and
children especially involved.”
Following publicity surrounding the
event - which included CPRE’s national
office highlighting and praising the branch's
efforts - a Newbiggin group has
approached CPRE Northumberland looking
to stage a similar event next year and the
signs are that Throckley could have started
something which can grow and grow in the
North East.
The success of the event would
suggest that this is a way in the future that
CPRE can raise its profile and recruit
members while carrying out its core
mission to protect and preserve the green
environment of England.
Graeme Anderson, CPRE NE Press Officer

Reverse Vending Machine being fed and the bottles and cans counted
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Kittiwakes on the Tyne

“The beach was a real state during the
winter of 2013 /14. Each tide brought
more plastics, relentlessly. It really was
like some kind of plastics Armageddon.
After one ferocious storm I went to the
beach to see beach huts and their contents
strewn all over the tide line, along with all
the fishing crates, bottles, rope and plastic
packaging. I couldn’t get to as many
organised clean ups as I would have liked
so I thought I’d do my bit in the in between
times”, he said.
6

The beauty of the movement is that it
gives individuals permission to stop after 2
minutes, and not to feel guilty if all they can
do is 2 minutes, because every 2 minutes
matters. The organisation, gaining power,
profile and influence, has also exerted
positive influence in other ways, such as
stopping a number of balloon releases
through kind but firm pressure.
Since its inception in 2014, 2 Minute
Beach Clean has seen a growing family of
beach lovers rolling up their sleeves to help
rid the world’s beaches of marine litter and
plastic pollution. Each and every piece of
marine plastic removed from the beach of
course is a piece that will no longer go on to
kill vulnerable wildlife. The movement has
grown enormously, with tens of thousands of
people all over the globe using the hashtag
for their beach cleaning activities. The most
recent development has been the
introduction of cleaning stations, where
people can borrow equipment and bags,
returning them as they drop off the litter to
be collected by local refuse collection
services. The number of such stations in the
UK now exceeds 100, although these are still
disproportionately focused in the South West
at present. In the North East there are
currently seven stations, at: Holy Island,
Newbiggin, Whitley Bay, Tynemouth and
South Shields with the programme expanding
all the time.

www.beachclean.net

© Richard Cowen

The 2 Minute Beach Clean is an idea that its
founder, wild swimmer, surfer, writer and
beach lover Martin Dorey, says couldn't be
any simpler. It's simply about taking 2
minutes to pick up litter at the beach. That's
basically it. But of course looking deeper, it’s
an idea that encourages social responsibility,
chunking down an overwhelmingly enormous
job into small, individually achievable goals
and harnessing the power of social media.
Martin reminds people that our beaches
belong to all of us so it's all our responsibility
to do all we can to keep them beautiful.
Litterpickers are encouraged to take a picture
on their smartphone and upload it to twitter
or Instagram using the hashtag
#2minutebeachclean. It can then be viewed
online, producing usable data that can be
used for a variety of campaigning and
motivational purposes.
Martin explained what motivated him
to try to make a difference, and what a
wonderful surprise the success of the
movement has been.

The kittiwake is a small gull with ink like
that the deterrents are removed. A recent
black tips to its wings, black legs and feet
planning application for such nets received
and a yellow bill. It is named after its call.
about 1,000 objections. At present, there
This is a sea bird, rarely coming inland.
are no nets or spikes, but the truce is
They spend winter at sea and only come
perhaps uneasy.
ashore to breed on the coast and in the
Peoples’ opinions about these birds
North East can be found say at Marsden
may of course vary. However, many wish
and Nose’s Point in Seaham. But there is
to see them here and indeed, in Newcastle,
one exception to this.
there is an information board telling
For some years, kittiwakes have
people about them. They are red listed by
bred in some numbers in Newcastle and
the RSPB because of declines in numbers.
Gateshead. They come in early in the
The kittiwakes on the Tyne are
spring and nest in particular on the Tyne
believed to be unique as, it is understood,
Bridge and Baltic in Gateshead. They are an
no other colonies of these birds nest so far
iconic little bird, but they are noisy with
inland. Consideration is being given to an
their “kittiwake” call and, it has to be
event next year to “welcome the kittiwakes
admitted, their droppings are messy.
back” when they return to these nesting
The approach to these birds appears sites. The big question of course is, should
to differ according to which side of the
nature be welcomed into our cities, or are
Tyne you are on. In Gateshead, the birds
there some cases where it should be
appear to be welcome with a viewing
prevented? It is not the role of this article
platform at the Baltic which is level with
to answer that question, just to raise it.
their nesting ledge. When they are
Richard Cowen, Durham Bird Club
present, steps are taken
to prevent their
droppings from hitting
pedestrians underneath
them. In Newcastle,
however, there have
been attempts to
prevent these birds
from nesting, for
example by placing nets
or spikes in strategic
positions.
These steps have
proved controversial
and there have been
large protests to ensure
These kittiwakes are at Bempton Cliffs in Yorkshire
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Northumberland Round-up
CPRE Northumberland has been busy
across the county since the last edition of
the NEwsletter but much of the work has
been of an organisational nature.
Some of you may know that after
five years service, our secretary Ian
Warburton stood down and has now been
replaced by Annie Lloyd. With a very small
committee steering CPRE Northumberland,
the role of secretary is a vital one, so we
have been delighted to secure Annie’s
services and will look to her enthusiasm
and organisation to help drive us forward.
Members who attended the AGM
this year will realise how vital it is that we
secure more volunteers for our committee
in the coming months and work is currently
being carried out in that direction, starting
with a new Treasurer to replace Les
Ashworth who is standing down at the end
of the year. If you, or anyone you know,
would like to get more involved in CPRE by
joining the committee, we’d be only too
glad to hear from you. You can get in
touch via any of the contact points you see
throughout this NEwsletter.
One way forward is to engage more
with the public and a perfect example of
that was the Throckley Green Clean blitz,
which is detailed elsewhere in this issue.
As ever though, most of our work was the
unsung legwork which goes into
monitoring planning applications across
the county and raising concerns wherever
appropriate. This performs a vital role in
our democracy in holding would-be
developers to account wherever the Green
Belt and our green spaces are
unnecessarily threatened and also remind
the local authority of its responsibilities
8

when it comes to the legal frameworks it
operates in. For that reason, we have been
involved in a detailed analysis of the draft
Northumberland Local Plan with our
planning consultant Nic Best and
completed the on-line proforma in over
ninety sections to submit our views to the
consultation process.
CPRE Northumberland found much
to approve in the detailed policies for
environmental protections, but strongly
opposed the plans to designate large parts
of the county as suitable for wind turbines
up to 40 metres high (that's twice the
height of the Angel of the North). Many of
the county's finest landscapes could be
ruined with clusters of these in the field of
view.
In relation to specific planning
applications, we opposed plans to build six
bungalows on land south of Manor Close in
Walton, citing impact on the Green Belt
and the setting of the Conservation Area.
A letter of objection has also been sent
over an application to build 53 dwellings at
Peacock Gap, Morpeth - a green space
within the northern part of the town. The
town council has also objected. Another
letter of objection has been sent over an
application to build 13 houses in Medburn,
in green space near the end of The Avenue.
Again, Ponteland Town Council has
objected too. We have also confirmed our
previous objection to plans to develop
Newcastle Great Park, in the Green Belt
south of Havannah Local Nature Reserve,
and written to object to a proposed siting
of a telecom mast in the Northumberland
National Park near Tarsett.
Finally, letters have been sent

to Conservative MPs Guy Opperman,
(Hexham) and Anne-Marie Trevelyan
(Berwick-upon-Tweed) seeking their
support for CPRE's national campaign to
oppose ‘fast-track fracking’. Fracking is an
issue affecting other parts of the country

far more acutely than Northumberland at
the moment, but we have to be very much
aware that what is happening in one part
of the country today could be heading our
way tomorrow.
Graeme Anderson, Colin Adsley

Durham Round-up
The major development for CPRE Durham
since our last issue has been the
overturning of Durham County Council’s
decision to prevent a major housing
development on a meadow in Esh
Winning. This decision has consequences
for future speculative planning applications
across the county and the issues
surrounding it are dealt with in depth
elsewhere in this edition of NEwsletter - as
is the subject of the planned relocation of
County Hall.
There has been plenty more going
on across the county though, apart from
these two items. CPRE Durham has written
to the council asking it to ensure that the
Phase Two development of Thinford Park
goes ahead in a way that is not visually
intrusive on the important surrounding
views of the countryside.
The branch has been involved in
giving input to the new County Durham
Strategic Cycling and Walking Delivery
Plan 2018-28 with Richard Cowen giving
feedback on the cycling side of the
document and Gillan Gibson on walking.
A strong letter of objection was
written to South Tyneside Council opposing
plans to build a three-storey, 23-apartment
complex on the site of the former Waters
Edge pub at Trow Lea next to Trow Rocks.

The site is a natural beauty spot with a
fragile ecosystem and opposition was
united against the scheme with more than
300 letters of objection received. We are
pleased to report that the application was
refused by the council.
A complaint has been made to the
council about its dealing with the closure
of the bridle path from Old Quarrington to
Quarrington Hill, which was extinguished
as a result of the planning permission to
extend works into Cold Knuckles Quarry.
CPRE Durham is monitoring closely
plans to build 96 houses on Mallard Way
next to the Rainton Meadows Nature
Reserve.
Meanwhile, CPRE Durham continues
to oppose plans to build on Toft Hill near
Bishop Auckland. Applications for 100
houses and then 50 houses have previously
been rejected but another application has
now gone in for 22 houses. CPRE Durham
continues to object on the basis that it is
an inappropriate development into the
open countryside and there is no need to
consider it in terms of meeting the
County’s Objectively Assessed Needs
(OAN), which are currently catered for
when other sites allocated are taken into
consideration.
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Durham Round-up (cont.)
Attempts are still being made it
appears to have a wind turbine installed at
Punder Gill near Barnard Castle. Two
previous turbines proposed were refused
planning permission and the owners of the
land are now exploring the possibility of
having a single, smaller one erected.
Graeme Anderson, Richard Cowen

Durham County Hall:
proposed relocation
CPRE Durham has joined growing
opposition to the Council’s plans to build
its new County Hall in the centre of the
city.
CPRE Durham has strongly objected
to the decision, arguing it will be
environmentally damaging and it has
suggested an alternative site outside the
city limits be found.
Although the proposed new site on
the car park at Freemans Place, (between
the swimming baths and the Millennium
bridge), is not in the Green Belt, it is next
to it. And although CPRE’s concerns are
primarily about the countryside, it also
takes into account the urban environment
and also issues surrounding pollution and
traffic.
CPRE Durham accepts a move away
from the current Aykley Heads site makes
sense for reasons the council has
previously outlined and also accepts that a
significant reduction in the headcount of
staff is being factored in. But it points out
that there will still be more than 1,000 staff
using the new building along with
councillors and members of the public.
In a letter of objection, CPRE North
10

East Chair, Richard Cowen, said: “While we
acknowledge that Durham City is the
historical administrative centre for the
county, we question whether any proposed
new site has to be in the city centre. “The
city is small and already suffering from
congestion and air quality issues.”
CPRE Durham is in favour of siting
the proposed new building, council
chamber and a cafe outside the city limits,
taking advantage of the A1(M) five miles
away - Bowburn has been put forward as
one possible solution.
Noting, and agreeing with, a large
number of objections surrounding impact
on nearby residents and convenience of
the site for people across the county, the
CPRE’s letter adds: “We also question the
ease of accessibility of the site. We
question whether great numbers of people
will catch the bus to Durham City from
other towns and outlying areas, or, more
likely, use a car. The issues relating to
traffic congestion and air quality are also
relevant. We find it unusual to bring about
a development that is likely to significantly
increase traffic in a restricted area of the
city centre.”
CPRE shares the concerns of
Durham World Heritage Site Visitor Centre
about the potential impact of this
development on the setting of the
Cathedral and Castle. While CPRE is
concerned that Historic England appear to
be satisfied with the actual County Hall, we
welcome their concern in relation to a
multi-storey car park saying it must fit in
with the heritage setting and that they
have taken note the area has been
designated a potential flood risk.

Esh Winning:
the disappointment
CAMPAIGNERS fighting to save green field
land from developers in the village of Esh
Winning have lost their fight on appeal.
Despite having support from local
councillors and a very well-organised
community opposition, which originally
saw Durham County Council reject the
application, the Inspector ruled on appeal
that without an existing Local Plan,
Durham could not demonstrate that it had
a five year supply of housing, and therefore
he had to allow the appeal.
The decision means that the applicants,
local landowners, the Finleys, will now get
the go-ahead to build up to 66 houses on
the 2.4 hectare meadowland site, although
the Finleys were not awarded their legal
costs for the appeal.
The news comes as a crushing blow
to campaigners, who thought the land
would be safe after Durham County Council
listened to the objectors and turned the
application down.
Now they must take stock.
Sarah Banks, Chair of the East Esh Winning
Residents’ Group, confirmed: “The
Planning Inspector has now made a
decision regarding the appeal lodged by
the Finleys against the County Council’s
refusal of planning permission for housing
behind South Terrace. Unfortunately the
Inspector has allowed the appeal and has
granted outline planning permission for a
residential development of up to 66
dwellings at land to the south of
Castlefields in Esh Winning. The Inspector

has taken into account the latest National
Planning Policy Guidance, (which was not
available when the decision was made by
the County Council), and has judged that
this takes priority over the policies from
the old Durham City Plan. We will be
studying the implications carefully. I am
sorry this is bad news and would like to
thank everyone who was involved in the
campaign to save these fields from
development.”
The council originally rejected the
housing application, leading to dozens of
Esh Winning residents, who had filled the
Durham County Council chamber,
applauding when the proposed
development was rejected by a majority of
10-2.
The scheme had been put forward
by landowners Barry, Billy and Gillian
Finley. The field was used by children as a
place to play and by dog walkers.
Deerness councillor Jean Chaplow
said at the time: “We can’t lose this
meadow. It’s the only one we’ve got.”
Cllr David Bell, also a member for
Deerness, added: “This development is on
a greenfield site. There are other sites in
the village which could be built on. There’s
no need to develop this site.”
The council was sent 75 letters of
objection, while East Esh Winning
Residents’ Group had handed in a petition
which had been signed by 121 people.
There were also letters of objection
including one from the CPRE Durham
among others.
Graeme Anderson, Richard Cowen
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Esh Winning:
the implications
THE Esh Winning decision has real
implications for planning in Durham, with
fears now raised that it will be open season
for developers until a new Local Plan is
adopted.
The council had originally rejected
the application for 66 houses on a meadow
in the village of Esh Winning. But the
application was allowed on appeal with the
Inspector deciding that because Durham
doesn’t have a Local Plan and couldn’t
demonstrate a five-year supply of housing,
under new guidance from the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) he had
to allow the application.
CPRE North East Chair Richard
Cowen said: “The main problem I now see
is that while we’re waiting for Durham’s
new Local Plan, developers can say the
council cannot prove a fiveyear supply as a
result of paragraph 74 of the National
Planning Policy Framework, if there is no
plan in place and no annual statement.
That in my mind appears wrong and does
not take account of the fact that the
National Planning Policy Framework is itself
guidance without statutory backing but
that may be a difficult argument to have
accepted.”
Matt Thompson, CPRE’s national
Head of Planning, has been made aware of
the decision and said that although
disappointing, he can understand why the
Inspector has made the decision he has,

@CPRENorthEast
twitter
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even if he doesn’t agree with it. This is a
frustrating decision, especially given the
scale of the development with regard to
the size of the village and the (albeit
informal) current use of the site for
recreational purposes,” he said.
“However, I’m not sure that the Inspector
could have come to any other decision in
this case. In my view, the key point made
by the Inspector is in para 33 of his letter,
where he says ‘the Council’s findings, (on
housing land supply), cannot be considered
to have been demonstrated in the terms of
paragraph 74 of the Framework’. Matt
continues “The new NPPF para 74
demands councils publish their land supply
position “in a recently adopted plan, or in a
subsequent annual position statement”,
giving conditions that the position
statement must meet. There clearly isn’t a
recently adopted plan, and I can only
assume that the Inspector is correct that
the council has not published an
appropriate position statement. In effect
para 74 says that regardless of what
anyone says the current position is with
five-year supply, and regardless of what
targets five-year supply is judged against, if
the five-year supply position isn’t ‘fixed’ in
a para 74-compliant annual position
statement, then the council cannot be said
to be able to demonstrate a five-year
supply. If the council had produced an
annual position statement, the process of
doing so would have sorted out the matter
of whether or not the new ‘standard
methodology’ figure was the appropriate

www.facebook.com/
cprenortheastregion/ti,eline?
ref=page_internal

one on which to base the five-year supply
position. Ultimately, I think this is one of
those classic cases where, despite the best
efforts of the community and our own
volunteers on the ground, fundamentally
the lack of an up-to-date local plan is what
stands between us and the right decision
on a speculative development proposal

such as this. This underlines the
importance of getting Local Plans in place
and keeping them up-to-date and of
publishing a five-year supply position
statement and keeping that up-to-date.
“There’s definitely a case for badgering the
council on both points.”
Graeme Anderson, CPRE NE Press Officer

Speculative development
Gladman Developments has applied for
permission in respect of reserved matters
releating to the planning permission that
was controversially granted on appeal
three years ago for the building of up to
300 houses on land to the north of Durham
Road on Middlestone Moor near
Spennymoor. The application included the
formation of access, car parking, boundary
treatments, landscaping and open space.
Many CPRE members will be aware
of the issue of development companies like
Gladman which make huge sums of money
by applying for permission to develop on
land and then, if planning permission is
granted, selling that land on at great profit.
The controversy comes in when Gladman
and companies like it make speculative
applications for development and, in the
view of CPRE, look to exploit loopholes in
the planning system to get them through.
The case of Middlestone Moor was
particularly controversial because
Gladman’s original application was rejected
but was won on appeal. That important
case gave Gladman victory but three years
further on, no houses have been built.
This leads on to another issue which
CPRE is fighting across the country -

landbanking. This is where speculative
applications are made for housing
development and then, once granted, the
developers sit on the permission waiting
for the housing market’s need for houses
to increase in order to maximise profits.
It is estimated that developers are sitting
on permission to build up to 400,000
houses across the country. In the Gladman
case at Middlestone Moor planning
permission would have expired on 24th
August 2018, but the application for
reserved matters was submitted on 17th
August 2018, so just in time - a week
before the permission granted on appeal
was due to lapse.
CPRE North East Chair Richard
Cowen said: “There is clearly nothing illegal
in what Gladman is doing but one does
wonder whether this is all to game the
system and win as much time as possible
to start this development.” The matter is
further complicated by the fact that
Gleesons have in February made a
separate application for 320 houses on the
same site, an application that had not, at
the last check, been withdrawn.
Graeme Anderson, Richard Cowen
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North East Housing figures
THE recent Government assessment of
how many houses need to be built in the
region to meet future needs is substantially
lower than that put forward by many local
authorities in the North East. But it
remains to be seen how local authorities
across the region will react to the lower
figures.
CPRE North East Chair Richard Cowen gave
this latest summary:

North of the Tyne
Newcastle and Gateshead have a joint
Plan, but Newcastle appear more prone to
depart from it. If they do not provide an
annual statement, it appears this approach
will be successful in getting more houses
permitted, whether their own Objectively
Assessed Need (OAN) is already exceeded
or not.
North Tyneside has a recently adopted
Plan but a five-year housing land supply
will still need to be proved.
Northumberland is in much the same
position as Durham of not wanting a great
deal of housing to be built but also not
having a Plan.

South of the Tyne
Durham appears to have accepted the
Government's Standard Method of
calculating housing need without
complaint. This, of course, was not
available when the last Plan was
considered so this particular issue did not
arise then. Durham has also indicated it
14

will accept any revised Objectively
Assessed Needs figure when it is published
later this autumn. It is anticipated that for
our region the figures will be reduced yet
further.
Sunderland appears to be batting on
regardless of the Government’s Standard
Method, but without giving any
satisfactory explanation as to why it wants
to increase the numbers so much above
the Standard Method approach.
South Tyneside, Gateshead and Hartlepool
all have Plans in place although South
Tyneside is starting again. They all have
figures above the Standard Method OAN
but these were approved before the
Standard Method was published. They
will, however, need to complete annual
statements to prove the five-year supply is
still attainable.
Stockton does not yet have a Plan adopted
but the Examination in Public was earlier
this year, before the publication of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
revision.
Darlington believes its Objectively
Assessed Needs are quadruple the
Government’s Standard Method figure.
They have shown no sign of adopting the
Standard Method figure, either as it stands
or as it will be later this year. In addition,
it has provided no reason why there should
be an exception in Darlington's case.
Bob Barfoot, Vice Chair of CPRE
Durham expanded on the situation in
Darlington. “The subject of
Darlington Borough Council overestimating

the number of houses it feels needs to be
built to serve the Borough’s needs in the
future is by now a well-trodden one.
CPRE Darlington has said publicly on
many occasions that the Council appears to
be allowing many more houses to be built
than is suggested by the figure arrived at
by the Government’s Standard
Methodology.
But maybe the proof of that is now
being provided by the developers
themselves rather than just ourselves. The
claim coming from a number of sources is
that builders have stopped building
in Middleton St George - an area of
Darlington that has "enjoyed" considerable

developer interest - because they are not
selling their houses!
Bob Barfoot said of the general
situation in the Borough:
“Regarding Darlington we have raised this
issue several times, both face-to-face with
Borough councillors and officers, and in our
written response to the emerging
Darlington Local Plan. However, the
Council is standing firm on its figures. All
we can hope is that the Inspector throws
the Local Plan out at the Examination in
Public, which is probably to take place in
the spring of 2019.
Graeme Anderson, Richard Cowen and Bob
Barfoot

Abbreviations
5YHLS

5 Year Housing Land Supply

MP

Member of Parliament

AGM

Annual General Meeting

NE

North East

AONB

Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty

NLP

Northumberland Local Plan

NPPF

National Planning Policy
Framework

NPPG

National Planning Policy
Guidance

OAN

Objectively Assessed Needs
(housing)

RSPB

Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds

SW

South West

UK

United Kingdom

CDSCWDP County Durham Strategic Cycling
and Walking Delivery Plan
CPRE

Campaign to Protect Rural
England

EiP

Examination in Public

LP

Local Plan

LPA

Local planning authority

LNR

Local Nature Reserve

MW

Megawatts
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CPRE Around England
CPRE’s Annual General Meeting saw Chair
Su Sayer pay fond tribute to three great
campaigners sadly lost to the organisation
in the past year - including CPRE
Northumberland’s own Howard Elcock.
Su said: “Howard was so important to our
work in the North East, and to CPRE
Northumberland in particular, helping to
defeat so many threats to the spectacular
countryside in that region. He made a real
impact in working with communities –
particularly in helping them protect their
Green Belt, for which he was one of our
greatest advocates. His leadership,
expertise and enthusiasm will be sorely
missed, but he leaves behind an active and
influential CPRE presence, proudly working
to honour his memory.”
The other long-serving community
campaigners honoured were Audrey
Dawson of CPRE Lancashire and Martin
Walton of CPRE Norfolk.
CPRE Sussex has helped see-off plans for
an incinerator in Horsham.
West Sussex County Council planning
committee decided, 8 to 4, to dismiss the
application for a ‘recycling, recovery and
renewable thermal treatment facility’.
Describing it as “a visually colossal ugly
incinerator”, Councillor Peter Catchpole,
added: “This is the wrong technology in the
wrong place squeezed on too small a site’.
Concerned residents present at the
meeting cheered the outcome.
There has been periodic talk of an
incinerator on South Tyneside for many
years and the opposition to the idea
remains united and implacable.
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LAND promoter Gladman Developments
pulled out of plans for houses despite
mounting appeals to challenge Ashford
Borough Council’s housing land supply.
CPRE Kent, together with local parish
councils, supported the borough council’s
decisions to reject 125 homes in Brabourne
Lees, 245 in Charing and 110 in Biddenden.
The key appeared to be Local Plan hearings
after which planning inspectors confirmed
Ashford Borough Council does have an
adequate five-year housing land supply.
CPRE Kent’s Richard Knox-Johnston said:
“This application by Gladman is speculative
and typical of applications made
throughout the country, as described in
BBC1 programme Countryfile. They are
speculators and, having gained planning
permission, will sell it on to a developer,
making serious profits out of this fault line
in the planning system.”
GOOD news from CPRE Dorset, with Good
Energy withdrawing an application to
construct a 24 MW solar park on 106 acres
of unspoilt countryside owned by South
Dorset MP Richard Drax. The decision
represented the culmination of a five-year
campaign involving over 700 written
objections and two successful judicial
reviews. CPRE Durham’s Bob Barfoot was
heavily involved in the case during his time
in the south of England.
CPRE Lancashire has released a new
Brownfield Toolkit, available to download
from their website, to support
communities in highlighting brownfield
sites in their local area, both to reduce
development pressure on the countryside

and to encourage the regeneration of
unsightly or derelict sites. The Toolkit aims
to increase brownfield redevelopment by
helping people alert their local council
about brownfield sites that might be
developed and added to the list of
brownfield sites held by local authorities.
Research by CPRE suggests
brownfield sites, particularly smaller ones,
are still being missed out of these lists. The
Toolkit is a way to help neighbourhoods
and planning departments work together.
EFFECTIVE campaigning by CPRE Sussex
has helped lead to an application to
extract oil beneath Markwells Wood, in
the South Downs National Park being
withdrawn.
Concern arose when UK Oil and Gas
submitted plans to extract oil by acidisation
from five new wells over the next 20 years.
UK Oil and Gas has been ordered by the
South Downs National Park Authority to
restore the area to woodland by March
2019.
A LANCASHIRE beauty spot will stay green
thanks to a campaign, supported by CPRE
Lancashire, objecting to 60 new houses on
agricultural land in the borough of Pendle.
An application to bulldoze rural farmland in
Barnoldswick was unanimously refused by
the local council. The area around
Greenberfield Locks, next to the highest
point of the Leeds Liverpool canal, is a true

beauty spot, and local people are
passionate about wanting it kept that way.
CPRE Lancashire argued the development
would harm open countryside, sacrifice
farmland, and disregard the intrinsic
character and beauty of the area.
CPRE Avonside has opposed the growth of
Bristol Airport which is proposing a
doubling of passenger numbers.
Campaigners argued expansion would be a
disaster for the region’s environment and
transport infrastructure as well as
England's economy as a whole,
encouraging more housing and transport
infrastructure in the south, and negatively
impacting on the balance of the UK
economy. CPRE Avoniside say that Bristol
airport would become disproportionately
large compared to other regional airports
and would impact on the sensitive
environment of North Somerset and the
West of England, the Avon Green Belt and
the Mendips Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB). CPRE Avonside suggests
local air quality and landscapes are already
suffering, and that continued expansion at
Bristol airport is unsustainable.
CPRE Northumberland is currently
considering the growth and expansion
plans released by Newcastle Airport in a
consultation over its development through
to 2035.
Graeme Anderson

CPRE Around England
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Local Plans: 4 consultations: an update
In the previous issue, Summer 2018, there
was information about consultations on
four Local Plans (Darlington, Co Durham,
Northumberland and Sunderland) with
some information on the process and how
to comment. So what happened? CPRE
Durham, CPRE Northumberland and many
other groups and individuals sent in
submissions to the councils who are now
currently working their way through them.
What follows are some brief reports
on the CPRE work, and then an article on

the disturbing situation with regard to
housing. This article has come out of the
frustration Springwell Villange Residents
Association felt when they were dealing
with their consultation (and previous ones)
and it hits it on the nail with regard to
Green Belt. The issues raised are just as
valid in other areas of the region which are
not Green Belt and which are suffering in a
similar way. The detail may be different,
but the trends are the same.
Gillan Gibson, Editor

“County Durham Plan Preferred Options”
cdpconsultation@durham.gov.uk
Durham County Council has now published
and consulted on its Preferred Options for
the county. The consultation closed at the
beginning of August.
Altogether, over 50 policies are
proposed for the whole county to cover
housing need and allocation, employment,
retail, leisure, transport, energy (including
renewable energy), conservation of the
natural environment and heritage assets
and mineral extraction.
Many of the policies have been
supported in principle, though we have in
places made comment as to how they may
be improved. But we have strongly
objected to others.
Principle points that arise from CPRE
Durham’s comments are:
 We have supported the Council’s
decision to accept the Government’s
Standard Method for calculating the
housing need
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 There are, however, still issues relating
to sites that have been allocated for
housing, including the deletion of a
large area of Green Belt at Sniperly and
allocations near Consett and Crook. We
have also said the Plan should consider
the impact if the Council does in fact
approve an application for a garden
village at Seaham which would provide
1500 houses.
 We have strenuously opposed the
proposed sites for 2 relief roads around
Durham while acknowledging we do
not have the expertise to comment on
current congestion and air quality
issues in Durham City. One road affects
a Local Nature Reserve (LNR) and an
area of Ancient Woodland, which we
consider unacceptable.
 We are disappointed that the
re-opening of the Leamside Line does

not get higher priority and noted that
this could provide an extension of
the Metro into Durham City.
 We are very concerned about the
amount of the county that is stated
to be suitable for wind turbines.
Although criteria consistent with the
National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) are included, about two thirds
of the county is stated to be suitable
for small turbines, about half for
medium sized turbines and existing
sites with large turbines are said to
be suitable for further development.
We have commented that this is far
too wide.
 We have suggested that the Plan
should contain proposals for Liaison
Committees in respect of
controversial development
(particularly mineral workings) and
those Committees should be able to
make meaningful decisions

Durham Plan
Antioch Group meeting
Monday 19th November 2018
An informal meeting
of campaign groups
and individuals to
consider the best
way forward with
the Durham Plan

Antioch House
66 Crossgate
Durham City
DH1 4PR
7.00 pm

Durham Western & Northern
Relief Roads
Proposed campaign group
to raise awareness and understanding
of the impact of the roads
For more information contact
jonathan.elmer@greenparty.org.uk
Tel: 0203 6919 383

“Darlington Borough Local Plan 2016-2036: Consultation Draft”
www.darlington.gov.uk/localplan

CPRE Darlington responded to this
consultation and there is deep concern at
the proposed figure for housing supply.
Darlington Borough Council are proposing
422 houses a year when the Government’s
Standard Methodology at that time
calculated 177 per year.
In addition they found the
document problematic as, in their view,
some of it is not very clearly written. They
considered this made it difficult to
comment as you could not be sure what

you were commenting on. This is also of
concern as experience has shown issues
can hinge on interpretation. For example
in the Richborough case it took the
Supreme Court to clarify the narrow
interpretation of a few words relating to
development limits was the correct one, by
which time the use of the broad
interpretation had resulted in permissions
for houses which now cannot be rescinded.
Gillan Gibson, CPRE Darlington, Secretary
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“Northumberland Local Plan:
Draft Plan Regulation 18 Consultation”
www.northumberland.gov.uk/Planning/Planning-policy/Plan.aspx
CPRE Northumberland’s initial response to
the new “Northumberland Local Plan
Draft…” is on the whole positive. The key
figures for the housing requirement have
been reduced from the very high levels in
the previous draft Plan to something very
close to CPRE’s estimate of need.
We also feel that the new Plan is
aiming for a genuine balance between
demands for residential and economic
development on the one hand and the
need to protect and enhance the
environment on the other. Considerable
and detailed thought has been given to
fostering environmental protections, with a
lengthy section on the Green Belt, sections
on landscape and the various areas of
special protection Northumberland is
blessed with, and an elaboration of specific
policies on such welcome themes as
‘Tranquility, dark skies and a sense of

rurality’, and the ‘Historic environment and
heritage assets’.
However, we are highly critical of
the Policies Map REN2 setting out the
‘areas considered suitable for wind turbine
development up to 25 metres’. While the
National Park and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONBs) are spared, 66% of
the rest of the county has been placed in
this designation, with significant parts of it
subject to turbines of up to 40 metres,
placing many of our best-loved views and
cherished landscapes under threat.
This has proved a major area of
contention and we hope the county will
have a rethink on this and come up with a
more acceptable version of the map. If
not, this issue will certainly be forcibly
contested at the Examination in Public (EiP
next year.
Colin Adsley, Les Ashworth

“Sunderland Core Strategy and Development Plan 2015-2033
Publication Draft”
www.sunderland.gov.uk/CSPD
Sunderland City Council has now published
the Core Strategy that it proposes to
submit to the Secretary of State. While the
public has been able to comment on this
stage of the Plan, it is only to comment on
whether it is “Sound” or not. It is not
possible to comment as such on the merits
of the proposals, only say whether they are
sound, that is legal, justified, positively
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prepared, effective, compliant with the
duty to cooperate and consistent with
national policy.
While CPRE has not commented on
much of the proposed Core Strategy, there
are some issues that we have found of
considerable concern. This in itself is not
sufficient to enable us to make
representations but we are particularly

concerned that Sunderland has not
adopted the Government’s Standard
Method for calculating the number of
houses and has proposed a number of
deletions from the Green Belt. Both of
these issues, in our view, are not consistent
with national policy and require full and

proper consideration. While we have
made some other representations to the
proposed Core Strategy, including the
proposals for wind energy, these issues are
far and away the most important ones.
Richard Cowen, CPRE Durham

Don’t let them grind you down
Up and down the North East, local
communities are forming themselves into
residents' groups or community
organisations to fight plans for unnecessary
development on their doorsteps.
They find the challenge sometimes
overwhelming, particularly with the
complexity of the planning process but

continue to fight on because they
appreciate how high the stakes are.
The statement below from
Springwell Village Residents Association
near Washington is sure to strike a chord
with many campaigning groups across the
region.
Graeme Anderson, CPRE NE Press Officer

Developing Sunderland’s Core Strategy and
Development Plan has made the Springwell
village community frustrated and angry.
The process should be simple. Estimate
the population and from that estimate how
many new homes will be needed and by
whom. The Government advises how this
should be done – the “Standard
Approach”. Deviations from the Standard
Approach have to be justified. And local
people must be properly consulted.
Consideration has to be given to
factors such as demolitions in existing
stock, the number of homes currently
under construction and those likely to be
built in the near future, number of people
who are likely to move into and leave the
area, the age of the population and what

type of accommodation they are likely to
need.
All of this is against the backdrop of
previously used land that needs to be
brought back into use in an effort to
ascertain whether further land – often in
the Green Belt - should be reallocated for
housing or other uses.
But it seems that if the process does
not suit the local authority and/or
developers, something quite different is
done. Population figures become
aspirational rather than realistic. This is
usually based on an equally aspirational
figure for the number of jobs that are
predicted. Developers claim that
previously used sites are too expensive to
remediate so they cannot achieve the
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Don’t let them grind you down (cont.)
who are well geared up and keen to claim
“not enough land, not enough houses, we
can’t make enough money so we won’t
build”.
Obviously there needs to be a level
of detail but surely effective
communication is paramount when dealing
with issues that are likely to have a huge
impact on people’s lives. Particularly when
the communicator is our local council,
there to serve our interests and bound by
law to seek our views and presumably
respond to them – not those of private
companies whose only interest
is profit.
It’s not just Sunderland
at fault here – although their
assessment of how many
houses will be needed is a huge
154% above the Government’s
estimate. A worrying pattern is
emerging. Driven by hugely
ambitious predictions on the
number of jobs that will be
created, other local authorities
are also overestimating housing
need. Together, all 12 North
East councils have a housing
aspiration of around 88% more
than the Government’s advised
housing requirement. They
seem to assume that working
people automatically move
when they get a new job, even
when millions have been
invested in a fully integrated
transport system to make our
workforce one of the most
© Angela Templeman

profits they require and anyway people
don’t want to live there, so there is no
market.
The documents produced for
consultation are complicated and largely
unintelligible to those not familiar with the
language.
Our experience has been that
responding has been very difficult for
individuals and for community volunteers
trying to help people through the process
and organise group responses. But easy
for developers, professionals themselves
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mobile in the country. And they seem to
be accepting developers’ claims that
brownfield sites are unviable business
propositions.
So they are proposing to use Green
Belt land on which to build the houses of
the future rather than deliver on their duty
to protect it. Their first job is to defend the
Green Belt. That is where the effort should
be going rather than finding excuses to
reduce it. And the houses they plan are
not aimed at the people who need them
here - where zero hours/short term
contracts are widespread and earnings
comparatively low. And they are certainly
not aimed at our aging population.
We all hope that jobs will indeed be
created, but people here do not
automatically move home when they get a
new job. And houses do not create jobs.
To add to this situation, because
many councils are well behind with the
completion of Local Plans, planning
inspectors have no current local data on
progress towards housing targets so have
to allow appeals on applications to build
houses that may not be needed. Local
authorities seem to be ignoring key planks
of the planning system that, put bluntly – is
being circumvented.
Developers are buying land in the
knowledge that it is becoming easier to
pressurise planners and planning
inspectors into amending Green Belt
boundaries to accommodate houses that
could and should be built on brownfield
sites.
The upshot of all of this is that the
Green Belt is under a greater threat than
ever, derelict sites remain so, houses are

proposed that do not meet people’s needs,
infrastructure such as roads, schools and
health services are likely to be
overwhelmed.
This community is bemused and
disenfranchised by a consultation process
that has been impractical and not fit for
purpose. Nobody listened to us. Nobody
listened to our local ward councillors.
While developers are taking advantage,
communities are being failed.
Green Belt protection is the best
way of defending our countryside.
Protecting the Green Belt is still one of the
best ways of getting brownfield and
derelict sites – of which we have many –
redeveloped and our area regenerated.
Green Belt protection is the best way of
preventing settlements merging into each
other thereby losing their identities and
making community cohesion difficult.
Green Belt belongs to us all and free for us
all to use – it is worth fighting for – for now
and for future generations.
It feels like the odds are stacked
against us, but in Durham the Inspector
rejected their Plan and in Northumberland
councillors withdrew the Plan following a
public outcry. So there is hope.
Persistence and determination is
key – we play into the hands of planning
authorities and developers if we give up.
We should not let the blatant disregard for
the planning process slip under our radar.
Deleting Green Belt is like selling the
family silver. Once it is gone it is gone
forever. It is worth fighting for.
Angela Templeman,
Chair, Springwell Village Residents
Association
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