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Northumberland Branch
covering
Northumberland
Newcastle
North Tyneside
Durham Branch
Covering
Gateshead
South Tyneside
Co Durham
Darlington
Stockton
Hartlepool
Middlesbrough
CPRE Meetings
17th June

Darlington

3rd July

Northumberland

8th July

NE Region

15th July

Darlington

4th August

Durham

11th August

Darlington

16th September Darlington
6th October

Durham

14th October

NE Region

Please confirm meeting
details before travelling

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 & p9
Christine Kay; p6,p7, p15, p19 & p23
CPRE; p11 Gillan Gibson; p12 and back
cover Bill Short, Northumberland and
Newcastle Society; and p20 Five
Quarter.
Items for the next issue should be with
the Editor by 1st August 2014.
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Chair’s Desk
Since our decision at our last meeting
to retain the Region, albeit
considering those issues which have a
regional rather than purely local
impact, National Office has been
preparing a “Partnership Agreement”.
At present we have a draft agreement
and I think much of it is in line with
our own thoughts concerning what the
Regions should be trying to do. As it is
currently a draft document, I shall
wait until it is finalised before taking
this further both for the Regional
meetings and the Branches.
Local Plans are now proceeding
fast. The Newcastle/Gateshead joint
Core strategy has been submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate and the
Examination in Public (EiP) is due to
commence on 3 June. It is expected
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to last for about 1 month. We have
already had a pre meeting with the
Inspector where he outlined how the
EiP will proceed. This was an
administrative meeting rather than
one to argue the point – that will take
place at the EiP itself. The Durham
Pre submission draft of its proposed
Local Plan is following close behind.
There is another article in this issue
which goes into this issue in more
detail.
The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) has now been in
force for some two years. There are
perhaps some very mixed feelings as
to how it has worked in practice. In
particular whether it does protect the
countryside in general and areas such
as Green Belt in particular, or

whether it is a developer’s paradise.
As you may know, the
Government has now “published” a
Planning Policy Guidance to
supplement the NPPF. I say
“published” in inverted commas
because it can only be found on line,
at http://
planningguidance.planningportal.gov.
uk/. Again, these are in what I
believe to be simplified language, but
their impact is to increase the NPPF
by some 700+ pages. Howard Elcock
and I are attending a seminar being
run by National Office to consider the
impact of this.
The NPPF is of course having an
impact on the Plan making process,
something that will again be
addressed in more detail in the article
on the progress of the EiPs.
As mentioned in my last Report,
officers from the National Grid came
to address our April meeting. Clearly
they are concerned about their
impact, particularly on sensitive areas
and this seems to be a marked
contrast to previous comments about
the National Grid.
From what they said, however,
it appears that the impact of
proposed works by the National Grid
in our Region may be limited. At
present they are considering any
interconnector from Scotland to be
under sea. Whatever we may think
about issues relating to yet more high
voltage cables, if they are out to sea
it seems that CPRE concerns are
answered. However, if there is any
change to that, they have said they
will notify us and no doubt consult
with a view to securing the most
satisfactory route.
That will still leave cables from
the proposed Dogger Bank offshore

wind farm should it proceed. At
present, as far as our Region is
concerned, it appears that the route
will be undergrounded so again it may
well mean that our comments on
landscape issues are limited. There is
also the issue of any gas that may
come from proposals by companies
such as Five Quarter (named after a
cola seam), which are working on
gasifying coal under the North Sea.
This apparently is a different process
from that generally known as
“Underground Coal Gasification” and
does not involve burning the
underground coal, but is likely to
produce huge amounts of gas for this
country’s consumption. Again
however, our current understanding is
that, if this process does proceed, it
is likely in the main to utilise existing
infrastructure.
That is not to say there is
nothing to worry about. We must
remain vigilant. But it may be that
the visual and other landscape
impacts of such developments on our
Region will in fact be limited.
Finally, Bob Mullen has told us
he is stepping down from CPRE. He
has been with us for only a couple of
years but his contribution has been
incalculable. I may not have agreed
with everything he has said, but his
comments on say the Role of the
Region really made me think and
helped me in my considerations when
we discussed this. The Cleveland area
in particular will miss his
contributions. But unfortunately his
health has suffered and he must take
note of that and, perhaps for once,
listen to the advice of his other half.
I can only wish him well and thank
him for his contributions.
Richard Cowen, NE Region Chair
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Take the pledge: reducing plastic
litter in our countryside
The North East has been a hot-bed of
community action as part of CPRE’s
Stop the Drop litter campaign led by
former Durham University Chancellor
and CPRE President Bill Bryson.
Volunteer groups like Litter Free
Durham and Ryton Litter Action have
collectively picked hundreds of bags
of litter since the start of the
campaign in 2008, helping to clean
up the countryside and coasts of the
region.
Action in the North East has
helped reduce the percentage of
sites with an unacceptable amount of
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litter in England to 15%, down from
21% before Stop the Drop was
launched. However, a recent survey
found that plastic litter on beaches
in the North East has risen by 3% in
the last year, with plastic making up
65% of all the litter found. The
Marine Conservation Society (MCS)
who organise the Beachwatch survey,
say that the fact that much of the
litter is plastic and unlikely to break
down is concerning. And of course,
plastic bag litter remains a very
visible problem in the wider
countryside, as well as our coasts,
and that is why CPRE has
joined forces with the
Marine Conservation Society
(MCS) and Surfers Against
Sewage (SAS) to start the
Break the Bag Habit
campaign.
The campaign
recently succeeded in their
calls for the introduction of
a 5p charge on single-use
carrier bags. In September
2013, the Government

announced it would introduce
the charge for supermarket
bags in England from 1 October
2015, with proceeds going to
good causes. The campaign
argued that the success of
similar schemes in Wales and
Ireland have led to an 80%
reduction in disposable bag
usage, this has helped rid towns
and countryside of the plastic
bags which can be so damaging
to wildlife and the wider
environment, while encouraging
people to reuse their shopping bags.
Carrier bag usage had increased by
12.2% in England between 2010 and
2012, totalling more than 8 billion
per year. The English scheme is
expected to raise £70m for local
charities and community groups each
year.
We are not just waiting for the
charge comes into force, but will
actively be lobbying for the
supermarkets to bring in the scheme
in England in autumn 2014, at the
same time as the Scottish scheme.
There are 19 million bags being given
out every day so there’s not a
moment to lose! We have called for
the scheme to include the paper and
biodegradable bags which aren’t in
current proposals, and we also want
to see smaller retailers included so
that it won’t just be supermarkets
benefiting from the reduced costs
and stronger links with the
community that the scheme will
bring.
A shocking 10.6 billion singleuse bags will be handed out at shops
in England before the bag charge
comes into force on 1 October 2015.
In an effort to offset the

environmental impacts from this
unnecessary delay in implementing
the bag charge, CPRE and the Break
the Bag Habit coalition has launched
a new campaign website to
encourage supporters to pledge to
stop using single-use bags at:
www.breakthebaghabit.org.uk
Supporters signing up to stop
accepting single-use bags will learn
how many bags they have personally
offset and their pledge will be added
to a grand total, highlighting the
number of bags prevented from
entering the environment or waste
streams nationally before the bag
charge comes into effect on the 1
October, 2015. Pledgers will then
have the chance to contact their
usual supermarket to ask them to
introduce the charge without delay.
So far we've collectively pledged to
prevent 425,942 single use bags from
polluting the environment before the
government introduces the 5p bag
charge on 1st October 2015. Please
add your name and spread the word
to help rid the beautiful coasts and
countryside of the North East of
plastic bag litter.
Oliver Hilliam, CPRE National Office
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Organisation
spotlight

The Open Spaces Society—helping
communities to their green spaces
for public enjoyment
The Open Spaces Society is Britain’s
oldest national conservation body,
founded in 1865. We campaign to
create and conserve common land,
town and village greens, other open
spaces and public paths, in town and
country, throughout England and
Wales. In our early years we saved a
number of commons in and around
London from being lost through
development and enclosure—
Hampstead Heath, Epping Forest,
Wimbledon Common and
Berkhamsted Common for instance.
Our particular expertise
centres on common land and village
greens. Contrary to their name, all
commons have an owner, but others
have rights there, of grazing or
collecting wood for instance.
Commons range from town commons,
like Newcastle Town Moor, to the
uplands of the north Pennines,
Dartmoor, the Lake District and
Snowdonia, the heaths of the south
east and south west, and coastal
areas like the Solway Firth. In fact
commons cover every type of
landscape and habitat. The
commons we have today are a
remnant of those which existed in
mediaeval times, and are immensely
8

valuable for their wildlife,
biodiversity, archaeology, natural
beauty and for public access.
Town and village greens, on
the other hand, are land where local
people have enjoyed informal
recreation for at least 20 years
without challenge or permission.
Once the land has been registered,
by the county or unitary authority
(the registration authority) as a
green it is protected from
development.
Unfortunately the government,
in the mistaken belief that people
were abusing the legislation to stop
development, last year passed a law
which outlaws the registration of
land as a green in England if it has
been earmarked for development.
This is tragic for local people who
want to secure the spaces they have
used and enjoyed for decades. These
areas of land are not necessarily the
traditional, village-centre green but
may be a scruffy patch behind the
housing estate, where people pick
blackberries, kick a ball or walk the
dog. These spaces are treasured,
and they are under immense threat.
The Fusilier Field Action Group
did well to get in ahead of the
legislation and apply to register
Fusilier Field, at Longbenton in North
Tyneside, as a green. Others may
not be so fortunate.
And now landowners can
submit to the registration authority a
statement and map which challenge
people’s informal use of land and

thereby threaten the
public’s ability to register
the land as a town or village
green. Once a statement
has been deposited and
notices posted on the land,
local people have only one
year in which to submit an
application to register the
land as a green based on 20
years’ use for informal
recreation.
The Open Spaces
Society has asked all
registration authorities to
tell us of any such statements.
However, it would be valuable if
local CPRE members were to do this
too. There is no guarantee that a
notice will remain on the land for
long, so the only way you can be
sure of knowing about the threat to
your local green space is by getting
the council to inform you.
We recommend that you
contact your county or unitary
council’s commons registration
department and ask to be notified
of any landowner statements
made under section 15A of the
Commons Act 2006. (These may
be combined with landowner
declarations relating to public rights
of way, under section 31(6) of the
Highways Act 1980.)
Once you know of a
landowner statement, you can
check the land to see whether it is
eligible to register as a green. The
Open Spaces Society’s book Getting
Greens Registered helps with this.
If it is eligible as a green, local
people have one year in which to
gather evidence of use and submit
an application. If it is not eligible

Fusilier Field, Longbenton,
North Tyneside

you might wish to consider
alternative ways of protecting the
land, such as designation as Local
Green Space.
Details are on the Open Spaces
Society’s website http://
www.oss.org.uk/what-we-do/villagegreens/new-threat-to-village-greenslandowner-statements/. You can
contact the society for further
information and help, although the
society will ask you to join if you are
not already a member.
Kate Ashbrook, Open Spaces Society
________________________________
Open Spaces Society, 25a Bell Street,
Henley-on-Thames RG9 2BA
Tel:
01491 573535
Email:
hq@oss.org.uk
Website:
www.oss.org.uk
Registered charity 1144840, limited
company 7846516
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The Derwent Valley
County Durham has had a long history
of coal mining but as the deep mines
began to close opencast mining
began to increase. Sites applied for
in the early days aimed to remove
spoil heaps and industrial dereliction,
but as these sites were completed
applications to opencast mine were
increasingly made in prime
countryside. Since the 1960/70's
CPRE Durham has given evidence at
36 Public Inquiries of which 21 have
been refused to date.

Opencast
The Derwent Valley, a magnificent
valley in the northeast, adjacent to a
huge population yet reaching to the
moors of the Pennines and the AONB,
is administered by County Durham,
Gateshead and Northumberland and
has had applications for 10 opencast
sites since 1970, all of which were
dismissed on Appeal. The reasons
given by the various Inspectors was
basically that the amenity value was
more important than the need for
the coal.
However, the 10th application
at Bradley near Dipton, though
refused at the original Appeal in
2013, is again in contention. The
Inspector recommended refusal of
the first application but his Report
was challenged by UK Coal. Thus
after a year of deliberation the High
Court Judge has ruled that the
original Inspector's Report be
quashed and the Inquiry held again.
This second Appeal is now scheduled
for 7th October 2014.
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On a slightly happier note the
threat to pleasant rural country close
to Gateshead has been suspended for
the moment with the refusal by
Gateshead Council of an application
to opencast mine 200,000 tons of
coal at Birklands Lane, Kibblesworth.
We await the applicant's decision as
to whether this site will be the
subject of an Appeal.
The application for yet another
huge opencast site within the
Derwent Valley just within the border
of Northumberland appears to be on
hold since after several years of
deliberation the application has not
yet gone to the Northumberland
Planning Committee.

Housing
Apart from opencast applications a
current threat to the Derwent Valley
is an application to build houses,
under the English Heritage Enabling
Development scheme in the grounds
of Hamsterley Hall, within Durham
County Council remit. This is a
Grade 2 listed building which is
falling into ruin. The original
application by the owner, which was
refused, was a proposal to build 60
houses adjacent to the Hall, part of
the profit enabling the developer to
repair the Hall and live in it with
little "value" for the public.
This application was dismissed
on Appeal on landscape and
sustainability grounds. A second
application has now been lodged with
the proposal to build 30 houses,
taking up virtually the same acreage

as the original proposals, and the
same environmental drawbacks, to
which we are again objecting.

Green Belt
On the plus side, the Durham County
area of the Derwent Valley is
scheduled to become Green Belt, to
conform with the rest of the valley,
in an application now proceeding to
examination in public. We believe
that such a designation would give
further protection to this beautiful
unique area

“Land of Oak and Iron”

which has received much publicity
and could help to protect the
Derwent Valley. They are in the
process of receiving a £3.5m grant
towards what is to be known as the
"Land of Oak and Iron" a term
relating to the area's past history of
coal, iron and woodlands. The
money will be spent on
improvements and interpretation of
the heritage, wild life, and ecology,
not only adding to the environmental
sustainability but creating a valuable
asset in the way of recreation for the
surrounding population.
Pitch Wilson

Recently there has been a further
proposal, by the Groundwork Trust,

“Naturally in your Neighbourhood”
Hetton Le Hole
Major concerns at the amount of
housing applications for this part of
Sunderland brought residents
together and this environmental
awareness event was born last year.
A great success then, this second
year had even more stalls, displays
and activities, all with an
environmental theme. CPRE Durham
put on a stall manned by Gillan
Gibson who found the local residents
both concerned and informed. Of
note were the wide mix of ages and
interests with many youngsters very
aware of issues such as litter. They
particularly appreciated the
hedgerows leaflet, whilst adults were
more drawn to CPRE’s Countryside
Charter. There was much interest in

30th May 2014
this initiative with many promises to
sign up and one person handing a
completed form in.
Gillan Gibson, CPRE Durham
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The windfarm menace to
Northumberland
Some months ago, the
Northumberland and Newcastle
Society published a photograph
showing Dunstanburgh Castle, a
famous local landmark in a beautiful
setting, surrounded by wind turbines.
Soon afterwards, CPRE
Northumberland passed a resolution
demanding a Parliamentary campaign
against the increasing scale of wind
farm development in England’s most
tranquil county.
We have learnt that
Northumberland now has enough wind
turbines to generate 499 megawatt
hours (MwH) of electricity, whereas
the entire Home Counties have only
sufficient to generate 16 MwH. We

have anecdotal evidence that the
damage these turbines have done to
the tranquillity of Northumberland, as
well as to its unspoilt landscape, is
damaging the county's tourist trade:
regular visitors are telling their hotel
and B & B hosts that they will not
come back again because the
landscape is no longer tranquil or
unspoilt. Last November I visited the
village of Callaly, in remote northern
Northumberland, situated in an
unspoilt valley where local folk are
opposing a 78 metre turbine. This was
unanimously rejected by the County
Council but has gone to appeal. I have
written to the Planning Inspectorate
urging its rejection.

The Northumberland and
Newcastle Society and CPRE
Northumberland have written to the
relevant Executive Member of
Northumberland County Council,
Councillor Allan Hepple, and to all
nine Northumberland MPs requesting a
halt to further wind farm development
in our County. We have also written
to around 15 Peers, mostly with local
connections, asking for their support
in our campaign for this. We have
received several supportive letters
from Peers, two of whom (Lord Vinson
and Baroness Quin) have promised to
take action in the House of Lords.
However, we have so far
received no responses from the
County's MPs. Having checked with my
own MP, Chi Onwurah's office, I have
discovered that she did not receive
our letter. I am afraid that this is one
of several pieces of evidence that
I now have that the Royal Mail service

in this area has deteriorated
considerably and I have complained to
Royal Mail about this. If I do not
secure action soon I shall ask Chi to
raise this in the House of Commons.
(Has anyone else had this problem?) I
have now sent electronic copies of the
letters to Councillor Hepple and Chi.
The next stage must be to check
whether other MPs have received our
letter.
We do not intend to let up on
this campaign. I urge members in
Northumberland to contact their MPs
to ask whether they have received our
letter and whether they intend to act
upon it. Please note that I can only do
this with my own MP because
Parliamentary rules forbid MPs from
dealing with matters raised by the
constituents of other MPs. So please
keep campaigning!
Howard Elcock, Acting Chair, CPRE
Northumberland

Dunstanburgh
Castle
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CPRE
Northumberland

CPRE North East
AGM
&

AGM

Quarterly Meeting

Thursday
3rd July 2014

Tuesday
8th July 2014

Guided tour of Prudhoe Castle
NE42 6NA, 4.30 pm

Holy Jesus Hospital

AGM

12.30 for 1.00 pm

Meal at the Feathers Inn
Hedley-on-the-Hill
NE43 7SW

Followed by the CPRE NE
Quarterly Meeting

For further information email
ian.cpre@hotmail.co.uk

For further information email
cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk

Newcastle

Abbreviations
CPRE

Campaign to Protect Rural
England

EiP

Examination in Public

MCS

Marine Conservation
Society

NE

North East

NELB

North East Leadership
Board

NFU

National Farmers Union

NPPF

National Planning Policy
Framework

SAS

Surfers against Sewarage

SPD

Supplementary Planning
Document

UCG

Underground Coal
Gasification

We are grateful to NFU Mutual for
generously supporting this newsletter
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Star Count 2014 - local winner
In the last issue of the newsletter we
promoted CPRE’s annual Star Count to
draw attention to the star-filled dark
skies which the North East is famous
for. We’re delighted to say that the
prize of a state-of-the-art telescope
was won by someone from our region
– Alistair Lockett of Bishop Auckland.
Alistair is a very fitting winner
as he works to protect the region’s
landscapes as a Peatland Conservation
Assistant at the North Pennines AONB.
Alistair gave us his reaction to his win:
“I live and work in the North
Pennines and so I’m very lucky to
have very dark skies on my doorstep. I
started star gazing about a year ago
and now I try and get out as much as
possible. I’ve been quite happy using
my eyes and sometimes my
binoculars, however, that was before
I used my new telescope! The amount
of stars and planets you can see is
incredible. On my second night I saw
the four moons of Jupiter and was
completely amazed.
I would never have
bought a telescope on my
own but this has given me
an opportunity to explore
the skies and learn more
about the constellations
and planets. I am now
thinking about having more
training and becoming a
star guide so that I can
help out at local talks and
events. Thank you to both
CPRE and David Hinds Ltd
for running the Star Count
project and providing a
very lucky lad a fantastic
prize.”

The results of the Star Count
2014 survey showed that well over
half (59 %) of the 1,000 people who
took part could see ten stars or fewer
within the constellation of Orion indicating severe light pollution in
their area. This is the worst since
2011 and is up 5% on 2013.
Worryingly, the number of
participants who could see more than
30 stars, which indicates truly dark
skies, fell from 5% to 4%.
The overwhelming majority –
more than 4 out of 5 (83%) - of survey
participants said they wanted their
local council to do more to tackle
light pollution. Just one in ten people
who took part in the Star Count lived
in an area where street lights were
either switched off after midnight or
dimmed. CPRE will use this evidence
to urge councils to do more to control
lighting in their areas, and ensure
that the right lighting is used only
where and when it is needed.
Oliver Hilliam, CPRE National Office
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Local Plans & Examinations in Public
Local Plans - Update
The Core Strategy for Darlington was
adopted just before the
implementation of the National
Planning Policy Forum but there is now
a further draft document “Making and
Growing Places” to put meat on the
bones of the Core Strategy. The Joint
Core Strategy for Newcastle and
Gateshead, which does in fact include
this sort of detail, is now with the
Planning Inspectorate and the
proposed Local Plan for Durham is
following close behind. Sunderland is
likely to be following soon and the
Plans for Northumberland and North
Tyneside are progressing. Meanwhile,
Hartlepool, after a “failed”
Examination in Public, has withdrawn
its local plan and Stockton and
Middlesbrough are languishing. South
Tyneside is perhaps the only North
East authority that has a completed
Local Plan.
But with the Newcastle
Gateshead Examination in Public (EiP)
now upon us and another likely to
follow soon, it may be useful to
consider what we can expect from this
process.
There is much criticism of the
Newcastle Gateshead Core Strategy,
particularly of the way the Councils
have calculated population growth and
have provided for intrusions into the
Green Belt. They have also made
provision for employment and
transport with a view to attracting
people in from other regions and so
increasing the population here which
many consider unrealistic. CPRE and
other organisations have made
numerous representations to these
16

proposed policies. As a result, there
have been some amendments to the
original proposals but there are still
many issues which, to varying degrees,
concern those organisations.
The Process
Here, I do not propose to consider the
merits or otherwise of the
representations or the Plan itself. I
just want to consider the process and
what we can realistically expect from
the Examination in Public. This
process started with a Pre Meeting on
25 April. The Inspector conducting
the EiP, Martin Pike, had called for
this meeting to try to finalise the
issues and to start to prepare a draft
written timetable, which at the time
of writing has not materialised.
Prior to the Pre Meeting, he had
drafted a document listing a number
of issues he considered relevant. Some
of these appear to be linked to points
raised by CPRE and other
organisations. It should be stressed
that, at present, these are “issues”,
not findings. The Inspector has
appreciated that they are points
where the answers are not necessarily
fully clear at present and, pretty well,
inviting the Councils to concentrate on
these. It does not mean that,
ultimately, the Inspector will find that
the issues are not properly dealt with
and so conclude that the Plan is
“unsound”.
Many people from the audience
had questions for him which he
answered, I think, as best he could.
Many questions were based on this
document. His answers may have left
many unsatisfied but of course he has

to work within the legislation. I am
not here trying to say whether he got
it all right or not, but these I think are
the salient points that arose from it:
1. His role is not to rewrite the Plan
but to determine whether or not it
is “sound”, bearing in mind the
legislation and the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
In applying the NPPF, he must also
now consider the recently
published online Planning Policy
Guidance (http://
planningguidance.planningportal.g
ov.uk/).
2. He does not consider the motives
of the Councils in preparing their
Plans. Therefore, if their aim is to
increase income from Council Tax
and the New Homes Benefit, that
in itself is not a relevant
consideration. But if the
proposals do not conform with
National Policy, in particular the
NPPF, then he can find the Plan
“unsound”
3. If he believes any part of the Plan
is at risk of being “unsound”, the
Council can ask him to redraft the
proposal so that it does conform
with National Policy. However, it
seems now (since the Localism
Act) that he cannot do this of his
own accord but only at such
request. In addition, any such
amendment must not be so
significant that it amount to a
substantial change that would, of
itself, require a new consultation
period.
4.
If he finds that the plan does
accord with National Policy and
in particular the NPPF, he must
find the Plan “sound”, whatever
the motives. The Plan can then
be adopted by the Councils.

5. However, he will consider a host
of issues before making this final
decision. Perhaps the most
important are
5a) The Duty to Cooperate. This
may be very relevant for
housing numbers, an issue of
considerable concern to
CPRE. He stated that, if
people wished to raise the
point that all Councils in the
North East appear to be vying
for the same people, that is a
valid point for him to
consider – without of course
giving any clue as to what he
may find.
5b) Whether proposed deletions
from the Green Belt are
justified. In doing this, I
believe he will take account
of population projections to
determine whether proposed
housing numbers are
legitimate and of course
whether other land
(particularly brownfield) that
may be available. This will
involve considering proposed
new employment
opportunities and whether
these will attract a
significant number of people
into the Region from
elsewhere.
5c) It is difficult to say what
impact the proposed Durham
and Northumberland Plans
will have on this insofar as
they appear to be seeking to
attract the same people that
Newcastle and Gateshead are
trying to retain. It may be
that he finds that Newcastle
and Gateshead are justified
in seeking to retain their
populations. Should this be
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Local Plans and
Examinations in Public (cont)
the case, then councils such
as Durham and
Northumberland may have to
take this into account so that
this is a more legitimate issue
at Examinations in Public into
their proposed Plans.
5d) It is also difficult to assess
what impact the new North
East Local Board may have on
the Plan but the Inspector
confirmed that this may be a
relevant consideration.
So far as the actual mechanics of the
Examination is concerned, the
following points emerged:
1. The Councils have appointed a
barrister to represent them.
However, he stated he did not
propose to come to every session
as he did not want to thwart the
way members of the public gave
their evidence. He does however
wish to attend certain key
sessions such as the start when he
proposes to make a statement.
This has led to others saying they
should have the same right. At
present this issue is unresolved as
the question has only just been
asked.
2. The Inspector will be considering
all written statements made to
the Pre submission Draft but not
necessarily earlier
representations. He will give
equal weight to these as he does
to any oral representations at the
Examination.
3. He did however invite objectors
to make further statements if
18

4.

they wish to prior to 14 May.
These should cover new issues
rather than go over ground
already covers in existing
statements. They should be
limited to 3,000 words per topic.
One issue he highlighted that
people may wish to consider is
how the new Planning Policy
Guidance may affect the Plan.
When he produces the first draft
of the Timetable, he will indicate
which Groups are invited to
attend. Interested Groups can
then either confirm that they do
wish to attend, say they no longer
wish to do so or (if not included)
state that they do wish to attend.

Finally, while, as mentioned, I do not
wish here to comment on the merits
of the Plan or otherwise, perhaps I
should indicate CPRE’s proposed
stance. There are some sessions we
will wish to attend, particularly those
relating to population projections and
Green Belt deletions. But ultimately,
while we do wish to see some
significant amendments to the present
proposals (which we hope in the final
analysis will be agreed by the
Councils) we do wish to see an
adopted Plan. We do believe in a
“Plan-led” system and, while it would
be wrong to say we would agree to
absolutely anything being adopted, we
believe that, particularly since the
NPPF, the adoption of a plan is usually
preferable to its abandonment.
Time alone will tell on this final
point.
Richard Cowen

Local CPRE
Would you like to be a bit more in
touch with local CPRE matters?
If you wish you could be added to
our CPRE Branch email list(s) to
receive meeting paperwork,
information on events we are
informed of and other material. You
can always ask to come off if the
emails do not meet your
requirements.

Email the address below for the list
you would like to go on:
CPRE Durham
cpre.durham@yahoo.co.uk
CPRE Northumberland
ian.cpre@hotmail.co.uk

Hedgerows
This guide is a celebration of
hedgerows. CPRE wants to share our
passion for them and encourage more
people to care about them too. And
to entice you further, we’ve included
a handy hedgerow plant identifier for
when you’re next exploring our
beautiful countryside.
If you would like a printed copy
please contact CPRE Publications,
tel: 020 7981 2870 or email
publications@cpre.org.uk
or it can also be downloaded from:
http://www.cpre.org.uk/
resources/countryside/
hedgerows/item/2481-a-littlerough-guide-around-the-hedges
or email
cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk

- the countryside champions
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Unconventional Gas
on the North East coast
Deep Gas Winning
A local company based in Newcastle,
‘Five Quarter’, has obtained a 600sq
km licence to locate suitable
undersea coal bed seams to carry out
their own technique of extracting gas
– ‘Deep Gas Winning’. Following a
seismic survey off the coast between
Tynemouth and the Scottish Borders
they will be targeting coal and shale
between 350 metres and 3 kilometres
below the seabed. The hope now is
to sink the first bore-holes before the

year-end. The plan is for a drilling rig
on the coastline around Tynemouth
to begin vertical boring hundreds of
metres down before taking a
horizontal direction out to sea,
reaching first an estimated two
billion tonnes of coal just off the
coast.
The whole process is to have
small bore holes (typically 6 to 8 ½
inches diameter) from sites onshore
which will dig down then outwards to
the sea to extract the gas. All drilling
operations will be conducted from

Five Quarter’s proposed
Deep Gas Winning drilling arrangement
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onshore bases. The governmentbacked £1bn energy scheme will
eventually see a new gas recovery
plant take shape in Northumberland
(possibly the Alcan site). While the
Northumberland area is the
company’s immediate focus, longerterm plans will see drilling rig sites in
its other licence areas following the
shore up to the Scotland border.
Using ‘Five Quarter’s’ cutting
edge “Deep Gas Winning”
technology, its large-scale
gasification process will involve
pumping down high-pressure steam
and oxygen to react with rocks to
produce a gas which will then be
piped to the processing plant before
being sent on to areas such as
Teesside for the chemical industry.
It is likely the produced gas will be
carried by the existing National Grid
gas feed network.
They will not be drilling into
legacy coal mines which already have
old mine heads onshore, their
intention is to use previously
untapped undersea coal seams.
‘Five Quarter’ state – “ Deep
Gas Winning™ is a highly
sophisticated and fine–tuned
technology, rather like key–hole
surgery, which involves the drilling
of narrow boreholes up to 2km
below the seabed. Oxygen and steam
are then injected into the boreholes
(with no other added chemicals),
reacting with the rocks in order to
produce the dominant components of
synthesis gas (‘syngas’): hydrogen
and carbon monoxide, plus methane
and carbon dioxide. These are then
safely collected and cleaned
onshore, with no emissions to the
atmosphere at any stage. The

boreholes are located well away
from shore and many kilometres
from any aquifers used for supplying
water to humans, animals or
agriculture”.
Dr Bradbury of ‘Five Quarter
has also stated - “Chemically
speaking, it would be a foolish
exercise for anyone to seek to burn
coal underground because the only
thing produced by that process is
waste gas,” he states. “Rather,
what we are seeking to do is to
provide just enough oxygen to allow
a process of partial oxidation and
pyrolysis to take place, which does
not involve creating caverns
underground in some kind of
flaming, Dante’s Inferno-like
scenario. It is in fact a near-solidstate process whereby over time you
can actually mill the coals to a fine
powder, and in that oxidised
environment you can heat them up.
Within that small cavity – something
about the size of a living room – you
can then create economic gases
around the periphery.”
The company also states “We’re going well beyond what other
people are doing. We’re removing
carbon altogether so we’re not
producing any greenhouse gases.
We’re not impacting the seabed and
we’re not touching sea life. The
whole purpose of bringing gas out of
the ground is to make use of energy.
We can provide that energy and we
can produce clean fuels from it.” –
we hope that within two months to
have gas coming to the surface.
“We’d be drilling several hundred
metres per day – once started, things
tend to move quickly
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Unconventional Gas
on the North East coast (cont.)
Underground Coal
Gasification
Elsewhere, the DECC Coal Authority
has invited tenders for four
Underground Coal Gasification
conditional licenses for the North Sea
between Lynemouth and Whitley
Bay. A DECC spokesperson said the
licences were just to ascertain if any
work would be viable, with the
process likely to take three to five
years, and any full licences would
need approval from a number of
organisations. He added: “The
companies would need planning
approval, environmental approval
and a full licence from ourselves.”
Critics of Underground Coal
Gasification (UCG) around the world
worry about the environmental
consequences, including the
potential for groundwater
contamination, sinkholes and other
types of subsidence, and
underground fire. Greenhouse gas
emissions would be significant unless
steps were taken to integrate carbon
capture and storage into UCG at the
extraction site. Also “If an additional
4 trillion tonnes of coal were
extracted without the use of carbon
capture or other mitigation
technologies atmospheric carbondioxide levels could quadruple
“resulting in a global mean
temperature increase of between 5
and 10 degrees Celsius
Advocates for the process insist
that environmental concerns can be
addressed. And systems for carbon
22

capture and storage can be much
more efficiently integrated into UCG
site than into coal-fired power
plants, they argue. It can transform
abundant but difficult-to-mine coal
reserves into a cleaner fuel:
synthetic natural gas. Instead of
mining the coal, the companies
propose to drill into the coal seam,
ignite it, and capture the "syngas"—a
combination of hydrogen, carbon
dioxide, and methane—produced by
the oxidation underground.
UCG product gas can also be used
for:
 Synthesis of liquid fuels;
 Manufacture of chemicals, such as
ammonia and fertilizers;
 Production of synthetic natural
gas;
 Production of hydrogen

flaring stacks being required to
equalize gas pressures or as a safety
feature.
The benefit of Five Quarter’s
proposed horizontal drilling
techniques is that they are more
likely to locate their processing plant
on a single, already industrialised
brownfield site whereas it would
appear fracking sites may be multiple
and more widespread across the
green countryside.
The potential locational
proximity of a UCG plant to an
existing National Grid gas pipeline
could reduce the impact of installing
new lengthy pipelines across the
countryside, whereas remote
fracking sites would likely require
lengthier pipelines or road transport
to transport their produced gas.
Issues which initially worried
CPRE NE were that it would be

necessary to place UCG production
sites directly above legacy mine
heads and that they would be drilling
into existing mine seams with the
process actually burning coal
underground (not only would that be
a waste of the coal-contained energy
but it could become a potential
disaster if it got out of hand). It
would appear ‘Five Quarter’s’
techniques avoid this situation.
Of course there is still the
sustainability question in the use of
fossil fuels and the potential
production of greenhouse gases. This
is more a CPRE National Office policy
decision than regional. However, if
‘Five Quarter’ succeed in their CO2
capture and containment process this
issue may not arise
Bob Mullen

Downloadable booklets on planning

Conclusion
From a CPRE point of view UCG is not
as intrusive as fracking on the land
and its resources, this is mainly due
to the lack of need for on-highway
transport to move clean and polluted
liquids and chemicals to and from the
gas production site. Offshore UCG
sites would also reduce the risk of
aquifer pollution, subsidence and
other negative effects associated
with onshore fracking.
The UCG processing plant will
still probably require the use of an
onshore site footprint perhaps as
large as a fracking production site, or
even larger, with the probability of

Downloadable from: www.planninghelp.org.uk/resources

www.planninghelp.org.uk
23

