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Campaign to Protect Rural England
CPRE fights for a better future
for England’s unique, essential
and precious countryside. From
giving parish councils expert
advice on planning issues to
influencing national and
European policies, we work to
protect and enhance the
countryside.
We believe a beautiful,
thriving countryside is
important for everyone, no
matter where they live.
Nationally, we don’t own land
or represent any special
interests. This differentiates us
from organisations like the
National Trust and the
Countryside Alliance.
Our members are united in
their love for England’s
landscapes and rural
communities, and stand up for
the countryside, so it can
continue to sustain, enchant
and inspire future generations.
We’ll be stronger by being
inclusive – CPRE is for
everyone.
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NEwsletter by e-mail
Would you rather receive this
NEwsletter by e-mail?
If yes, please e-mail:
cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk and ask
to be placed on the e-mail list.
Disclaimer: The views expressed within
this NEwsletter are those of the
authors.
Photo credits: Front and back covers
Gillan Gibson; p8 Howard Elcock; p12
&13 Ian Moorhouse and Geoff King;
p16 & 17 North East Local Nature
Partnership; p18 & 19 Friends of
Maindendale.
Items for the next issue should be
with the Editor by
1st April 2016.

5th Feb 2016
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Chair’s Desk
I think the most significant issue we
face at the present time is
Devolution. This has no doubt
developed since the Scottish
referendum with greater calls for
more powers to English bodies. The
situation is changing at a rapid rate
and draft agreements have now been
proposed for both the North East and
Tees Valley Combined Authorities.
Durham residents are being given the
opportunity to vote in a
“referendum” to give their say as to
how they would like this to proceed.
These draft agreements are
both very business orientated. I
think that is inevitable given the way
this concept is developing. However,
should they just ignore countryside
issues? Or should they at least
acknowledge that, if we keep
concreting and forgetting greener
issues, we all potentially create

4

environmental and other problems?
Another way this is progressing
is with concepts like the Northern
Powerhouse. How does this affect
Devolution and how does it affect us
in the North East?
I think that the major
difference between the way
Devolution is progressing now and
previous initiatives that have taken
place is a lack of overall government
guidance. It seems Devolution is
developing in different ways in
different part of the country and
indeed in some parts there is
overlapping of interests. The
proposals being considered differ
widely from one area to another.
Perhaps the only common theme is
the need for an elected mayor – itself
a controversial concept, but one
insisted upon by the Government.
The Mayor I suppose is a key figure

who, if s/he does not know what is
happening regarding a specific
matter is able to find out. But what
other powers will s/he hold and how
will they implement them? What
happens if they are urban orientated
and ignore countryside issues? Or
indeed, vice versa? How will we be
able to hold them to account?
Maybe this loose arrangement
is just what the Government wants
on the basis that more formal
arrangements in the past have not
necessarily been successful. And in
the north, we have the Northern
Powerhouse concept and the
question of how far it extends. Is it
just to Manchester/Leeds or does it
stretch up to include us?
I attended a “Northern
Powerhouse Breakfast” in the
autumn where James Wharton, the
Minister for the Northern Powerhouse
and MP for Stockton South, was the
principal speaker, together with
representatives from business
including the local head of the
Confederation of British Industry
(CBI). This event took place just
after the closure of the Redcar steel
works so there was clearly a lot of
discussion about how we in the North
East were benefitting, if at all, from
this concept. Mr Wharton, however,
was wanting was to look at the way
new businesses were developing and
whether they in fact were creating
more jobs overall. Difficult and
controversial territory, and perhaps
not in itself CPRE, but I still believe
that our interests are at least
indirectly affected. The issue of the
Mayor again arose with the CBI
representative referring to that
question asked by Henry Kissinger
many years ago – “if I want to ring
Europe, who do I contact”. Fair
point I suppose. And I definitely got
the impression that, while
Manchester may be the main driver
in the Northern Powerhouse concept,
its implications do reach us here in
the North East. After all, it is a
North East MP who is the relevant
Minister.
There were only limited

opportunities to speak here, but at
no stage was anything said about
rural issues. In all the
circumstances, perhaps that was no
surprise. But, whatever one thought
of the concept, I was concerned that
the rural economy and countryside
did not feature once.
I think there is little doubt that
the hub of the Northern Powerhouse
is that area from Manchester to
Leeds and Sheffield and indeed
concentrating mostly on Manchester.
But, Redcar notwithstanding, I think
there are also important
developments here in the North East.
The Hitachi factory in Newton
Aycliffe may pre-date the
Powerhouse concept but it is an
important development for us. Then
there is the proposal for the
International Advanced
Manufacturing Park by Nissan in
Sunderland/South Tyneside and now
a major employment application,
together with 270 houses, called
Intergra 61 at Bowburn, by the
Durham Services Interchange on the
A1(M) motorway. Combined, these
sites could provide over 8,000 jobs
with the potential to expand.
Devolution and the Northern
Powerhouse may not have been
responsible for such initiatives
occurring, but are they potentially
factors in their success and
consequences?
Clearly, all these proposals are
south of the Tyne so do not directly
affect Northumberland. However, I
believe they are important
developments that potentially affect
the region as a whole, wherever in it
you may live. The implications they
may have for transport and housing
in the region are significant – but
what about transport issues,
including extending the HS train
project, and the impact on our
countryside? Will HS3 come to
Newcastle? Should we as CPRE be
embracing such proposals where they
are in suitable locations, but pressing
for the best outcomes possible,
including suitable provision of green
infrastructure to provide a pleasing
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Chair’s Desk

(cont.)

Neighbourhood Plans Roadshow

work environment that may also be
beneficial for health and wildlife? Or
if, as in the Nissan situation, the new
proposals are all on green belt,
should we oppose tooth and nail,
whatever the consequences for jobs
in the area?
I do not think there are any
“right” or “wrong” answers here, but
I do think it is an ever growing issue
we need to consider. In view of the
lack of guidance, it has been asked
whether we are sleep walking to
problems with Devolution and the
Northern Powerhouse and I think that
is a legitimate question. At the same
time, I feel if places (we shouldn’t
use the word “Region” any more,
should we?) like the North East are to
thrive, we have to look at this
concept in a positive light,
supporting schemes where
appropriate but seeking to gain the
best solution possible for green
areas, wildlife and the environment
generally, even in those areas where
the environment is appalling at
present. Perhaps the last thing we
want to see is industry on the Tees
die, but equally we do not want to
see the seals now visiting Greatham
Creek in ever increasing numbers
disappear and the situation return to
the “bad old days” by default.
Difficult and controversial but I
believe we need at least to be
thinking about this.
Richard Cowen, Chair, CPRE NE
Region

Bowburn Community Centre, DH6 5AT
9.00 am-2.00 pm, including lunch
For the latest on Neighbourhood Plans, including a Ministerial video and
questions, plus lunch. This is your chance to ask questions and network.
For more information as it becomes available watch:
https://www.facebook.com/cprenortheastregion/timeline?ref=page_internal
http://www.cpredurham.org.uk/

Field House opencast mining

We are grateful to NFU Mutual
for generously supporting this
newsletter
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*** STOP PRESS ***

A Public Inquiry regarding an application
made by Hargreaves Surface Mining for an
opencast mine at Field House, Rainton,
County Durham was held in October 2015
resulting in the application being
approved, and the Inspector's Report was
issued on the 5th January 2016 setting
out the reasons as to why he gave
planning permission. The application
had been refused by Durham County
Council and there was strong opposition
by the local population and CPRE Durham
who gave evidence at the Inquiry.
The appeal site comprises 55.9ha
of agricultural land and is located south
east of West Rainton and 5.5km north
east of Durham City. The site was said to
contain 514,000 tons of coal and would
be worked over a period of 3 years.
CPRE's evidence given at the
inquiry maintained that the application
was in conflict with certain paragraphs of
the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) which essentially requires
planning to achieve sustainable
development, which in our view opencast
mining is not.
The agricultural land contains 25%
Grade 2 and 30% Grade 3 soils which are
the highest grade soils in Co Durham, and
which are very unlikely to be attained
after opencasting. The Inspector, whilst
agreeing with CPRE in that respect, did
not add much weight to our argument
though the NPPF sets out guidelines
which do not look kindly on the
destruction of soils of this quality.

He agreed with CPRE on the issue
of burning unabated coal which is
contrary to the Government's objective of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 80%
by 2050, which it is committed to do
under the Climate Change Act 2008.
However, he contended that there would
still be a need for this coal for some
years and certainly during the life of this
site.
What everyone did agree on was
that a bond should be put upfront, were
permission to be granted, in the event of
Hargreaves Surface Mining financially
failing. CPRE pressed for this
arrangement and in our evidence set out
the financial state of the company and
the deterioration of the coal markets.
During the Inquiry, Hargreaves
Surface Mining were obliged to inform
the stock market of an update on trading
setting out a several million pound loss
with the announcement of closure of
Redcar steel works, the closures of 3
power stations and closure of Liverpool
Bulk Terminal operations. This disclosure
was probably very significant regarding
the necessity for a bond for reclamation
which is now written into the planning
agreement. This agreement lays down a
period of 3 years from the date of
planning permission being granted for the
site to be started. We would presume
that permission lapses after 3 years.
Thus given the state of the coal markets
there is some question as to whether
Hargreaves will start working the site.
7

Field House opencast mining

(cont.)

Currently there are no
applications or prospect of applications
for opencast mining in Co Durham.
Normally they take 2 - 3 years or more to
reach the Public Inquiry stage. Let us
hope that we have seen the last of what
is considered to be the most destructive
operation within our countryside.
Pitch Wilson, Chair, CPRE Durham

Hamsterley Hall
Second appeal dismissed

Woolsington Hall - the plot thickens!
Readers will remember that Newcastle
City Council recently approved extensive
redevelopment proposals for Woolsington
Hall and its surrounding park, including
the Hall's conversion to a five-star
boutique hotel, against considerable
opposition from CPRE and many others.
On 29th December 2015
Woolsington Hall burnt down. It is now
just an empty shell, the walls still
standing but
the roof and
interiors
completely
caved in. The
Fire Brigade
and
Northumbria
Police have
discovered
beyond doubt
that the fire
was started
deliberately.
Major
issues arise
now. First, is
the remainder
of the planning
permission for
a golf course,
development of
the
outbuildings
and 76
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thoroughly. I have written to the
Planning Department to ascertain the
current status of the planning application
and to Historic England to ascertain what
they intend to do about it. The Police
alone have replied – not very
informatively – so far. Watch this space!
Howard Elcock, Acting Chairman, CPRE
Northumberland

executive houses in the Park, still valid?
Secondly, since Woolsington Hall is a
Grade II listed building, does Historic
England have powers to compel the
owners to restore the Hall and if it has
the powers, will it use them?
On behalf of CPRE Northumberland
I have written to the Chief Fire Officer
and the Chief Constable urging them to
investigate the case of the fire

An application for "enabling
development" at Hamsterley Hall, Co
Durham came to our notice early in 2010.
There were many objections to the
proposal, which was made by Barratt
Developments under the name of David
Wilson Homes, to build 60 houses in the
parkland surrounding Hamsterley Hall, a
Grade2* listed building, and to use the
profits thereof to restore the semiderelict hall.
Durham County Planning Officers
recommended approval which was
overturned by the Planning Committee.
Subsequently there was an appeal by the
applicants which was then dismissed by
the Inspector whose report was published
late June 2012.
In December 2014 the developer
subsequently submitted a further
application to build a reduced number of
35 houses, again under "enabling
development" rules. Again County
Durham planners recommended approval
which was subsequently overturned by
the members of the Planning Committee
in July 2014.
Yet again the developer decided
to appeal this decision and requested
that it be carried out by written
submission. The objectors, including
CPRE Durham Branch, felt it would be
more appropriate to hold a full public
inquiry. In the event the Planning
Inspectorate decided upon a hearing,
something between the two options, and
this was held at the end of June 2015.
The main arguments against the
application were that building a modern
housing estate in the open parkland,
which is designated as an area of High
Landscape Value (HLV), would be a
permanent and prominent intrusion into

particularly fine countryside and the
setting of the listed building itself was of
great importance and a modern housing
development would detrimentally affect
this visual experience. The question of
sustainability is considered as a major
factor of today's planning rules and it was
noted that Hamsterley Mill has virtually
no facilities such as shops, schools, etc,
and that the car would be the main
means of transport.
All of these arguments and many
more were pursued at the first inquiry
which was dismissed largely on these
grounds. At this second Inquiry, ie the
hearing, the Inspector again dismissed
the appeal on the same grounds.
Reducing the number of new houses from
60 to 35 did not address the shortcomings
of the proposal.
The decision was set out in the
Inspector's Report published 29th
December 2015.
We await any further
developments.
Pitch Wilson, Chair, CPRE Durham
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First win under the Green Belt
Springwell Village, Sunderland

Springwell Village’s campaign to save
the Green Belt had its first real test
when there was an application to
build 5 houses on a Green Belt site.
Although small in scale, the proposal
was seen as important because
approval may well have established a
precedent that would dangerously
affect the ability to retain the Green
Belt and therefore the integrity of
the village.
Set within the Green Belt, the
site in question had Certificates of
Lawful Use as a contractors yard and
associated buildings so was deemed
“brownfield”. And there were
existing buildings of varying
conditions.
Having already impressed upon
residents the need to register with
the Council to be consulted, and the
residents organising a petition with
nearly 900 signatures and sending
over 450 letters supporting the
retention of the greenbelt,
Springwell Village was set to take
quick action.
Residents had given Springwell
Village Residents Association a
mandate to resist all developments
on the greenbelt. So firstly the
proposals were widely publicised and
people were encouraged to make
their views known. Letters of
objection were drafted for residents
to sign, collected and sent to the
Council.
Additionally many residents

submitted comments individually on
line and by letter.
The main objection was that
the proposals conflicted with policy,
being on the Green Belt – and there
were many that felt the proposed
access arrangements were
inadequate and/or inappropriate.
There were 229 objections,
two supporting and two neutral
comments. Limited weight was given
to the petition that had been
submitted some time before this
application.
The Council refused the
application on the grounds that the
proposed development would have a
greater impact on the openness of
the Green Belt than what is already
there and because of problems with
the access which was along a single
track.
Liz Reid

On the 60th anniversary of Green
Belt becoming government policy, a
poll commissioned by the CPRE finds
that nearly two-thirds of people
surveyed believe that Green Belt
land should not be built on.
The Ipsos MORI poll, shows that
64% of people agree the Green Belt
should be protected, while just 17%
disagree. Such strong support for
Green Belt is demonstrated across a
range of different groups, including
people with children aged 5 and
under, those renting from a local
authority, and those on low incomes.
And more than six out of ten people
(62%) who live in towns and cities

support the protection of the Green
Belt – a finding that casts doubt on
the claims of critics that Green Belts
do not benefit people who live in
urban areas. For more information
go to:
http://www.cpre.org.uk/mediacentre/latest-news-releases/
item/4033-60th-anniversary-pollshows-clear-support-for-green-belt

National Park extension
Over recent years CPRE has worked
with the Campaign for National
Parks, the Friends of the Lake
District and the Yorkshire Dales
Society, to extend the Lake District
and Yorkshire Dales National Parks.
There has now been the fantastic
news that, on Friday 23 October, the
Defra Secretary of State, Elizabeth
Truss, agreed the National Park
extensions, forming a ‘bridge’ that
includes iconic landscapes such as

the Orton and Howgill Fells in
Yorkshire and large tracts of common
land in Cumbria
For more information go to:
http://www.cpre.org.uk/mediacentre/latest-news-releases/
item/4143-national-parks-extensionwelcomed

Housing targets are over-ambitious

NFU Mutual are pleased to
announce the winner of the free
prize draw in the insert in the
last issue was Christine
Williamson from Chathill. They
have sent her £25 M&S gift card.
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CPRE finds support for Green Belt

New research commissioned by CPRE
shows that local housing targets are
driven by over-ambition rather than
need, with local authorities in effect
being asked to base their plans on
aspiration rather than need, which is
resulting in ever higher housing
targets and the consequent
unnecessary release of countryside
for development – without resulting
in an increase in overall
housebuilding. For more information

and a link to download the report,
“Set up to fail: why housing targets
based on flawed numbers threaten
our countryside” go to
http://www.cpre.org.uk/mediacentre/latest-news-releases/
item/4159-how-flawed-housingtargets-threaten-our-countryside
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Teesdale’s trees: their future
The western stretches of Teesdale
comprise large expanses of
magnificent wild moorland. From
Newbiggin to the east, however, the
land is lower and softer. The
landscape is dominated by fields
fringed with forest trees, mainly of
oak and ash. Many of the ash are
approaching 200 years old, some of
the oak are even older.
Herein lies a problem, because
of their age many trees are well past
their prime structurally, making
them vulnerable to both disease and
to gales, and few replacements are
being planted. Slowly but steadily
the number of these fine trees is
decreasing, with loss of the wildlife
habitats that they provide for birds,
insects and animals. Almost
imperceptibly the landscape is
becoming more open as the field
boundary trees which are such an
important ingredient in the lower
parts of Teesdale decrease.
Some twelve years ago, a
retired forester, Dave Martin, and I
decided to see what we could do to
improve this very unsatisfactory
situation! We thought we could start
a community group of volunteers who
would plant native, mainly field
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boundary trees in the countryside.
We had no idea what support we
would have from farmers or village
residents, or how easy it would be to
get funding.
We held a meeting in
Cotherstone village hall, and were
amazed how many people came. We
put out a collection bowl and were
equally amazed at the amount we
collected. We decided to form a
group, with a constitution, so that
we could apply for funding – Trees
for Cotherstone was formed! It was
agreed that I would be the fundraiser
and first chairman.
Clearly, in an area like
Teesdale, farm animals would be a
problem if the trees were not
protected. We didn’t know what
stock might be in the fields in ten or
fifteen years time so we planned to
protect them against cattle as well
as sheep. We decided that all our
trees would be protected by four
eight foot long posts hammered into
the ground in a square and
surrounded by sheep netting (we
later added rabbit netting too). To
ensure maximum survival of the trees
we planted, we decided to use only
very small plants – they would take
slightly longer to grow
to maturity, but their
chances of survival
were better (we
average about a 95%
survival rate). We
didn’t foresee the
current popularity of
horses and have
recently had to raise
some of our cages to
protect against them.
We planned to
plant 50 trees a year,
costed them and their
protection and
realised we would
need between £1,500
and £2,000 a year.

Fundraising began in earnest! Some
funding was obtained from the
Cotherstone Village Design Group,
the Parish Council chipped in with
£100, but the £400 from a legacy to
CPRE Durham branch really put us on
our way! More than any other
funding that gave us the confidence
to keep going for which I shall be
forever grateful.
Since that first year we’ve
planted between 50 and 60 trees a
year on numerous sites, all with
tremendous cooperation from the
local farmers, and we’ve managed to
keep the funding coming in.
During the early years we put a
lot of effort in to encourage other
villages to form similar groups, but
although some trees were planted,
no new organisations really
succeeded in getting off the ground.
You can therefore imagine our
scepticism when a new member, and
now our chairman, Allan Rayner,
suggested creating Trees for
Teesdale, comprising a network of
local groups to locate planting sites
and carry out the planting.
Fundraising, banking and purchase of
materials would be done centrally by
a small committee.
After many hours spent
delivering fliers in local villages,
Allan was able to find a critical mass
of volunteers in both Mickleton and
Gainford. Now he had to start
fundraising! Money has come in from
a variety of sources, including the
Heritage Lottery funded
Heart of Teesdale Landscape
Partnership. Allan contacted
the Durham branch of CPRE
regarding possible financial
help. He was asked to
attend the October meeting
of the group and after
putting his case, was
delighted to be awarded
£1,000 from the legacy left
by Thomas Raine, himself a
Teesdale man. Trees for
Teesdale’s first planting
season is about to begin, but
already work has started on
building stockproof

protection as can be seen from the
attached photographs.
Once again, Durham CPRE has
helped to protect the landscape of
Teesdale. I’m proud to be a member!
Ian Moorhouse
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A Young Person’s View of CPRE
I initially became interested in CPRE as
a result of changes made by the
coalition government to the planning
laws and the impact that this would
have on where I live. With mass house
building proposals and infrastructure
projects across the country, many
planned for greenfield sites, it seems
that England’s countryside faces
serious threats and is in need of
organisations to challenge proposals.
Many environmental charities such as
Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth
have a more global outlook, at the
expense in my view of recognising the
importance of England’s own
countryside. Politically and in the
media there seems to be a lack of
focus on the importance of protecting
the countryside. Many political parties
promote ideas such as renewable
energy targets and sustainability
perhaps in a bid to make themselves
appear progressive, but actively
encourage and promote through their
own policies the loss of land to
development.
The planning system determines
the landscapes of the future, shaping
future development, such as where it
can occur, building design and
settlement character and future
sustainability or lack of it. It is
therefore important that there are
organisations that both understand
current planning laws to determine
whether proposed development
breaches guidelines and can challenge
any changes to the laws at a national
level if it threatens the countryside.
Planning laws for many people are
complicated and confusing and CPRE
can offer help to local communities
who wish to oppose development but
are unsure about how to go about doing
so, giving them a voice. CPRE has a
long history of recognising the need to
protect the countryside from damaging
development. Formed in 1926 as the
Council for the Preservation of Rural
England it played an important role in
lobbying government and helped to
achieve measures such as the
Restriction of the Ribbon Development
14

Act passed in 1935 to prevent urban
sprawl from towns and cities from
spreading into the countryside. These
initiatives were further built on
through measures such as the 1955
national Green Belt system. In the
present day, CPRE continues to play an
important role in considering new
planning proposals and objecting to
unsuitable development that threatens
the countryside both locally and
nationally.
CPRE also holds many clear
policies on rural issues in addition to
planning. For example, CPRE
recognises the importance of
agriculture for shaping rural
landscapes, promoting sustainable
farming which encourages biodiversity
as opposed to large scale factory
farming. They also support a fair price
for farming products, an issue that is
particularly relevant in regards to
recent problems in the industry such as
in dairy and sheep farming. I also find
the work that CPRE have done to
measure tranquillity and how it has
declined across England interesting.
Greenspaces - both renowned beauty
spots and local views - are important to
people for many reasons, for the peace
and tranquillity that they provide and
the memories that they hold. CPRE
holds a balanced view on the
countryside’s importance referring to
both its emotional impact in regard to
how it makes us feel and its practical
importance such as its contribution to
the economy through both agriculture
and tourism. Yet, I feel that CPRE
could make more of this practical
importance in issues such as food
production, such as by noting that
Britain is not self-sufficient in food,
only achieves the yields it does through
heavily energy reliant technology and
that in light of future uncertainties
such as climate change and a rapidly
growing global population, it is not
sustainable to lose large areas of
greenfield sites across the country to
development.
I also think that the Government
cannot be trusted to uphold its own

planning principles and thus it is
important to have organisations that
can pose a challenge, hold them to
account and spot inconstancies in their
proposals. The inconsistencies in the
Government’s own planning guidance
can be seen in their assertion that
sustainable development is
‘development that meets the needs of
the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet
their own needs’, as stated in the
National Planning Policy Framework. In
that case their entire national strategy
compromises the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.
There is nothing sustainable about
mass green field development in a
small, crowded country that has
already lost so much agricultural land
to development, imports 40% of its
food and when there is uncertainty
about how a changing climate will
affect both our own food yields and
that of the global food market which
we rely on for imports. If the
Government really cared about
sustainability, they would promote
alternative solutions to the housing
crisis, such as ensuring that brown field
sites were prioritised and building more
higher level developments, rather than
sacrificing green fields. Alternatively,
it they continue with their current
strategy they should remove the notion
of sustainable development from all of
their planning policies, at least then
their arguments would be honest and
consistent if nothing else.
To gauge the extent that young
people are concerned about
environmental issues, such as the loss
of England’s countryside, is difficult.
Young people are taught in school
about global warming and climate
change, in contrast to older
generations, and which could perhaps
heighten awareness of some
environmental issues. Some
experience the countryside with their
parents and leisure activities. Yet
many young people have experienced
nothing other than the modern digital
consumer age, built on increasing
interconnections and increased
globalisation, which isn’t really
compatible with sustainability. For
example, our commercial food market
is dominated by large supermarkets

and having a huge variety of food in all
seasons is now seen as normal, which
could potentially affect young people’s
appreciation of where their food comes
from and connection with the
environment. But even if many young
people are not concerned with loss of
countryside, they should be. After all
younger generations will be more
affected than anyone by future
changes to the climate and how
prepared Britain will be to face these
changes. Organisations such as CPRE
should thus try to engage more with,
and educate, young people.
Gemma Fawcett, CPRE volunteer
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Organisation
spotlight

The new North East Local Nature
Partnership (NELNP) goes live.
The long term stewardship and
promotion of our region's natural
environment enters a new phase of
development with the creation of a
new body. The North East Local
Nature Partnership (NELNP) evolves
from the strategic merger of the 3
Rivers and Northumberland Lowlands
and coastal LNPs. The merger brings
together the areas of
Northumberland, North Tyneside,
Newcastle, Gateshead, South
Tyneside, Sunderland and County
Durham.
Our environment has worked
hard for hundreds of years, enabled
economic development and is central
to our North East identity. It is the
most valuable asset we have;
thousands of local jobs are linked to
the environment and it is vitally
important for our health and
wellbeing. Therefore, we must
ensure that our economic
development plans create a place
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that is attractive to sustainable
inward investment, but also
complimentary to human well being
and helps to protect communities
against a changing climate.
Already the North East LNP has
made a significant impact, being
awarded a Heritage Lottery Fund
(HLF) Landscape Partnership
development grant with Durham
Wildlife Trust of £223,100 for the
BrightWater project designed to
celebrate the rich history of the
River Skerne.
Successful delivery will lead to
more than £2.6m of further funding
from Heritage Lottery Fund and a
further £500,000 from other sources.
The development plan phase and
project delivery will create
opportunities for training, education,
volunteering, community activities
and employment.
Brightwater is an example of
the exciting pipeline of projects we
are working on and the North East
Local Nature Partnership is looking
forward to supporting our partners in
their delivery.
South of Tyne comment:
Frank Major, Chairman
“I am delighted that the two LNP's
have combined to
form a single
organisation. It will
be influential in
pursuing a subregional agenda to
emphasise the
importance of the
natural
environment to the
many facets of our
regional economy.
Without a best
practice approach
to the stewardship
of our environment
we stand the risk of
neglecting the vital

role it plays in contributing to our
prospects for sustainable economic
growth and to the health and
wellbeing of our society. Our aim is
to work closely with our public and
private sector partners and ensure
that our natural heritage is at the
center of our thinking about our
developing economy and the
essential links with spatial policy.
The new LNP is in an ideal position to
assist in this quest."
Business community comment:
Mike Young, Head of Land & Mineral
Resources, Hope Construction
Materials Ltd
“The formation of the North East
Local Nature Partnership is fantastic
news and makes sense both
strategically and operationally. The
North East LNP is the perfect
organisation to provide companies
operating in the North East with
opportunities to deliver locally on
their corporate and social
responsibilities. The guidance they
can provide on biodiversity and
off-setting options when changing or
enhancing our landscapes is
invaluable. A high quality North East
natural environment, plays an
important role in attracting good
businesses and employees to the area
and this is something we the business
community must acknowledge. “
North of Tyne comment:
Mike Pratt, Chairman of
Northumberland Wildlife Trust
“This newly merged LNP will provide
a more sustainable and logistically
sensible approach to coordinating
effort and resources to benefit the
economy, environment and
communities between the Tweed
and the Tees in the North East. This
is the appropriate scale to provide
strategic oversight of our joined up
natural environment and to build on
regional opportunities to conserve
and develop its potential as well as
protect it into the future. We look
forward to working with colleagues
south of the Tyne to make sure we
get the best deal for nature and the
environment and people across this

large part of the North East, where
our superb natural environment
provides the context for our great
quality of life.”
Claire Thompson
Email: cthompson@nelnp.co.uk

www.nelnp.co.uk
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Maidendale: threat to
rare lowland meadows

In a recent meeting with Bill Dixon,
Darlington Borough Council (DBC)
Leader, Ian Williams Director of
Economic Growth and Phil Roxby
Ecology Officer, members of the
FRIENDS OF MAIDENDALE were told
that the farmland known as
Maidendale Farm, next to the
Maidendale Nature Reserve in
Darlington, is to be developed for
industrial units within the next 18 24 months.
The first speculative phase is
to put an access road in from the
southern end of Salters Lane South
into the farmland which will destroy
a large established wildflower
meadow and wildlife habitats.
Local volunteer botanists undertook a
survey of the wildflower meadows in
summer 2015 and recorded the
number and diversity of species
present. It is their considered
opinion that these established
wildflower meadows have a
biodiversity equal to or better that
18

wildflower meadows that hold Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
status. To destroy these meadows
would be a travesty, especially as
Darlington Borough Council is
planting wild flowers in other parts
of the town.
Maidendale Farm is next to
other speculative economic
development sites (Alderman Best
Way and others) which had
‘speculative roads’ built 20 or so
years ago, vast areas of farmland
were destroyed and have stood as
waste land, mostly devoid of any
development, ever since.
Maidendale Farm land was set
aside for industrial development 50
years ago when Cummins Engineering
Plant was built. it was bought by
Darlington Borough Council as
expansion land for Cummins. The
land has remained as farmland since
Cummins never wanted it. The
farmland is, therefore, still a
greenfield site and parts have been

farmed as a traditional hay meadow,
this type of lowland meadow is very
rare today.
The Council’s position is that
despite this area being a greenfield
site with established wildflower
meadows, the area has to be
developed to meet targets imposed
by central government [Source DBC].
Yet in the Darlington Local Plan,
“Prosperous Darlington”, at
paragraph 4.1.2 it states - “National
planning policy suggests that
employment sites should NOT BE
protected over the long term if there
is no reasonable prospects of a site
being used for that purpose.” We
consider 50 years a long term.
The Friends group have been
running a campaign for over two
years to save the Maidendale
wildflower meadows and have spoken
to hundreds of local people, no one
locally thinks this speculative
development is a good idea,
especially as the whole road
infrastructure will need to be
improved costing millions of pounds.
This land has always been used
for quiet recreation by local people
from the Eastbourne economic
rogation area, as evidenced by the
many footpaths around the fields (3+
miles) with beautiful views of the
North Yorkshire Moors and Pennines
in the distance. It also incorporates
the historic Salters Lane. The area is
a haven for wildlife, deer, foxes,
rabbits, a myriad of wild flowers,
butterflies and of course protected
bats and great crested newts. This
area is a fantastic natural
recreational resource, it is large
enough to create an urban fringe
country park, which would benefit
the whole population of the
Darlington Borough, it has easy
access as it is bordered by the A66
bypass
By saving this land and it's
wild flower meadows the Council
will meet every environmental
objective its own Environmental
Strategy and Action Plan 2013 2026, on climate change, flood
prevention, habitats, wildlife

corridors, nature reserves, health
and wellbeing through outdoor
recreation.
Darlington Borough Council
could expand the Maidendale Nature
Reserve to incorporate the 79
hectares of farmland at Maidendale
Farm, this will save the wild flower
meadows and wildlife habitats for
future generations, yet they appear
to be hell bent on its destruction.
Friends of Maidendale
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Wind farm noise:
where are we going?
Wind Farm Noise is very much a live
topic at the moment. It has been the
source of much controversy and
indeed this may remain the case.
This is not meant to be an article
about the science of wind farm noise
– I do not have that expertise. Rather
I wish to consider the way wind farm
noise is considered during planning
applications and recent developments
in this field.
If a person makes an
application for any operation likely to
generate noise, they have to satisfy
the Local Planning Authority that any
noise generated will be within
reasonable limits, especially at
neighbouring properties. There are
various noise standards and one of
the most used is British Standard (BS)
4142. However, when wind farms
first came onto the scene in the
1990s, it was realised that BS 4142
(as then drafted) would seriously
impact on their operation,
particularly at night. A panel of
acousticians, mainly from the
Institute of Acoustics, was formed to
address this issue. Ultimately, they
drafted ETSU R 97, a lengthy
document which seeks to assess
reasonable protection for wind farm
neighbours while not being too
restrictive for wind farm operators.
It specifically states that wind farm
noise will not be eliminated as far as
neighbours are concerned. (ETSU:
Energy Technology Support Unit).
This document remains in force today
despite the fact that the authors
considered it should be reviewed
after 2 years. Since the 1990s, as we
all know, wind turbines have
increased in size considerably.
I do not propose to go into the
full details of ETSU and how it is
applied or, indeed, whether the
limits it recommends (ETSU applies
guidelines rather than sets limits in
stone) are in fact reasonable to
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neighbours or complied with by
operators. However, with the
growing number of wind farms, it has
become increasingly clear that there
has been a number of problems with
ETSU, for example it can allow a
higher level of noise at night rather
than during the day. A number of
people representing resident groups
have criticised it on the basis that it
does not provide adequate protection
for neighbours. One particular
phenomenon that is complained
about is Excess Amplitude Modulation
(EAM or AM), the “thumping” or
“swishing” sound as the propeller
passes the tower.
ETSU makes provision for some
EAM from wind turbines but states
that this will decrease with distance
from the turbine. Experience
however has shown this not to be the
case, particularly at night when
aerodynamics change and people are
trying to sleep. Various complaints
were made about EAM and studies
were set up to consider it. As a
result of these concerns, during one
public inquiry relating to an
application for a wind farm at Den
Brook in Devon, it was argued that
there should be a condition imposed
to protect residents should EAM
occur. As anyone who watched the TV
programme “Wind Farm Wars” will
know this resulted in a prolonged
legal battle involving 2 public
inquiries and 2 legal challenges.
Following the second public inquiry,
the Inspector imposed a condition to
protect residents from EAM but the
wording differed from that agreed by
the parties. The challenge
considered whether it did in fact
provide the necessary protection for
residents and the Court of Appeal
found that it did.
However, the wind industry
then believed that this condition
would seriously impact on their

operations and subsequently have
strenuously argued that EAM is a rare
phenomenon that is unpredictable
and any condition such as that at Den
Brook would not comply with the
relevant criteria for a planning
condition as set out in Circular 11/95
(now contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)).
Instead they have argued that, if
there is in fact a problem, the
resident or Local Planning Authority
should use nuisance (including
statutory nuisance) to resolve the
problem. It was also argued that
“false positives” (such as a bird
singing) made it impossible to assess
what noise was EAM and what was
not. These arguments have been in
the main successful and neither
inspectors nor local planning
authorities have imposed a Den Brook
type condition since.
There has been a “Guide” as to
how ETSU should be interpreted that
was published in 2012. This was
drafted by people from the Institute
of Acoustics (IoA) but many of this
group had strong connections with
the wind industry. The “Guide” has
been criticised in that it makes the
situation worse for residents but as
far as EAM is concerned, it merely
mentioned the phenomenon and said
it required further research. It did
not recommend that any condition be
imposed in respect of it.
Then, at the end of 2013, an
admission was suddenly and
unexpectedly made. The industry
accepted that EAM was a problem and
needed to be addressed. In 2014, the
IoA set up a sub group within its noise
working group to assess the EAM
problem. However, it has a very tight
remit and is comprised of people
who, in the main, are connected with
the wind industry and indeed had
worked on the Guide to ETSU.
An independent group known as
the Independent Noise Working Group
(INWG) was also formed to assess the
EAM problem, consider the causes of
the phenomenon, the history of the
challenges to the Den Brook condition
and real life experience at one
working wind farm (Cotton Farm in

Cambridgeshire). INWG (of which I am
a member) is sponsored by Chris
Heaton-Harris, the MP for Daventry,
and the National Alliance for
Windfarm Action Groups (NAWAG). It
is concerned that the IoA sub group is
too closely associated with the wind
industry and would not look at this
problem from the residents’ point of
view. It has now produced a number
of papers which can be found at
http://www.heatonharris.com/
reports-publications.
In addition, the coalition
government also became concerned
about the problem and sought
tenders so that it could award a
contract to assess the problem. This
contract was in fact awarded in May
soon after the general election to
WSP, a technical consultancy firm.
The relevant personnel involved in
this contract are or have been part of
the IoA sub group.
The aim of the IoA sub group
has been to assess a matrix for
assessing EAM. They are not, it is
understood, proposing to draft a
condition to address the problem.
There is considerable concern that
they will devise a matrix that will
average out peaks and troughs of
noise and indeed will eliminate noise
below 100 hz (but which may still be
audible) and that this will effectively
make it impossible to determine, at
least on paper, whether there is a
problem or not.
INWG is proposing to assess
whether the IoA matrix will in fact
properly measure any problem in the
field by testing it. In addition, INWG
is proposing to draft a condition that
is likely to be along the lines of the
Den Brook condition and which should
show clearly when there is a problem.
INWG has also been considering
whether ETSU should continue to be
used to measure wind farm noise.
BS 4142 was re-written last year and
it is now considered that it is a much
more appropriate document with
which to assess all industrial noise
including that from wind farms.
Indeed ETSU has now been criticised
by more and more bodies including
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Wind farm noise…
the Northern Ireland Assembly.
This is still an on-going
exercise. Both groups are reporting
to Andrea Leadsom, the Minister for
Energy. While the two groups have
communicated with each other, there
is tension between them. On 15
October, the IoA held a conference in
Harrogate which INWG (including
myself) attended. Part of this
conference was dedicated to
discussing EAM and both the IoA sub
group and INWG reported on their
work. There is clearly tension
between the two and considerable
concern on the part of INWG that the
IoA sub-group is still more interested
in protecting the wind industry than
the people it affects.
Since then, there have been
reports of INWG’s work in the press,
including in the Chronicle with
respect to the Wingates Wind Farm in
Northumberland.
At this stage I cannot say how
this matter will conclude. Since the
new government came to power, no
appeal for a wind farm has been
allowed that I am aware of. The
reasons may relate more to the
interim arrangements under the
Written Ministerial Statement of 18
June (which state that the
community’s planning concerns must
be addressed so that the proposal has
their support) rather than noise.
However, noise issues in general (and
EAM in particular) are concerns that
the community is entitled to raise
under the Written Ministerial
Statement and it is then for the
developer to show that they have
been addressed and the community
supports the proposal.
Richard Cowen, Chair, CPRE NE

(cont)

Downloadable booklets on planning

http://planninghelp.cpre.org.uk/resources/publications
Other resources at:
www.planninghelp.org.uk
http://www.cpredurham.org.uk/

Abbreviations
AM
AONB
BS
CBI
CPRE
DBC
DCLG

Department for Communities and
Local Government

EAM
ETSU

Excess Amplitude Modulation
Energy Technology Support
Unit, Harwell, Didcot
Heritage Lottery Fund
High Landscape Value
Independent Noise Working
Group
Institute of Acoustics
Local Nature Partnership
Local Planning Authority
Member of Parliament

HLF
HLV
INWG
IoA
LNP
LPA
MP
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Amplitude Modulation
Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty
British Standard
Confederation of British
Industry
Campaign to Protect Rural
England
Darlington Borough Council

NAWAG
NELNP
NFU
NPPF
SoS
SSSI
SVRA
WMS

National Alliance for Windfarm
Action Groups
North East Local Nature
Partnership
National Farmers Union
National Planning Policy
Framework
Secretary of State
Site of Special Scientific
Interest
Springwell Village Residents
Association
Written Ministerial Statement
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