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Contacts 
 
North East Group 
Contact: Jan Arger 
E-mail: janarger@btinternet.com 
Tel:  01833 650921 
Meet:  4 times a year 
 
Northumberland Branch 
Contact Les Ashworth 
E-mail: les.ashworth@virgin.net 
Website:  
www.cpre-northumberland.org.uk/ 
 
Durham Branch 
Contact: Gillan Gibson 
E-mail: cpre.durham@yahoo.co.uk 
Tel:  0191 537 1712 
Website: www.cpredurham.org.uk/ 
Meet:  Alternate months 
 
National Office 
Contact: 5-11 Lavington Street, 
  London, SE1 0NZ 
E-mail: info@cpre.org.uk 
Tel:   020 7981 2800 
Website: www.cpre.org.uk/ 
 
Newsletter Editor 
Contact: Gillan Gibson 
E-mail cpre.northeast@yahoo.co.uk 
Tel:  0191 537 1712 

 

 
Northumberland Branch 

covering 
Northumberland 

Newcastle 
North Tyneside 

 

Durham Branch 
Covering 

Gateshead 
South Tyneside 

Co Durham 
Darlington 
Stockton 

Hartlepool 
Middlesbrough 

 
 

CPRE Meetings 
 

13th March     Northumberland 
 

18th March  Darlington 
 

1st April  NE Region 
 

7th April  Durham 
 

15th April   Darlington 
 

13th May  Stockton 
 

20th May   Darlington 
 

2nd June  Durham 
 

17th June   Darlington 
 

8th July  NE Region 
 

Please confirm meeting 
details before travelling 
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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.  
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p22 Richard Cowen; 
p7 Pete Lawrence, 
www.digitalsky.org.uk; p8 CPRE; 
p9 Lawrence Griffiths; p11 Richard 
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Cornfoot*; p14 Julian Germain;  
p20 ALAMY; and p27 Peter Reimann. 
 

*Licensed for use under a Creative 
Commons License, 
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Items for the next issue should be with 
the Editor by 1st April 2014. 
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At the Regional Quarterly Meeting in 
January we considered the Role of 
the Region at some length.  This has 
been an issue that I have been 
thinking about for some time and, as 
it progressed, others came up with 
new ideas that I thought were valid. 
 Regional Assemblies are now of 
course a thing of the past, yet may 
be being reincarnated in different 
formats.  We now have the Local 
Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs), one to 
cover the Tees Valley (including 
Darlington) and the other to cover 
the 7 other councils in the North 
East. In addition there are the Local 
Nature Partnerships (LNPs),  
4 altogether in our region – so clearly 
not coterminous with the LEPs.  And 

then there is talk of the 7 councils 
banding together to form a cohesive 
body, the North East Leadership 
Board (NELB), to consider in 
particular transport and employment 
in accordance with the Adonis report. 
Except that it now appears that 
Sunderland may not be so keen on 
the idea.  And if there is any hint of 
“regionalism” the Government will 
not be so keen either. 
 However, whether or not the 
NELB does come to fruition, it was 
the general view of the members 
present at the Regional Quarterly 
Meeting that there does remain a 
role for the NE Regional branch of 
CPRE, but it should concentrate on 
the larger, regional type issues and 

Chair’s Desk 
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not just duplicate the activities the 
Branches cover.  We also tried a new 
style agenda where we listed all the 
items for decision first to try to 
ensure we had adequate time to 
consider them.  Items for note were 
listed afterwards.  I think that this 
format was successful and hope it 
will become the norm. 
 It was also decided to review 
the situation in about 12 month’s 
time.  At present I think there are 
sufficient “regional type” issues to 
keep us busy, but if this does turn 
out not to be the case we should 
review. 
 One suggestion, however, was 
to change our name eg to CPRE 
Northumbria on the basis that CPRE 
North East is a bit mundane.  Again 
this is an issue we can consider, but 
of course the historical Northumbria 
covered a wider area than just the 
North East.  Any thoughts on a 
change of name would be welcome. 
 We also considered the 
contract we currently have with Nic 
Best for the services he can offer, 
particularly in relation to the current 
list of emerging Local Plans.  
Members agreed that the contract so 
far has been good value for money 
and agreed to renew it when it 
expires in May, assuming of course 
Nic agreed.  I am pleased to say Nic 
has agreed.  And it may well be that 
there will be additional things for 
him to do with the prospect of a 
number of Examinations in Public 
into the various Local Plans.  There 
may also be the NELB if it does get 
off the ground as well as some CPRE 
representation at LEPs (I think LNPs 
have perhaps used more member 
involvement) 

 I also mentioned fracking last 
time.  The CPRE Policy Guidance 
Note has now been published by 
National Office and can be found at 
http://www.cpre.org.uk/
component/k2/item/3473-policy-
guidance-note-shale-gas?
highlight=WyJzaGFsZSIsImdhcyIsInNo
YWxlIGdhcyJd.  Clearly this will have 
to be kept under review as the 
effects of fracking (and for that 
matter, other forms of 
unconventional drilling) become 
better known. 
 One unrelated but important 
topic is fundraising.  One way CPRE 
obtains money is through legacies. 
This is an important source of 
income, but it is also important that 
when any money is received from a 
legacy we know how it is wanted to 
be used.  Of course, the testator may 
well be happy for it to be used for 
any purpose and indeed no 
organisation, be it charity or 
otherwise, can exist without 
administration.  However, if you do 
want to leave money to CPRE but 
wish it to be used for a specific 
purpose you should make that clear 
in the will. 
 Finally, another potentially 
very important issue.  At the next 
Quarterly Meeting, on 1st April, we 
have arranged for representatives 
from the National Grid to attend.  
They wish to explain their proposals 
in our region.  These of course can be 
very controversial.  I hope members 
can come to this meeting in Durham 
to see what is being proposed and 
help determine how we as CPRE 
should respond. 
Richard Cowen 
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Northumberland National Park 
(50,000 have visited the observatory 
alone since it opened in 2008) while 
the mapping helped further its case 
to be made a protected dark sky 
“reserve.” 
 In December 2013, Kielder and 
the National Park were granted 
official Dark Sky Park status by The 
International Dark Skies Association, 
introducing special controls against 
light pollution to protect its “gold” 
rated skies - the highest global 
standard.  The Astronomer Royal, Sir 
Martin Rees, praised the Dark Sky 
Park for making sure that “there will 
be somewhere in England where 
young people can fully enjoy a cosmic 
panorama.”   Bob Mizon of the 
Campaign for Dark Skies said that 
“experiencing the wonders of the 
universe in the Northumberland Dark 
Sky Park will encourage people to 
protect their own local night sky from 
the ravages of wasted light.” 
 

Help monitor light pollution 
and win a fantastic telescope 
prize! 
 

Bob and the Campaign for Dark Skies 
have been CPRE partners in the annual 
Star Count since its launch in 2011.  
The initiative has proved a great way 
to engage the public with CPRE and 
raise awareness of light pollution.  It 
has also allowed us to help “citizen 
scientists” give us invaluable new data 
on light pollution “hot spots” and dark 
skies which might be worthy of special 
protection.  This year we are joining up 
with National Astronomy Week so that 
our Star Counters will also be able to 
enjoy seeing Jupiter reach its highest 
point in the sky for many years. 
 Star Count 2014 gets underway 
on Wednesday 26 February until 
Saturday 8 March.  The survey itself is 

incredibly easy: simply count the 
number of stars you can see with the 
naked eye within the Orion 
constellation, and then enter the 
information onto an electronic form on 
our website at www.cpre.org.uk/
starcount.  People can also post their 
counts (including the postcode where it 
was taken) to Star Count 2014, CPRE, 
5-11 Lavington Street, London, SE1 0NZ. 
 Orion will be visible in the south 
west sky and the main area of the 
constellation is bounded by four bright 
stars.  The star count should not 
include these four corner stars – only 
those within this rectangular boundary 
– but do include the stars in the middle 
known as Orion's three-star belt.  
Seeing more than thirty stars within 
Orion means you’re lucky enough to 
have truly dark skies; fewer than ten 
indicates severe light pollution.  Your 
results will allow us to produce a Star 
Count map of the country, which will 
illustrate how light pollution levels are 
affecting people’s views of the night 
sky.  This information will be useful as 
we work with the Government and 
local authorities to address the 
problems caused by light pollution. 
 By taking part, you will also be 

7 

Dark skies are a vital part of how we 
define “rural England”.  Whenever we 
can see star-filled skies we are likely to 
be in a rural location, away from the 
orange ‘skyglow’ that is the inevitable 
consequence of urbanisation.   Light 
pollution allows the town to intrude on 
the country, making it harder to enjoy 
the darkness that is so important to our 
sense of tranquillity. 
 The North East is a region at the 
heart of the dark sky debate. Light 
pollution increased here by 28% 
between 1993 and 2000 – but we also 
have the most darkness, with 31% of 
the North East classed as having truly 
dark skies.  The North East results of 
Star Count 2013 saw Sarah from Seaton 
Delaval only being able to record 5 
stars within the constellation of Orion 
because “glaring orange street lights 

ruin the view of the sky here.”  At the 
other end of the spectrum, Terry was 
slightly disappointed to report 64 stars 
at Kielder Water, saying “thin cloud, so 
would have been much better if totally 
clear.  Not a good Kielder sky but 
better than nowt.” 
 Kielder Forest has enjoyed a 
growing reputation among stargazers 
ever since CPRE’s 2003 “Night Blight!” 
survey revealed it as the darkest place 
in England, and is now famous for its 
observatory and annual “star camps”.  
CPRE used NASA satellite data for our 
“Night Blight!” maps, bringing national 
attention to the urban light pollution 
which was increasingly spilling into the 
countryside.  The media coverage also 
helped bring tourists to the 
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Darkness and 
light in the NE 

Star Count 2014 
Wednesday 26 February  
until Saturday 8 March 

 

www.cpre.org.uk/ 

Orion 
 
Count stars 
within 
rectangular 
area of 
4 corners 

http://www.cpre.org.uk/starcount
http://www.cpre.org.uk/starcount
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Why  build  houses  on  
our  precious  green 
belt  when  we  have  
plenty of  brownfield  
land?? 
 I live in 
Gateshead near the foot 
of Dunston Bank.  I am a 
hiker and if I walk for 
10 minutes northwards 
from my home I reach 
the former site of the 
Federation Brewery and 
a little further on to 
some derelict industrial 
land, but with a 
beautiful view over the River Tyne.  
However, I much prefer to walk 
southwards because in 10 minutes  
I am in the countryside at the top of 
Dunston Hill.  Those with sharp eyes 
may just be able to make out the 
deer grazing in the copse on the 
accompanying photo. From here I can 
walk for miles through Watergate 
Nature Park and into the Durham 
countryside. 
 However, on 19th December 
Gateshead Council opted by 32 votes 
to 18 to build 530 houses surrounding 
the copse by approving the 
Newcastle/Gateshead One Core 
Strategy.  All are on existing Green 
Belt land.  In fact the Strategy will 
allow house building on 132 hectares 
of the Gateshead Green Belt in 8 
villages.  
 Save Dunston Hill have been 
fighting this for over 2 years.  We 
submitted a petition to the Council 

with 4,102 signatories.  We have 
made a strong objection to the 
Planning Inspector for the 
Examination In Public (EIP) which will 
take place early this summer.  We 
know that the proposed housing 
numbers based on the Council’s 
exaggerated population projections 
are far too high.  That there is 
double counting of projected 
population numbers between 
Councils.  That there is at least 50 
hectares of little used amenity land 
that Gateshead have not put 
forward.  That the Highways Agency 
say that the A1 will not have capacity 
for the extra traffic, even after their 
proposed widening scheme. 
 Please give us your support and 
advice.  We are on Facebook, at 
savedunstonhill@gmail.com and on 
0790 617 3139. 
Thank you. 
Andy  Blanchflower  

 

Save Dunston Hill 
Organisation 

spotlight 

 

 

entered into a 
prize draw to 
win a fantastic 
AstroMaster 
Series 
telescope 
which will give 
you bright, 
clear images of 
the moon and 
planets, 
including the 
moons of 
Jupiter and 
the rings of 

Saturn.  Please only submit one star 
count unless you are submitting other 
counts from different locations.  And 
why not check the National Astronomy 
Week events listing for details of local 
stargazing gatherings near you at: 
www.astronomyweek.org.uk/?
page_id=490 
 

Campaigning for darker skies 
 

Thanks to CPRE’s pioneering work on 
protecting dark skies, light pollution 
has been classed as a statutory 
nuisance since 2005.  However, it was 
only two years ago that the 
Government introduced the first ever 
policy to control light pollution in its 
National Planning Policy Framework, 
which states: “By encouraging good 
design, planning policies and decisions 
should limit the impact of light 
pollution from artificial light on local 
amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes 
and nature conservation.” 
 Poor lighting design and new 
development means that in some areas 
light pollution continues to increase.  
Initiatives like the BBC’s Stargazing 
Live have shown how many people 
want to tap into the beauty of the 
night sky and the sense of wonder it 
gives us, and yet many children 
growing up today will never see the 

Milky Way. 
 Light spilling up into the night 
sky is a huge waste of energy and 
money.  Councils spend a collective 
£616 million on street lighting each 
year and the lights can account for 
around 5-10% of a council’s carbon 
emissions.  And it’s not just the 
needless waste of money and energy; 
light pollution can have serious 
negative effects on health through 
sleep deprivation, and disrupts the 
natural rhythms of wildlife.  Despite all 
these damaging impacts, unwanted 
light is the least recognised form of 
pollution (compared to noise, air and 
water).  This is why CPRE continue to 
campaign to raise awareness of light 
pollution and the importance of dark 
skies to our countryside. 
 Nationally and locally, CPRE are 
working with local authorities to 
integrate lighting policies into their 
Local Plans to ensure that light 
pollution is considered in future 
planning applications.  Street lighting 
technology is also advancing rapidly, 
meaning that lighting can be utilised 
precisely when and where it is needed 
– or simply be switched off where it 
isn’t.   Enlightened local authorities, 
improving technology and support for 
Dark Sky Parks suggest that the future 
could be brighter for the stars 
twinkling in the skies over the North 
East. 
 And as CPRE President, Sir 
Andrew Motion says, “reducing light 
pollution isn’t just about pressuring 
decision-makers, it is about changing 
our own lifestyles and challenging our 
own attitudes towards wastefulness 
and health and safety.  We all need to 
switch more lights off (or use less 
powerful ones) and we all need to ask 
questions when we see pointless 
lighting.” 
Oliver Hilliam, CPRE National Office 
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The National Planing Policy 
Framework (NPPF) requires local 
planing authorities to prepare local 
plans without which they may not be 
able to enforce their policies when 
considering planning applications.  
There are fears that this may result 
in developers putting in rapid 
planning applications in the 
expectation either that councils will 
not be able to reject them or that 
the Planning Inspectorate will uphold 
their appeals because no Local Plan 
is yet in place to control them.  
Furthermore, the extent to which 
councils can carry over policies set 
out in earlier plans or in the revoked 
Regional Spatial Strategy is very 
limited. 
 In consequence, the local 
authorities in our region are busily 
trying to complete their Local Plans, 
or at least agree the central 
document – the Core Strategy.  As a 
result, our officers and our 
consultant, Dr Nic Best, are having to 
spend lots of time developing CPRE 
responses to draft plans that are 
appearing in increasing numbers over 
a short time. I have myself been 
involved in three such submissions in 
the northern half of the region. 
 Before discussing individual 
Local Plans or Core Strategies, a 
general problem must be exposed 
concerning population projections 
and statements of housing need.  Our 
cities, especially Newcastle and 
Gateshead, are assuming that their 
populations will grow over the next 
20 years, as their regeneration 

efforts make them increasingly 
attractive places to live and work in. 
On the other hand, Northumberland 
and Durham County Councils are 
expecting increased populations in 
their counties because the long 
standing outward migration of better 
off city dwellers to their countryside 
and market towns will continue, so 
they are also projecting population 
growth and the associated extra 
housing need.  Nic has done a lot of 
work on this and is convinced that as 
a result, the planning authorities are 
double counting the likely population 
growth in their areas and are 
therefore producing exaggerated 
statements of housing need.  One 
result is significant proposals to free 
up Green Belt land for new housing 
which may well not prove to be 
necessary. 
 So where are the individual 
authorities with these plans at 
present?  
 

Newcastle/Gateshead 
 

Newcastle and Gateshead are nearing 
the end of their local consultations 
on their joint “One Core Strategy”, 
which is likely to be submitted to the 
Secretary of State shortly.  There will 
then be an Examination in Public 
before the Strategy is finally 
approved by the Secretary of State.  
CPRE has been extensively involved 
in making submissions in response to 
successive Core Strategy drafts.  
Over time, the councils have 
modified their plans significantly: 
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Local Plans galore 
they have reduced 
their housing need 
projections by 
around half; and 
reduced their 
proposals for 
development in the 
Green Belt quite 
considerably.  They 
now claim that 70 
per cent of their 
proposed housing 
developments will 
be on previously 
developed or 
“brownfield” 
sites.  However, there are still 
significant proposals for development 
in the Green Belt and on other 
“greenfield” sites, which are being 
contested by a number of local 
protest groups.  Last August these 
groups came together under CPRE 
chairmanship and formed 
“Cities4People” to co-ordinate their 
activities.  We continue to advise and 
be involved with this grouping.  We 
have urged the councils to adopt the 
strictest possible sequential 
development policy, requiring 
developers to develop “brownfield” 
sites and those sites where they 
already have planning permission for 
development before considering 
invasions of the Green Belt or use of 
other greenfield sites. 
Howard Elcock 

Newcastle - Policy webpage 

www.newcastle-staffs.gov.uk/
planning_index.asp?id=SXC6FB-

A780BDA3&cat=1138 
 

Gateshead - Policy webpage 

www.gateshead.gov.uk/Building%
20and%20Development/

PlanningpolicyandLDF/Home.aspx 

Northumberland 
 

Northumberland County Council are not 
as far down this road.  They recently 
produced draft policies for housing, 
employment and the Green Belt.  CPRE 
Northumberland has commissioned Nic 
to prepare our response to this 
document.  He has already produced 
impressive work on the population and 
housing projections, as well as the 
proposals for the four Delivery Areas 
into which the County is to be divided.  
There are good policies on affordable 
housing and the rural economy which 
we welcome.  We also support a 
restrictive approach to out of town 
shopping centres and the need to 
regenerate and develop existing town 
and village centres, but in other areas 
we will urge reconsideration of policies 
which we consider to be ineffective or 
harmful.  Nic is also proposing that we 
should recommend that the Council 
should stiffen its defences of Green 
Belts.  The increasing number of wind 
turbines in the County is another major 
cause for concern. 
Howard Elcock 

Policy webpage 

www.northumberland.gov.uk/
default.aspx?page=8247 
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Newcastle from Gateshead 



North Tyneside 
 

North Tyneside Borough Council have 
published a consultation draft of 
their Local Plan and a CPRE 
submission has just been sent in to 
them.  There is much in this Plan 
that we can welcome, including a 
particularly strong commitment to 
affordable housing and its decision 
not to join in the “Dutch auction” for 
additional population and housing 
numbers.  They also have strong 
proposals for the regeneration of 
their town centres, especially 
Whitley Bay.  We have again urged 
the adoption of the strongest 
possible sequential development 
policy, under which “brownfield” 
sites and sites with extant planning 
permission must be developed before 
“greenfield” sites or Green Belt 
invasions are considered.  We have 
encouraged the Council to strengthen 
already strong policies for 
sustainable transport.  We have 
urged stronger protection for the 
natural environment, including 
important sites like St Mary's Island. 
Howard Elcock 

Policy webpage 

http://www.northtyneside.gov.uk/
browse.shtml?p_subjectCategory=32 

 

General 
 

One last general comment, reading 
these documents makes you realise 
that problems and issues do not 
respect local authority boundaries 
and that in consequence the absence 
of any regional or sub-regional 

strategy may result in the 
unnecessary duplication of 
developments, proposals detrimental 
to sites in a neighbouring authority's 
area,  and harmful competition 
among councils for research and 
development and other beneficial 
developments.  The “Duty to-Co-
operate” prescribed in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is 
not sufficient to prevent these 
problems occurring.  However, the 
decision by the seven authorities in 
Northumberland, Tyne & Wear and 
County Durham to create a combined 
authority later this year is welcome 
and is likely to become increasingly 
important as a source of strategic 
thinking in the fullness of time. 
Howard Elcock 
Vice chairman, CPRE North East and 
Acting Chairman, CPRE 
Northumberland 
 

South Tyneside 
 

The “South Tyneside Local 
Development Framework” (LDF) is 
the current Local Plan and guides the 
future development and use of land 
in the borough over the next 10-15 

12 

years, having replaced the previous 
“Unitary Development Plan” (UDP). 
 The LDF comprises a portfolio 
of statutory Development Plan 
Documents (DPD) plus supporting 
Supplementary Planning Documents 
(SPD).  Along with national policy and 
guidance, its policies set the basis for 
assessing all planning applications 
and development proposals. 
 South Tyneside Council was the 
first local authority in the North East, 
and one of the first in the country, to 
complete its full suite of LDF 
development plan documents. 
 However, they are not resting 
on their laurels.  They have already 
begin to consult on reviewing the LDF 
in the form of a new-style Local Plan,  
consulting on the “Strategic 
Development Plan Document: Issues 
and Options” in early 2013 
Gillan Gibson  

Policy webpage 

http://www.southtyneside.info/
article/14842/ 

 

Sunderland 
 

Sunderland is not as advanced as 
some authoities but has published 
two documents 
recently for 
consultation.  One was 
its own Preferred 
Options for the City 
and CPRE Durham has 
made a number of 
representations to the 
proposed policies in 
this document.  The 
other is a review of 
“Settlement Breaks” in 
the City.  These 
“Breaks” are not part 
of the Green Belt but 

many perform important roles for 
keeping settlements separate and 
some are also important for wildlife.  
Again, CPRE Durham has made 
representations in respect of this 
Document. 
Richard Cowen 

Policy webpage 

http://www.sunderland.gov.uk/
index.aspx?articleid=8397 

 

County Durham 
 

The Council has now produced its Pre 
Submission Draft of the proposed 
Local Plan.  This is the final 
document before it is submitted to 
the Secretary of State for 
consideration with a view to it being 
adopted as the Local Plan for the 
County.  CPRE Durham, who made 
many representations at the 
Preferred Options stage, has made 
numerous representations to many of 
the proposed policies in the Pre 
submission Draft.  We are aware that 
many other organisations have also 
made numerous representations to 
various policies, especially with 
regard to deletions from the Green 
Belt.  There will inevitably be an 

Tynemouth 

Whitburn 

Local Plans galore (cont.) 
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http://www.southtyneside.info/article/9065/article/14842/Local-Plan
http://www.southtyneside.info/article/9065/article/14871/LDF-Development-Plan-Documents-DPD
http://www.southtyneside.info/article/9065/article/14871/LDF-Development-Plan-Documents-DPD
http://www.southtyneside.info/article/9065/article/14870/Supplementary-Planning-Documents-SPD
http://www.southtyneside.info/article/9065/article/14870/Supplementary-Planning-Documents-SPD


Examination in Public held before the 
plan is either adopted or not.   This is 
likely to be some time later in 2014 
Richard Cowen 

County Durham Policy webpage 

http://www.durham.gov.uk/Pages/
Service.aspx?ServiceId=856 

 

Darlington 
 

The planning policy documents for 
Darlington currently are the 
“Darlington Core Strategy 
Development Plan Document “ (DPD) 
which was adopted May 2011 and a 
set of “saved” policies from the 
“Borough of Darlington Local 
Plan” (adopted 1997, with alterations 
2001), plus Development and 
Supplementary Planning Documents. 
 As part of the continuing 
evolution of the Plan the “Making 
and Growing Places DPD” was 
consulted on mid 2013 and following 
its Publication and Submission stage 
in Spring 2014 is currently scheduled 
for adoption in December 2014. 
Gillan Gibson 

Policy webpage 

http://www.darlington.gov.uk/
Living/Planning/Planning+Policy/
LocalDevelopmentFramework.htm 

 

Stockton 
 

The Stockton Local Plan is in a  
no-action hiatus at the moment.  It is 
in between their Preferred Options 
stage and their Pre-submission stage. 
Speaking to a Stockton Planning 
officer recently they are 
apprehensively watching all the other 

failed Local Plans at Examinations in 
Public (EIPs) across the country, plus 
the threat of most of them losing 
their jobs in March that I believe 
they are in a difficult position at the 
moment.  
Bob Mullen 

Policy webpage 

http://www.stockton.gov.uk/
regenerationandtransport/planning/

spatialplanning/ 
 

Middlesbrough 
 

Middlesbrough Council have recently 
closed their public consultation on 
their Pre-submission publication 
Local Plan prior to submitting it to a 
Planning Inspector who will consider 
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its soundness at an Examination in 
Public early 2014. 
Bob Mullen 

Policy webpage 

http://www.middlesbrough.gov.uk/
index.aspx?articleid=1641 

 
Hartlepool 

 

In October 2013 Hartlepool Council 
withdrew their draft Local Plan from 
the Examination in Public process.  
The Local Plan had been suspended 
by the Planning Inspector in February 
2013 and it was his intention to 
return in September with 
recommendations to ensure the Plan 
was sound.  This involved allocating 
new Gypsy and Traveller sites and 

amending the proposed dwelling 
numbers over the Plan period. 
 The withdrawal of the draft 
Local Plan has left Hartlepool in a 
fraught situation with developers 
now capable of submitting their 
proposals with very few policies that 
Hartlepool Council can weigh against 
“the presumption in favour… of 
development”.  Some Councillors 
who opposed the withdrawal say a 
new Local Plan could take up to 3 
years to prepare at a possible cost of 
£1 million. 
Bob Mullen 
 

Policy webpage 

http://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/
downloads/1004/planning_policy 

 

Darlington 

Local Plans galore (cont.) 

   Local Plans: the process 
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Whilst every council has its own twist on 
the process, and often uses its own titles 
for documents, there are some common 
elements: 
 

Core Strategy:  The central document.  It 
may be the only document or may have a 
additional Development Plan Documents 
(DPDs) and Supplementary Planning 
Documents (SPDs) 
 

Common stages in compiling the Core 
Strategy are: 
 

1. Issues:  Identifies the topics to be 
covered and asks for ideas/
contributions; 

 

2. Issues and Options:  Outlines the 
topics and different options for each 
one; 

 

3. Preferred Options:  Goes through 
each topic and identifies the Council’s 
preferred choice of option and why; 

 

4. Submission Draft/Pre-submission 
Draft/Publication Draft: A final draft 

for presentation to the Secretary of 
Sate, the consultation is to ask if the 
process used to compile the document 
is sound.  There are usually no new 
topics at this stage. 

 

Common DPDs and SPDs, which may be 
consulted on separately or with any of 
the above processes, are: 

 Area Action Plans 

 Development Management Policies  

 Green Infrastructure 

 Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 Minerals and Waste Strategy 

 Site Allocations 

 Statement of 

Community Involvement 

 Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) 

 Sustainability Appraisal 

See also CPRE booklet  
“Planning Explained”, page 21 



16 

CPRE North East, along with several 
local campaign groups, have been 
seriously concerned at the high level 
of housing provision being put 
forward in the current generation of 
Core Strategies across the region,  in 
many cases leading to proposals for 
significant deletions from the Green 
Belt.  CPRE has consistently argued 
that local planning authorities (LPAs) 
are double-counting the demand, 
with the shire unitaries providing 
against continuing local in-migration 
trends, while the metropolitan 
authorities are proposing housing 
levels intended to reverse the trend.  
Now, at a very late stage in the 
process, with the 2011 census data 
available and all proposed housing 
numbers published, we have been 
able to carry out a quantitative 
analysis. 
 The local planning authorities 
variously draw on the Office of 

National Statistics (ONS) Subnational 
Population Projections (SNPP), past 
building rates and complex economic 
models linking Gross Value Added 
(GVA) growth, job creation and 
demand for housing to come up with 
overall housing requirements.  CPRE 
North East’s analysis uses SNPP data 
across the twelve LPAs of the North 
East to give a clearer understanding 
of likely changes due to natural  
population growth and to  
in-migration into the region.  
Combining the data across the 
authorities in this way eliminates 
changes due to local in-region 
migration, in a way that the 
individual LPA analyses do not.  ONS 
has published population projections 
based on 2010 data (SNPP 2010) 
through to 2031 and projections 
based on 2011 Census data through 
to 2021 – which some LPAs have 
extrapolated to 2031. 

New housing and the Green Belt  The doubling of the net 
predicted in-migration between the 
2010 to the 2011 estimates to 2021 
can be attributed to a dramatic 
increase of international migration 
predicted into the urban areas of the 
region, particularly Newcastle. 
 However, the total new 
housing provision in emerging Core 
Strategies across the North East is 
just over 149,000 or 13.1% of total 
housing stock. (North East Local 
Enterprise Partnership [NE LEP] 
nearly 115,000, 13.4% of total 
housing stock; Tees Valley over 
34,000, 12.1% of total housing stock).  
At a modest average household size 
of 2.24 (currently average is 2.28) 
this would represent a population 
increase for the region of over 
286,000 (11.0%).  The natural 
population increase ([births]-
[deaths]) for the North East as a 
whole through to 2031 (according to 
SNPP 2010) is 85,800.  So, the 
combined housing provision 
requirement implicitly assumes 
around 200,000 people moving into 
the region over the next 20 years. 
This is 126% more than the SNPP 2010 
projections predict and - as far as we 

know - would represent a rate of 
immigration unprecedented since the 
coalmining boom of the late 19th 
century. 
 At present, we cannot see an 
economic strategy for the North East 
– or the North East Local Enterprise 
Partnership (LEP) or Tees Valley LEP 
areas - which will generate such a 
dramatic increase in people moving 
to the North East, or justifying 
building houses for them. 
 Under the provisions of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, 
councils must make an objective 
assessment of its requirements for 
market and affordable housing.  We 
must question whether the approach 
of north east councils has been 
objective.  
 If we are correct that the 
number of houses being allocated in 
all the North East Core Strategies far 
exceeds an “objective assessment”, 
then this may well relieve some of 
the pressure currently being placed 
on the Green Belt.  If our approach is 
correct and accepted, it may not 
save all the proposed deletions, but 
it could help to reduce them. 
Nic Best, Richard Cowen 

    NE LEP Area Tees 
Valley 

North East 

2011 SNPP Pop change 97900 28900 126800 

to 2021 % Pop Change 5.06% 4.36% 4.88% 

  Net In-Migration 62200 5700 67900 

2010 SNPP Pop change 67700 21500 89200 

to 2021 % Pop Change 3.50% 3.14% 3.43% 

  Net In-Migration 33800 -1100 32700 

2010 SNPP Pop change 135300 39100 174400 

to 2031 % Pop Change 7.00% 5.57% 6.72% 

  Net In-Migration 81100 7500 88600 
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We are grateful to NFU Mutual for 

generously supporting this newsletter 



  

The Appeal Process  
 

You have no right of appeal if the 
council approves a planning 
application with which you disagree. 
So, if you do not like an application 
you must object before a committee 
decision is taken.  
 If planning permission is 
refused or conditions are imposed 
which the applicant (developer) 
considers are unacceptable, then the 
applicant has six months to appeal to 
the Secretary of State.  An 
independent Planning Inspector is 
appointed to listen to both sides of 
the case and will make either a 
decision or a recommendation to the 
Secretary of State who will then 
make the final decision. 
 
APPEALS can be heard in three ways:  

1. Written representation - This 

involves the exchange of written 
correspondence by all parties and 
the opportunity to comment on 
each other's case.  The inspector 
will visit the site prior to his 
decision. 

2. Informal Hearing - This allows 

both parties to present their case 
to the Inspector in person in a 
relaxed and informal setting.  The 
hearing usually takes the form of 
a round table discussion followed 
by a site visit.  A decision letter 
will then be issued. 

3. Public Inquiry - This follows a 
clear set of procedures and allows 
all interested parties to give 
evidence and cross-examine the 
evidence of others in a formal and 
“courtroom” like setting. 

The Inspector will make a site visit 
and may either issue a decision letter 

or a 
report to 
the 
Secretary 
of State 
for final 
decision. 
 
At any 
Inquiry 
the local 
authority 
will seek 
to defend 
the 
decision 
that is 
being 
appealed against.  The local 
community does have an important 
role to play.  If you have objected to 
the application you will be invited to 
support the local authority, either in 
writing to the Inspector or by 
addressing the Hearing or Public 
Inquiry.  
 If you wish either to object or 
to support the applicant you can put 
your view in writing or ask to attend 
the inquiry and give evidence.  If you 
do speak you are likely to be 
questioned about your evidence, but 
the Inquiry is not intended to be 
intimidating.  Just state your case 
simply and clearly.  
 For further information have a 
look at the CPRE booklet How to 
respond to planning applications and 
the Planning Help website. 
Bob Mullen 
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Your opportunity 
 

If you do not like a planning proposal 
or any aspect of it, you can make an 
objection to the relevant local 
authority.  Before making an 
objection you should discuss the 
aspect of the proposal you do not like 
with the Planning Officer.  It may be 
something that can be changed 
during the application process.  If it 
can’t then you have the right to 
object:  

 Put your objection in writing to the 
Council's planning department 

 Contact other people affected by 
the proposal and encourage them 
to write letters of objection.  This 
is more effective than a petition. 

 Contact your local Ward 
Councillors and ask them to 
support you.  Meet them on site 
and put forward your grounds of 
objection. Write to the Chair and 
other members of the Planning 
Committee putting forward your 
objection. 

 Obtain the Planning Officer's report 
when it becomes available, usually 
three working days before the 
Planning Committee meeting.  If 
you are able to speak at the 
meeting you can ask to address the 
Committee. 

 It is important and helpful that 
you object on planning grounds only. 
Objection on the grounds of 
devaluation of property, effects on a 
view or disturbance during the 
building work are not planning issues. 
  
 

Planning Considerations  

 Over-development of the area and 
strain on facilities. 

 Substantial damage to the 
amenities of residents caused by: 
noise; disturbance; smell; flooding; 
and loss of light. 

 The visual impact of a development 
- what it will be like to look at, not 
the loss of view. 

 Highway safety, including the need 
for parking. 

 The approved policies of the local 
authority, Government advice as 
set out in a wide range of 
Department for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs (Defra) circulars 
and planning policy guidance notes. 

 Precedents set by decisions already 
taken granting permission to 
applications of a similar nature 
elsewhere. 

 The existing use of the site, or any 
previous planning permission 
already granted for the site. 

 Design, materials, amenity space of 
the scheme, etc, although the 
degree of control in these areas is 
very restricted. 

 
Conditions of Applications  

 

You may agree with the application 
but disagree with just some of its 
aspects.  In this case, when objecting 
to those aspects, you can ask for 
conditions to be attached to the 
approval for planning permission. 
Objecting to a planning application 
and asking for conditions to be added 
is known as making a representation. 
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Objecting to a planning application 

Downloadable from:  
www.planninghelp.org.uk/

resources 

www.planninghelp.org.uk 



National Grid 
presentation 

CPRE North East 
Quarterly Meeting 

 

Tuesday 
1st April 2014 

 

Shakespeare Hall 
North Road 

Durham City 
12.30 for 1.00 pm 

 

Interested in how our 
electricity is distributed? 

Then come along 
 

Downloadable booklets on planning 

www.planninghelp.org.uk 

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

Currently only developers of a 
handful of the biggest wind farms 
have to discuss the implications of 
their projects with local people. 
 However, Eric Pickles, the 
Secretary of State for Communities  
and Local Government, recently 
announced that local communities 
will soon be able to voice their 
opposition to wind farms before 
planning applications are submitted.  
Under new regulations onshore wind 
turbine developers will be forced to 
consult the public before putting in 
planning applications. 
 Eric Pickles stated “that from 
day one communities should be 
centre stage in crafting plans that 
affect their lives instead of having 
them forced upon them”.  Although 
this is a strongly worded 
announcement it doesn’t extend to 
giving the communities the right to 
veto wind farms. 

 He went on 
to say - "Our 
changes allow 
people’s views and 
other impacts to be 
taken into 
consideration much 
earlier.  The new 
rules will apply to 
all wind farms with 
more than two 
turbines, or with 
turbines that are 
more than 15 
metres tall.  

Similar rules already apply to bigger 
wind farms.  Ensuring communities 
have a greater say at an early stage 
allows developers to consider much 
earlier whether to pursue a proposal 
and what changes they should 
consider before putting forward 
formal plans." 
 Under the new system a 
consultation will have to be 
publicised before an application is 
made - either by email or letter or in 
a public meeting.  It will not 
guarantee more applications are 
rejected, but will mean local 
residents get a greater say over the 
size and location from the start when 
they have more opportunity to 
influence the process. 
 Applications by developers, 
who stand to rake in tens of 
thousands of pounds in subsidies, 
have angered local communities who 
think they blight the landscape. 
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Communities will be give a greater 

say on wind farms 
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There are already 4,000 onshore 
wind turbines in Britain and it is 
estimated 10,000 will be needed 
by the end of the decade to 
meet targets to cut carbon 
emissions. 
 Council planners already 
reject around half the 
applications they receive - but 
many are then approved on 
appeal by planning inspectors to 
champion green energy.  
Perhaps more applications will 
soon be rejected at an earlier 
stage if local communities 
consider the location of their 
installation to be inappropriate 
and make their voice heard on a 
more legal basis than exists at 
the moment. 
Bob Mullen  
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CPRE Campaign to Protect Rural 
England 

 

DPD Development Plan Document 
 

DTVA Durham and Tees Valley 
Airport 

 

EIP Examination in Public 
 

GVA Gross Value Added 
 

LDF Local Development 
Framework 

 

LEP Local Enterprise Partnership 
 

LNP Local Nature Partnership 
 

LP Local Plan 
 

LPA Local Planning Authority 

NASA National Aeroonautics and 
Space Administration 

 

NE North East 
 

NELB North East Leadership Board 
 

NFU National Farmers Union 
 
NPPF National Planning Policy 

Framework 
 

ONS Office of National Statistics 
 

SPD Supplementary Planning 
Document 

 

SNPP Sub National Population 
Projections 

 

UDP Unitary Development Plan 

Abbreviations 

Durham Branch has been particularly 
busy since the last NEwsletter 
dealing with Local Plan issues as 
mentioned elsewhere in this edition. 
However, we have still been able to 
deal with a number of planning 
applications that have caused us 
concern. 
 There have been no big 
housing application to be dealt with 
since the last NEwsletter.  However, 
a relatively small application at Old 
Cassop near Durham City attracted 
our attention.  While only for some 
13 houses, this is an isolated hamlet 
of only 15 houses that is subject to a 
Conservation Area.  Access is via a 
single track road and there are no 
services at all.  We have represented 
that this proposal is unsustainable 

 There has also been an 
application for a cinema and shops at 
St Helen Auckland just outside Bishop 
Auckland.  On the face of it the 
cinema appears acceptable but the 
retail element could well create 
problems.  Clearly we are not retail 
experts but it hardly needs an expert 
to see that Bishop Auckland town 
centre (described as a Regional 
Centre in the proposed Local Plan) is 
not bustling and that shops of this 
type just out of town could have a 
significant detrimental effect on the 
town centre.  We have written 
accordingly. 
 An interesting application has 
involved bridges to provide easier 
vehicular access along a track on 
Sleightholme Moor in the extreme 

Durham Branch south west of County Durham.  There 
have been issues with tracks being 
constructed across the Pennine 
moors without apparently obtaining 
planning permission and we believe it 
is not clear whether this particular 
track does in fact have permission.  
We have submitted a provisional 
objection but will review if we are 
told that the track is in fact lawful. 
 There has been no application 
for a wind farm recently but there 
have been applications for single 
“small” turbines at High Knitsley 
near Consett and Windy Hill near 
Eggleston which we objected to (the 
Eggleston application has since been 
withdrawn).  There has also been a 
resubmission of an application for a 
single turbine at Ireshope Plain in 
Weardale and we have again 
objected to this.  In addition, there 
has been an application for two 
turbines at Hutton Magna to which 
we have objected.  There are two 

current applications for turbines near 
Heselden and School Aycliffe that we 
have not yet considered. 
 There has been a successful 
resolution to the application to 
remove a condition relating to 
Amplitude Modulation at the Lamb’s 
Hill proposed wind farm.  This 
application has been ongoing for a 
considerable time but there have 
been some significant developments 
recently.  Developers have been 
forced to admit that the condition 
being used, which they have opposed 
as unlawful for years, is in fact both 
reasonable and necessary.  We are, 
therefore, delighted to report that 
the application to remove or amend 
the condition at Lamb’s Hill has been 
withdrawn – although of course the 
original permission allowing the wind 
farm to be constructed remains in 
place. 
Richard Cowen 

Upper Teesdale 

 

Richard cowen 
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Teesdale 
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The major item of interest in the 
Tees Valley this quarter is the 
publishing of a Masterplan for the 
resuscitation of Durham Tees Valley 
Airport.  The Masterplan has been 
produced by the airport operating 
company, Peel Holdings, in an effort 
to stem the failure of the facility as a 
regional airport.  Although originally 
licenced to operate with up to 3 
million passengers per annum, the 
best achieved was 912,000 
passengers in 2006 with the numbers 
plummeting to 165,000 in 2012.  In 
comparison, Newcastle Airport 
increased its passenger numbers to a 
total of 4,387,443 passengers over 
the previous 12 months. 
 The airport was originally 
visualised to be of considerable 
importance to the business 
community in the Tees Valley, with 
its connecting flights to Heathrow 
and Schipol as well as becoming an 
important sub-regional gateway for 
charter flights.  With the loss of the 
Heathrow connection and the 
eventual loss of charter flights there 
is very little hope of the airport side 
of the facility surviving without some 
additional support from non-aviation 
business. 
 The Masterplan states that to 
survive the airport must diversify. 
This would include building 250-400 
new homes on greenfield land 
adjacent to the existing ‘northside’ 
infrastructure of the airport and a 

number of new employment 
structures to the “southside” of the 
airport.  The “northside” is within 
the Darlington Council boundary and 
the “southside” is within the 
Stockton Council boundary.  The 
operator states the new development 
could create up to 3,800 jobs. 
 CPRE wishes Durham Tees 
Valley Airport to be a vibrant and 
successful regional airport, 
contributing to the locality and its 
economy in a way only an airport 
can.  However, CPRE NE Region has 
voiced concerns to the airport 
operator in a recent consultation 
over sections of the Masterplan.  Of 
major concern is the unsustainability 
of a 250-400 house development, 
which is contrary to the housing 
policy in the Darlington Local Plan, 
also, the potential impact on the 
nearby and already overstressed 
community of Middleton St George. 
 The Masterplan was recently 
issued by the operator for public 
consultation and comment was 
submitted by the CPRE North East 
Region in view of the region wide 
importance of the airport.  If the 
airport decide to pursue their 
development programme there will 
be an opportunity for CPRE (and its 
local members) to respond to any 
eventual planning applications 
submitted by the developer to both 
Darlington and Stockton Councils. 
Bob Mullen 

Stockton, Middlesbrough and Hartlepool 

Northumberland County Council has 
published draft plans for housing, 
employment and Green Belt as part 
of its Core Strategy consultation. 
 In these plans the County 
Council is advocating very high 
housing completions to attract 
working age families to 
Northumberland.  These families will 
be needed, so the argument goes, 
because thousands of new jobs will 
be created by the County Council’s 
economic strategy. 
 To make room for all these 
houses the County Council intends to 
remove Green Belt protection from 
substantial areas of the countryside. 
 There is of course a problem 
with this approach.  If Green Belt 
protection is removed from 
attractive countryside, then this is 
exactly where developers will wish to 
build, and where they will build. But 
total new house builds may still fall 
well short of the County Council’s 
predictions; there may be no 
unprecedented increase in 
population and no sudden demand for 
new housing. 
 Our best and most attractive 
countryside will have been sacrificed 
for precisely nothing. 
 Not surprisingly the Council’s 
plans have provoked a storm of 
protests and the creation of 
numerous ‘Keep Our Countryside 

Green’ groups working to oppose 
deletions of Green Belt. 
 CPRE Northumberland supports 
the objectors and believes the 
County Council’s case is seriously 
flawed.  The inwards migration 
implied by the population projections 
is far too high, the need for new 
houses is overstated, and likewise 
the need to remove Green Belt 
protection from unspoiled 
countryside. 
 As the County Council digests 
the flood of objections on this issue, 
we hope it will plan for more 
realistic population increases and 
reduce its new housing requirements 
accordingly.  If it does not, then it 
will face a very difficult Examination 
in Public when it attempts to have its 
plans officially approved. 
 If the plans are thrown out by 
the Examining Inspector, then we 
have a problem.  A ‘No Plan’ scenario 
would leave Northumberland 
dependent on the one-size-fits-all 
approach of national policy.  There 
will be no local strategic plans in 
place to deal with the specific 
requirements of Northumberland, 
and that is a very worrying prospect 
indeed for CPRE and other 
like-minded groups. 
Les Ashworth 
CPRE Northumberland 

Keep Northumberland Green 
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A number of large-scale housing 
developments have recently been 
approved by the Stockton Council 
planning committee – Urlay Nook 
(159), Low Lane at Maltby Farm 
(350), Mount Leven (350 + 100 bed 
Care Home), Green Lane (370) Morley 
Carr (350) and Allens West (800).  All 
decisions, along with some on smaller 
developments, were considered by 
CPRE Stockton to be fraught with 
poorly considered planning reasons 
by the committee.  The decisions 
were highlighted by considerable 

coverage in the local press and not in 
favour of the Council.  
 The Save Stockton South 
campaign group (along with some 
CPRE Stockton members) went to the 
extent of requesting Stockton Council 
planning committee to take a look at 
themselves and the Government 
policies they were supposedly 
implementing, raising the question - 
were they both fit for purpose?  The 
group submitted a 2,500-name 
petition to the Council. 
Bob Mullen 

Stockton 

Middlesbrough Council have recently 
closed their public consultation on 
their pre-submission publication Local 
Plan prior to submitting it to a Planning 
Inspector who will consider its 
soundness at an Examination in Public 
early 2014. 
 To meet the Government’s 
“presumption in favour of sustainable 
development” Middlesbrough Council is 
allowing developers to build large-scale 
housing developments on unsustainable 
greenfield land on the Borough 
boundaries in preference to available 
sustainable brownfield land in Inner 
Middlesbrough.  As seen in many other 
towns and cities following the same 
path it produces a “doughnut” effect - 
everything new built on the outside 
and a huge nothing built on the inside.  
 There is also considerable 

concern by Middlesbrough residents 
that the present roads in the Borough 
are already far too fragile to absorb 
the peak hour traffic.  This is without 
the undoubted increase in road users 
anticipated from the proposed  
large-scale housing developments 
scheduled for the Borough and 
adjacent local authorities.  As always 
in modern planning the cyclist appears 
to come bottom of the ladder in 
practise, even though reams are 
written in council policy documents. 
 It will be interesting to see what 
the Examining Inspector makes of the 
Council’s attempt to satisfy 
Government policies and their 
apparent disregard for the principles of 
sustainability. 
 Bob Mullen 

Middlesbrough 

In October 2013 Hartlepool Council 
withdrew their draft Local Plan from 
the Examination in Public process.  The 
Local Plan had been suspended by the 
Planning Inspector in February 2013 
and it was his intention to return in 
September with recommendations to 
ensure the Plan was sound.  This 
involved allocating new Gypsy and 
Traveller sites and amending the 
proposed dwelling numbers over the 
Plan period. 
 The withdrawal of the draft 
Local Plan has left Hartlepool in a 
fraught situation with developers now 
capable of submitting their proposals 
with very few policies that Hartlepool 
Council can weigh against “the 
presumption in favour… of 
development”.  Some Councillor’s who 

opposed the withdrawal say a new 
Local Plan could take up to 3 years to 
prepare at a possible cost of £1 million. 
 In the meantime developers are 
poised to submit planning applications 
in the new year for new housing in Hart 
Village, the South West extension, 
Tunstall Farm, Quarry Farm and other 
areas of undeveloped land.  
 A recent application to build 600 
houses on land at Wynyard adjacent to 
land owned by the North Tees and 
Hartlepool Hospital Trust, currently 
earmarked for the new hospital, was 
rejected by Hartlepool Council because 
it involved land already allocated for 
business development 
Bob Mullen 

Hartlepool 
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- the countryside champions 


