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5th August 2016 

 
Dear Sirs, 
 
County Durham Local Plan Issues and Options Paper 
 
Staindrop Parish Council has the following comments on the Issues and Options paper. 
 
Vision and Objectives:   As a community council in a conservation village in west Durham, 
the Council naturally attaches particular importance to Objectives 7, 8, 9 and 13, though the 
Vision and Objectives in general are laudable aspirations for an eventual County Durham 
Plan. 
 
Question 4:  The Council favours Option a - based on short term national and international 
trends  - as in the present circumstances of an impending departure from the EU, it seems 
unduly optimistic to make more ambitious provision.  The effect of Brexit on the county's 
economy cannot be predicted with any degree of certainty at present but is unlikely to be 
favourable in this respect.  Presumably the County Council will want to avoid the accusation 
again of unattainable ambitions.  
 
Question 6:  For similar reasons it is difficult to see the necessity for provision to be made 
for a 'windfall allowance'.  The sort of unpredictability implied by provision for 'non-allocated 
sites' seems to be at odds with the purpose s of a strategic document of this sort.  If, 
however, if it were intended to include such an allowance, clarity is needed to indicate the 
precise factors which would amount to 'evidence to justify that allowance' (para  3.10) (And 
see the reply to Question 10 below). 
 
Question 10:  The Council believes that the principles set out in 3.23 are particularly 
important and should be included in the chosen spatial strategy options. The accumulation of 
various unrelated developments in the Village over recent years without full regard for these 
factors has arguably had an undesirable effect on its character.   And on 3.27, we would also 
argue that on some occasions the best solution for brownfield land is to allow it to revert to 
its original undeveloped condition. 
 
Question 13:  It is unfortunate that the only option which does not involve an erosion of the 
green belt around Durham City is, 'Wider Dispersal'.  However, while this fourth option would 
preserve the green belt and alleviate the inevitable overheating  of the City which is inherent 
in 'Main Town Focus' , we would argue that the 5% increase for West Durham in the Wider 
Dispersal option would have quite as significant a detrimental effect in this area as the 
deletion of parts of the green belt would have for Durham City.  It is difficult to see how either 
this Wider Dispersal option or the Main Town Focus option could be reasonably compatible 
with Objectives  7, 8 or 13. The solution best fulfilling the County Council's stated objectives 
would appear to be some middle course - a compromise between the 'Sustainable 
Communities' and 'Central Villages' options which would involve a reduction of what seems 
to be an unsustainable 17% provision for Durham City with a corresponding lowering  of 
erosion to the valuable green belt. 
 
Questions 19 & 20:  The Council agrees with the sentiments expressed in 4.33 although 
based on our experience, a considerable measure of precision will be required in the final 
document to define 'the needs of the local community' as well as exactly what  'provided the  



 
 
countryside is protected from wider development pressures and widespread new building'  
means.  In the past the Parish Council  has been involved in the successful provision of 
entirely affordable housing on an appropriate exception site beyond the then development 
limits of the village.  Because of the special nature and location of exception sites, the 
Council finds it difficult to see the justification for allowing market intervention.   
 
Question 22:  The concept of leaving the market entirely free to make decisions in these 
sensitive areas of affordable and sheltered housing (in Option a.) seems to negate the idea 
of strategic planning.  We suggest that Option b., while not ideal, is the most achievable 
choice consistent with Objectives  11 & 12.  
 
Questions 27 - 29:  The purpose of Green Belt designation is clear, as is the protection it 
affords.  As mentioned above, we believe it would be sensible and compatible with the 
Objectives to retain as much as possible of the current green belt around Durham City.  The 
Council would also like the Plan to be more explicit than at present as to the precise status 
and value over the plan period of other land designations, such as Areas of Great 
Landscape Value.  This designation sometimes seems to have little practical affect. 
 
Question 31:  It is unacceptable for a historic town like Barnard Castle to be suffering 
pollution and structural damage as a result of HGV through-traffic.  However, Staindrop 
Parish Council has always been sceptical of proposals for a Barnard Castle Relief Road as 
the best means of dealing with the problem.  Our reservations are fourfold:  
 
 It seems impossible to determine the true extent and precise reasons for the problem.  

Research evidence seems to be contradictory, though we suspect a substantial 
proportion of the damage and disturbance being caused is a result of Highways 
England's incredible designation of a major diversion route for HGVs to run through a 
town of the quality of Barnard Castle.  More work is needed before any decisions are 
taken. 

 
 In our view, construction of a Relief Road on the lines of the one being proposed by 

some local groups, including Teesdale Action Partnership, is an inefficient and expensive 
way of addressing a through-traffic problem which has not yet been clearly defined.    We 
cannot see the economic sense of providing a new carriageway from the A67 leading to 
the pinch point of the one-way, light-controlled Abbey Bridge and then on to an 
unsuitable and narrow, winding stretch of country road leading eventually to the A66.  
The scheme, such as it is, is surely indefensible without at least replacing the crumbling 
Abbey Bridge with a more suitable and effective river crossing which would be 
prohibitively expensive.  

 
 A relief road on these lines, does not achieve what it sets out to do.  We believe that the 

proposed relief road would connect Abbey Bridge, east of the town, with the A67 
Darlington Road.  We cannot understand this aim.  It should be borne in mind that the 
A67 is not a through road and does not connect to the motorway, so it is difficult to see 
where any traffic southbound from the A67 would be coming from in order to use the new 
road to get to the A66, or conversely what advantage north and eastbound traffic from 
the A66 would gain by using the proposed road to get to the A67 which leads only into 
Darlington.  Much more likely, we believe, is that traffic would use the A67 to the mini 
roundabout at Prospect Place at the east end of the town (or even, possibly, Town 
Pasture Lane!) to gain access as quickly as possible to the A688. 

 
 A glance at a road atlas demonstrates the enormous distance haulage vehicles need to 

travel at present along two sides of the square between the A1M and the A66, via Scotch 
Corner.  We believe that the existence of the proposed Relief Road would make it 
commercially inevitable for HGVs to use the A688 as a substantially shorter diagonal 
route between the motorway and the A66 through Staindrop and West Auckland.  The 
provision of this convenient alternative to the Scotch Corner route would actually attract  



 
 
 substantially increased the numbers of heavy vehicles through the area.  Fortunately 

West Auckland has been bypassed - unlike Staindrop which would suffer all the  
 damaging consequences of the A688 becoming once again a major lorry route.  The 

traffic problems of Barnard Castle would be transferred to Staindrop. 
 
In short, the Parish Council believes that the Relief Road proposal, as we understand it, is ill 
thought-out, simplistic, enormously inefficient and likely to give rise to unintended 
consequences.  We urge the County Council not to include this misconceived scheme in the 
draft County Plan, but to approach the traffic problems of Barnard Castle in a 
comprehensive, creative way, including possibly the use of an extensive new traffic 
management scheme. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

  
Tom Bolton 
Clerk to Staindrop Parish Council 
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