
óSMALL BUT VOCIFEROUS ô 

EXTRACTS FROM NATURAL ENGLAND ACTIVITY REPORTS ON WHAT THEY 

WROTE ABOUT SAVE PENWITH MOORS AND OUR CAMPAIGN 

An extraordinary response from Natural England (added 29/05/2010) 

 

Activity Reports on the HEATH Project had to be submitted on a regular basis (roughly every 

6 months) by English Nature/Natural England to the two main fund providers: Interreg IIIB 

NWE (France) and the Heritage Lottery Fund (Exeter). 

 

 

1st May 2008 ï 30th November 2008 ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE TO 

INTERREG IIB NWE; report by Ross Champion, ©Natural England. 

Page 30 ñThe unfortunate reaction against the project from a group in Penwith has led to an 

extraordinary high level of communication activity. The Cornwall partnership has been 

forced to review itôs key aims and objectives. I am happy to report that we still reach the 

same conclusion; that our heathland ecology, archaeology and access is under threat from 

encroaching bracken and gorse, that any solution has to meet the needs of all 3 interest 

features, that any solution must be affordable in the long term, must involved the farming 

community (as the main land management sector) and must include grazing (for the 

environmental and economic benefits this will bring).ò 

ñBut we recognise that there is a significant difference in awareness between the project 

partners/sub-partners and some elements of the local community regarding the degree of 

understanding of the Cornish landscape, how it was created and what the needs are for the 

future. The difference has came (sic) as something of a surprise as rural communities in the 

UK have usually retained a stronger degree of connection to their landscape. Our impression 

is that the protest group is small but vociferous. We do not believe them to represent the 

majority of opinion in Penwith, or even a large minority ï too many locals are talking to us 

privately in support. Much of their literature misrepresents the projectôs activities. However, 

we recognise the need to address their concerns in a way that diffuses the current situation; 

obviously this will be a long term activity, beyond the project.ò 



 ñIn an attempt to take this forward, Penwith District Council has established a Heathland 

Working Group as an independent discussion forum, with representatives drawn from a wide 

range of interests. It is hoped that by airing views in a frank and open forum, the current 

difficulties will be overcome.ò 

 

 

1st May 2008 ï 30th November 2008 ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE TO 

INTERREG II IB NWE by Ross Champion, ©Natural England  

Page 36 ñNine Maidens Common has continued to be a challenge! Over the past few months 

there has been a level of opposition to the proposals for this and other site works on West 

Penwith. The commoners are still very keen to graze the site but have decided not to apply to 

the Secretary of State for stock proofing infrastructure at this point, because they had an 

objection for a cattle grid from a neighbour and other solutions require the use of more 

fencing than they wanted to have on the common.ò 

Page 37 ñPordennack Point ï Unfortunately, this site has had to be removed from the project; 

some of the land owners involved were concerned by the level of aggressive opposition that 

the works around Nine Maidens had generated.ò 

 

 

1st November 2008 ï 31st December 2008 FINAL ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE 

TO INTERREG IIB NWE  by Steve Clarke, ©Natural England 

Page 30 Justification for any deviation from the original Action Plan: ñThere was (sic) also 

social issues that the project had not anticipated, which prevented at least 362 ha of land 

benefiting from the project.ò 

Page 51 [11] Were there any areas in which the project did not fully meet its original 

expectations? If so, why not, and did this hinder the overall project? ñThe project did not 

include any social/cultural engagement modelling; the community engagement works were 

very ótraditionalô based on a perceived level of understanding in that community. In the UK, 

the lack of social modelling has proved to be a significant weakness and a hindrance to the 

project: Because we had misjudged an element of the Penwith community, we ran into some 

rather unexpected opposition in the final stages of the project in Cornwall which took up an 



inordinate amount of time and prevented us from properly drawing all the findings into a 

synergistic whole.ò 

 

 

31st March 2009 INTERREG IIIB NWE APPROVED PROJEC TS: ASSESSMENT OF 

ACTIVITY REPORT AND PAYMENT CLAIM E101-10 (final) submitted 31/03/2009; 

reporting period of actions covered 1st May 2008 to 31st October 2008. ©Natural England 

Page 7 Conclusions and recommendations ñOn 20 April 2009, the JTS [Joint Technical 

Secretariat] received a letter from a group of protestors claiming that the HEATH project had 

to undue (sic) certain works. This was discussed with the LP [Lead Partner i.e. Natural 

England] and found to be mostly unfounded. The LP confirmed that no ERDF was 

contributed to 1) installing works that were later undone or 2) undoing works that were found 

to be illegal.ò 

 

 

May 2008 ï December 2008 HERITAGE GRANTS FINAL GRANT PAYMENT  

REQUEST AND COMPLETION REPORT dated 17/03/2009, report by Steve Clarke, 

©Natural England 

Page 4 ñWhile it was not intentional, reaction against some of the project work in the final 9 

months of delivery has led to a long debate in the local media regarding the appropriateness 

or otherwise of the projectôs aims, objectives and activities. This identified a few instances 

where works had not been delivered correctly, and these are being addressed é..Having 

reviewed the project, the partnership is still convinced that a heathland landscape that 

properly supports its ecology, archaeology and access value requires a combination of 

cutting, burning and grazing management.ò  

Page 13/14 [4e) ñWe were surprised then by the strength of objection that came from some 

members of the West Penwith community in the last 9 months. Projects that propose to 

deliver change always generate a degree of resistance, and we had expected this, but we 

understood however that the rural communities of West Cornwall had largely the same 

understanding as the project partners of the history of the landscape here and the threats 

currently faced. This view was reinforced by our earlier community engagement work on the 



Lizard, especially the commons consultation works, and the commons consultation done in 

Penwith from March-May 2008 which ended with a 70%+ support for the commoners 

proposals, but subsequently we found that there was a very vocal body of opposition to the 

project in West Penwith.ò  

ñThe objectors have raised a considerable number of issues, and we have considered them all 

at some length. We have been able to accommodate a number of detailed changes in the 

works, and we are addressing a couple of instances where works have not been done 

correctly, but by and large we believe that the principle issues raised had been considered and 

addressed by the project partners from the outset.ò  

ñWhat we are left with are people who donôt acknowledge the changes in the landscape, donôt 

accept our assessments of the problem, donôt accept our solution, or reject any solution that 

has any implication on how they currently use the site. In other words, people reacting 

against change. Our failing here was to rely on an assumed level of understanding in the 

wider community and not to put enough time into embedding this understanding and 

presenting all our background information before the objectors began their campaign. This 

has left the project very much on óthe back footô, responding to negative publicity, which in 

turn has prevented us promoting all the good that the project achieved. We are still gathering 

those examples and will continue to promote our successes after the project ends.ò 

 



AN EXTRAORDINARY RESPONSE FROM NATURAL ENGLAND  
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