GMALL BUT VOCIFEROUS 06

EXTRACTS FROM NATURAL ENGLAND ACTIVITY REPORTS ON WHAT THEY
WROTE ABOUTSAVE PENWITH MOORS AND OUR CAMPAIGN

An extraordinary response from Natural Engléadded 29/05/2090

Activity Reporton the HEATH Projechad to be submitted on a regular basisighlyevery
6 months) byEnglish Natureélatual England tahe two main fund providersnterreglliB
NWE (France) and the Heritage Lottery Fund (Exeter).

1st May 2008i_30th November 2008 ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE TO
INTERREG IIB NWE; report by Ross Champio@Natural England.

Page 301 T h e tunate 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 itodos key aims and objective
sameconclusion; 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 involvizdrttieg

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

environment al and economic benefits this wil

ABut we recognise that there is a significan
partners/sutpartnersand 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 haveusually 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 minofitoo many locals aralking to us
privately in support. Much of their | iteratu
we recognise the need to address their concerns in a way that diffuses the current situation;

obviously this will be a long term activity, beyotdé pr oj ect . 0



Aln an attempt to take this forward, Penwi tt
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 feamtkopen forum, the current

di fficulties wil!/ be overcome. 0O

1st May 2008i 30th November 2008ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE TO
INTERREG Il 1B NWE by Ross Champior®Natural England

Page3@i Ni ne Mai dens Common has cont femmanttis t o be
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 infrastructtteia 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 comn

Page 3M P o r d e n niaUnfertumately, this site has had to be removed fronptbgct;
some of the land owners involved were concerned by the level of aggressive opposition that
the works around Nine Maidens had generated.

1st November 2008 31st December 200§INAL ACTIVITY REPORT FROM EN/NE
TO INTERREG 1IB NWE _ by Steve Clarke©Natural England

Page 3Qustification for any deviation from the original Action PldnT her e was ( si c)
social issues that the project had not anticipated, which prevented at least 362 ha of land

benefiting from the project. o

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

expectations? If so, why not, and did this hinder the overall profedith e pr oj ect di d
include any social/cultural engagement modelling; the community engagement works were
very tarl &dibtaised on a perceived | evel of unde
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 ram&to so

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. o

31st March 2009INTERREG IIIB NWE APPROVED PROJEC TS: ASSESSMENT OF
ACTIVITY REPORT AND PAYMENT CLAIM __E10210 (final) submitted 31/03/2009;
reporting period of actions covered 1st May 2008 to 31st @ct»h08. ©Natural England

Page Tonclusions and recommendatign©n 20 Apr i | 2009al the JTS
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 thaRd-Evas

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

to be illegal .o

May 20087 December 2008HERITAGE GRANTS FINAL GRANT PAYMENT
REQUEST AND COMPLETION REPORT dated 17/03/2009report by Steve Clarke
©Natural England

Page4iWhi |l e it was not intentional, reaction a
months of delivery has led to a long debate in the local media regarding the appropriateness

or otherwise of the pivites. dlustidéendifiecha fawsnstancebj ect i v
where works had not been delivered correctly
reviewed the project, the partnership is still convinced that a heathland landscape that

properly supports its ecology, archaepi@nd access value requires a combination of

cutting, burning and grazing management . 0

Page 13/14 [4efli We wer e surprised then by the streng
members of the West Penwith community in the last 9 months. Projects thaggtop

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 dhére dreats

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 MarckMay 2008 which ended with a 70%+ supporttfoee commoners
proposals, but subsequently we found that there was a very vocal body of opposition to the

project in West Penwith.oOo

AThe objectors have raised a considerable nu
at some length. We have beeneatd 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 projggctar t ner s from the outset. o

AWhat we are | eft with are people who donodt
accept our assessments of the problem, dondt
has any implication on how they currentige 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 informatibefore the objectors began their campaign. This

has | eft the project very much on O6the back
turn has prevented us promoting all the good that the project achieved. We are still gathering

those examplesdn wi || continue to promote our sSucCCeEe:




AN EXTRAORDINARY RESPONSE FROM NATURAL ENGLAND

The NE logo has been deleted as it might breach copyright rules

—_—

3 March 2010

Our ref: RFI660

Your ref:
Pydar House
Pydar Street
5 Truro
Mr McNeil Cooke TRY 1XU
Men-an-tol Studio
Bosullow T 0300 060 1969
Penzance F 01872 245046
TR20 8NR

Dear Mr McNeil-Cooke

Access to Information Request — Partial Release - RFI 660

Thank you for your request for receipted invoices related to works conducted to the Heath Project which we
received on 3 February 2010. Your request has been carefully considered under the Environmental

Information Regulations 2004 (the Regulations). Natural England has assessed your request as manifestly
unreasonable as defined by Regulation 12(4)(b).

We recently advised you (our letter of 08 February 2010, RFI 644) that Natural England will no longer be
treating requests from members of the Save Penwith Moor Group (the Group) as individual requests where
those requests relate to the same or similar issues. We will be aggregating these requests. During the last
year or so you and other members of the Group have made a considerable number (>130) of
representations to Natural England all relating to the same or similar issues.

This means that when dealing with requests from the Group we will assess if we have previously answered
a question from a different member of the Group and whether, in light of the extent, nature and intention of
previous communications we consider this further request to be manifestly unreasonable, and if so, where it
is in the public interest to do so, we may refuse to respond to that request.

In determining that,your request as manifestly unreasonable under the Regulations, we have taken account
of the following guidance:

» The Information Commissioner’s Freedom of Information Act Awareness and Guidance Note on

Vexatious and Repeated Requests

http://www.ico.gov.uk/upload/documents/library/freedom_of information/detailed_specialist_quides/
awareness guidance 22 vexatious and repeated requests final.pdf

The Information Commissioner’s Decision Notices related to vexatious requests under the Freedom
of Information Act http://www.ico.qov.uk/tools and_resources/decision notices.aspx

DEFRA's guidance on Exceptions. http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/opengov/eir/pdf/guidance-
7.pdf

Section 7.4.2.3 of the DEFRA guidance states that “Manifestly unreasonable would include vexatious
requests...”

The guidance also states that in determining your request we should consider whether all or some of the
following applies:-

o Can the request fairly be seen as obsessive?
 Is the request harassing the authority or causing distress to staff?






