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I wish to object to the inclusion of the parish and village of Staindrop in the proposed local government 

division of Evenwood. 

 

The inclusion of Staindrop village in Evenwood seems all to do with the mathema�cal convenience of having 

divisions with similar numbers; nothing to do with the needs of the residents of the village and a complete 

denial of its iden�ty, culture and heritage.   

 

Staindrop in a village of the Tees Valley. It lies to the south of the escarpment separa�ng the Tees and Wear 

Valleys and has tradi�onally been part of the administra�on of Tees Valley authori�es and strongly iden�fies 

with Teesdale. 

 

Staindrop is essen�ally a rural or agricultural village. It has no history of any heavy industry. Its existence lies 

as a village of ar�sans and farmers to support the adjacent Raby estate and as part of the ancient coaching 

route from Durham to Bowes.  

 

Staindrop is not a se'lement of the West Durham coalfield. It has none of the inherent issues concerned 

with rebuilding mining communi�es following the demise of the pits. It is a community centred on old 

stone-built houses surrounding a large and idyllic village green, not red brick terraces built around a colliery 

and railway sidings. 

 

The issues which face Staindrop are ones associated with its compa�bility with a busy through road and 

traffic management, issues of access and rights of way over farmland, of conserva�on of becks and ancient 

trees. It would not be best served by councillors concerned with urban decay and the remnants of heavy 

industry.  

 

In short Staindrop has li'le in common with the other se'lements of the new Evenwood division except 

perhaps for those, such as Ingleton which appear to have been lumped into the mix simply as make-

weights.  

 

I have no confidence that any councillor elected to a new three-member cons�tuency of Evenwood will 

have their focus on interests and concerns of the rural communi�es of the Tees Valley and the residents of 

Staindrop will be poorly served by any such arrangements.  

 

Though I acknowledge that it is also difficult to accommodate the large se'lement of Barnard Castle in your 

plans. Perhaps Barnard Castle could have a two-member division for the town and single-member divisions 

for East (Staindrop, Stainton, Whorlton, Winston, Gainford, Langleydale, Headlam, Ingleton etc.) and Upper 

Teesdale (Middleton, Romaldkirk, Cotherstone, Mickleton etc.) leaving an Evenwood division to encompass 

the old mining communi�es of the region.  

 

  

 

 

 

 




