
19 August 1999 

MrB Borman COR P 0 RAT E
 

 


 Margaret Barry. Corporate Unit Manager
 

Richmondshlre District Council 
Swale House, Frenchgate. Richmond, North Yorkshire OLIO 4JE 

Tel: 01748 829100 Fax:01748825071 OX: 65047 Richmond NY 

Please ask lOr: 

Mrs Ruth Gladstone 

Our Ref RAG/CFW/1808borman. dll 

Your Ref 

Dear Mr Borman 

Your Letter of29 July 1999 

Further to your letter of 29 July 1999 addressed to Mr Earle, I would respond as follows:-

Mr Earle considered the letter forwarded by Mr Hodges to Mr Kane of 72 Brentwood and in
 
his view there was nothing wrong with the letter. Mr Earle has nothing to add to his earlier
 
comments.
 

I enclose, as requested, copies of the outline and full planning permissions. 

,There have been discussions with the County Council but no formal correspondence. 

~ enclose, as requested, a copy of the plans referred to by Mr Hodges in his letter to Mr Kane. 

I The District Council has not consulted the residents of Brentwood on the subject and 
, therefore there is no correspondence in that respect. 

Yours sincerely 

Head ofCommittee Services 

Encs. 

()
.......
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ASSOCIATION 

EVERY CHILD DESERVES A PLACE TO PLAY 

Mr G Kane 
 

 
 

 
  

Our ref: STIRD 

6 April 2000 

Dear Mr Kane 

In response to your letter dated 4 March 2000, the National Playing Fields Association does not
 
have any expertise in highway safety in relation to this matter. Although the situation is
 
unsatisfactory in terms of the proximity of the children and the school, our expertise is limited to
 
on-site safety provision. It would be more appropriate if you contacted the Institute of Highway
 
Engineers for information on highway safety.
 

Yours sincerely 

(' ~ Sarah Thornton I 
Planning Officer 
E-mail: planning@npfa.co.uk 
Direct Dial No: 02476420701 

NATIONAL PLAYING FIELDS ASSOCIATION 

Patron HM THE QUEEN President HRH THE DUKE OF EDINBURGH KG KTIW'­

Chairman CHRISTOPHER LAING NV'- Vice-Chairman ALISON MOORE-GWYN IV\/\. Director ELSA DAVIES 
NPFA Fields Office, Midlands Sports Centre for the Disabled Cromwell lane, Tile Hill, Coventry CV4 8AS 
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'.'Yorlk	 & North Yo~kshire 

PLAYING FIELDS ASSO,CIATION 
William House. Shipton Road. Skelton, York Y030 1XF	 Tel: 01904 645271 
Charity Registration No; 506709 Fax: 01904 610985 

e-mail:  

CSB/PW 

22 March 2000 

Mr G Kane 
 

 
 

  

Dear Mr Kane 

Further to your recent letter regarding the play area serving the Brentwood area, 
the York & North Yorkshire Playing Fields Association ....would not recommend the 
siting of a play area next to a busy road. However, given the position that 
seems to have been imposed upon you, I suggest you address the following 
points with the highways authority. 

1.	 A road sign, either side of the site, warning motorists of the play area. 

2.	 Suitable fencing around the site to stop children running into the road. 

3.	 Ensure that the entrance is not onto the main road. If this is impossible 
ensure that a safe access is fitted, for example, a kissing gate and a 
pedestrian barrier erected near the crossing point. 

It may be possible to pursue a compensation claim against the highway 
authority, ideally towards obtaining a new piece of land away from the main 
road and traffic fumes, or at the least compensation for the costs of taking 
action on the above points. 

I hope this provides some help. Please do contact me again if I can be of further 
help. 

Yours	 sincerely 

CAROLINE STOCKWELL-BROWN 
Secretary 

President: The Lady Martin Fitzalan Howard; Chairman David C Jeffels; Secretary; Caroline Stockwell-Brown 



Brentwood A.·ea Residents' Association
 

Please reply to: Mr G Kane,  
 

Mr P Steele, Principal Policy Officer 
Richmondshire District Council 
S\va1e House, Frenchgate 
R ichmonn N Y 0>1;<: nu (\ .11 r: 

Dear Mr Steele 

Richmondshire Local Plan: Alterations 1999-2006: Objection 0001 

As you are aware, Mr Bonmtn has in the past spoken on behalf of residents in relation to 
retaining Brentwood as a cul-de-sac. We wish you to know' that we fully support him in his 
endeavours and, for the sake of effioiency, we have asked him to represent our views also in 
this matter rather than putting some 80 indi\'idual objections before you. Mr Borman has kept 
us fully informed of communications with yOll. 

Regarding your letter of 22 March 2000 under Hem 3, we share the view that it may well be 
opportune at this stage to re-appraise the situation with regards to the bollards as we have 
experienced this nC\\'ly-created situation since June last year. It strenb>1:hens our belief that in the 
interests of safety, amenity, security and the retention of our property values, the bollards have 
yet again become an urgent issue. The present traffic situation is simply intolerable and we 
have recently experienced eight acc.jdents. Whilst they were not serious they nonetheless caused 
property damage where vehicles crossed pavements. This suggests that due to excessive speed, 
the drivers lost control. One of' these vehicles ran into the front garden of the St John of God 
home for the disabled at' 63-65 Brent\vood It would be reasonable for you to consider the 
demography of Brentwood. Whilst the Highway Authority has not taken any action they claim 
that they were guided in the main aspects of this matter by Richmondshire District Council 
\vhich, in turn, was to some extent guided by Leyburn Town Counei l. We now know that many 
of the arguments \vhich were placed before councillors were not up-to-date. It seems that there 
are many reasons why Brentwood should remain a cuI-dc-sac and there is not a single good 
reason why 80% of LeyburTl properties should be connected to Brentwood, a rat run. As you 
know, we believe that we have sufficient evidence to show that H M Inspector at the last Public 
Enquiry agreed with the stance of the residents of Brentwood and that there is, in our view, no 
existing planning permission which would prevent the implementation of H M Inspector's 
report, ie, installing the bollards. This would not require a new planning permission but simply 
co-operation between ROC and NYCC to install these on traffic safety grounds. 

G ~~

C airrllan d
cc: Leyburn Ward Councillors 
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RichfJondshire 
 District Council 

Pl~~ing and DevelJp~ent 

Springwell ~ouse 

RichC\ond. 
25 February 2000 

Dear Sir. 

Brentwood / Maythorne 

With rebard to the above situation t May I enquire if a Road Safety 
Study has been carried out before the roads t previously cul de sacs; were 
opened as a through traffic route 

A copy of the study would be appreciated 

Yours SincerelY
I v ..,;.•, 

I G. J<AliE 



NORTH 
YORKSHIRE 
POLICE 

/) l:l ~()_ 
~~OLICESTATION 

NORTH PARK ROAD 
HARROGATE 
NORTH YORKSHIRE 
HG15PJ 
Telephone (01423) 505541 - Ext. 

Fax (01423) 539313 

DX 714162 Harrogate 6 

Environmental Enhancement
 
County Hall, Northallerton
 
North Yorkshire
 
DL78AH
 

.. _~.  
_ . 

. .Dear Sir, ............... 
'--

~ 

BRENnNOOD,LEYBURN 

Thank you for the correspondence indicating your proposal to make Brentwood and Wensleydale 
Avenue and Maythorne into two cul-de-sacs. 

I understand that pedestrian links will be maintained and keys will be issued to the emergency 
services to remove the boUards should the need arise. 

{I have no objection to your proposals 

: -.~ .. 

Mr G Cressey 
North Yorkshire County CounciJ •. ; ~: --., I .. ~:-: ~ 

• I J_ ..... J . 

"Commitred to making a difference" 
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our ref 

FOX HAYES 

solicitors 
RECICG 

Bank House 
your ref MBIAMJ2402/LTR FOX HAYES 

150 Roundhay Road 

.leeds lS8 5LDdate 8 March, 2000 (~-
Telephone 0113 H9 6~96 

Richmondshire District Council Fax 0113 2480466 

Swale House DX 716760 leeds 37 

Frenchgate 
\\'W\V to'l(h,l,,'C'~.,(o.ukRICHMOND 

DUO 4JE 
P,rtne" 

J Rober! ~1.lr.nins LLB. 

Direct fax: 0113 217 2275 Col;n fraw LLB. 

e-mail: carolgill@foxhayes.co.uk Slephen \1 Cuupbnd B."" 

Robert E. Collins LL.B. 

Richard Glones LL.B. 

Dear Sirs, l.n DCoupland LL.B. 

Philip LDm~n BA 

B Borman 
l.n B'ilill B 

We are in receipt of your letter of the 25 th Febmary 2000. Associ,te 

Carol G,undell B,A 

Whilst it is correct that the inspector focused on the content of the local 
plan, that plan included proposals to make Brentwood into a major access 
road. If you refer to the plan under rc:ference DB2 the spine road referred 
to ,includes thy lillie Our client and others made a formal obj ection to this 
and the inspector in his report refers specifically to this issue. 

We are not suggesting that there was not a planning permission in 1974. 
The planning permission was to carry out certain developments. This 
included perhaps a direction in relation to the joining of the two roads. 

It is this planning direction that should have been reviewed, especially 
bearing in mind that is now nearly 30 years since the original planning 
permission was given and the joining of these two roads in all the 
circumstances apart from the obvious dangers that are being caused is no 
longer good planning procedure and it is this aspect of the matter which 
your council has completely failed to consider, as well as failing to have 
regular or any reviews of the planning situation in the area. 

Yours faithfully, 

FOX HAYES 
Thi... firm ;(, regulated 

Lv Ih~ Law S0ci~lY 

loveSlment buslnC5s 

• MEMBER OF 

lAWgAOUP UK 
\\sERVER I\CLlENTS\LEITERS 2000\March\08\cg letters.doc\ 08/03/00\ 8 

mailto:carolgill@foxhayes.co.uk


  

Thi~ document iH fo~ the .-dd...,,,.,c only and is theRfore confidential
 
U re~'eiwd. in ,,~ro~. plc...c .ad, i~" the abo.." and dcdroy immediately.
 

FAX 

To:	 Mrs M Barry, Corporate Unit Manager, RDC 
From:	 Bernard Bonnan 
Date:	 24 January 2000 

Dear Mrs Barry 

Thank you for your letter dated 21 January. I am grateful that for once I have received 
a straightforward reply to my questions, albeit that I don't necessarily agree with the 
answers. 

I am delighted that your previous policy has been abolished and that you have 
adopted a system which I have previously suggested. 

2	 It was not up to my solicitor to request that councillors should be given the 
full information available upon which to conduct an informed debate. It is for 
you to inform councillors of all the facts and you failed to do so. In my view 
the debate was therefore based on a lack of comprehensive infonnation. 

3	 Your documents to the Planning Cttee did not make clear to councillors that 
this was a matter with which they should not concern themselves, but that it 
was a matter for the County Council. The issue was most certainly part of the 
Inspector's decision-making process and you must always remember when you 
make such statements that I was there and you were not. 

You refer to PPO 12 and it is my view that the District Council should concern 
itself with relevant matters which are its concern. These roads, namely Dale 
Grove, Wensleydale Avenue and Brentwood, have been part of a cul·de-sac 
arrangement since the war. It is not for the residents to make a case that they 
should remain shut but it is for your committee to make a case that they 
should be opened up, if they believe that they should be opened. If you 
introduce the school element, which is actually ill~thought-out, then the 
danger is that councillors may make emotional judgements without knowing 
the full facts. Clearly, that seems to be what has happened. 

4 You are totally misguided in your interpretation of what took place at the 
Public Enquiry and I suggest that you read my submission which is in your 
public archives. I, and all the other residents, objected to a link with 
Wensleydale Avenue before the Enquiry, which you i!:,'TIored, and at the 
Enquiry, which you also ignored. I have previously criticised the compilation 
and lack of clarity o(your District Plan and it is not up to me to re-write it for 
you. All I can say is that if you reference my grievance under DB2 Maythorne 
Farm Phase I then I must accept that that is the item under which my objection 



comes, and indeed J do so. It does not mean, because you have decided to put 
it under a particular reference, that I have addressed the wrong issue or that I 
am not talking about a BrentwoodfWensleydale Avenue link. May I draw your 
attention to the fact that documents were produced at the Public Enquiry 
which linked Dale Grove, Wensleydale Avenue and Brentwood, and made 
Brentwood into a "major access road" - your words, not mine. You also refer 
to this whole construction as a "spine road" which is presumably another name 
for a major access road. At no stage have you given up this particular idea and 
therefore potentially the possibility of this development still fOffilS part of your 
policy. The only benefactors of this policy would be the developers, and not 
the residents of either of these roads, and it would certainly be detrimental to 
the safety of the school if implemented. You have not been honest with the 
residents of any of these roads and you have allowed them to be misled into 
believing that the only issue is the link between Brentwood and Wensleydale 
Avenue. If we now look at your development brief DB2, you say that this 
should be read alongside the Local Plan's housing and recreation policies as 
well as the inset for Leybum and that it anticipates proposals for a residential 
development. You may not have made it very clear what you are talking about 
on your maps but nonetheless it is quite clear that this included the what was 
at the time outstanding development of Brentwood to the south. You also 
refer in this context to sewage disposal involving Brentwood. Under hem 3 of 
this document you refer to exactly the same items as I have referred to and you 
refer to linking all this to the "spine road", ie Brentwood. It is therefore 
perfectly correct that I raised the issue of Brentwood traffic and Brentwood 
remaining a cul-de-sac in connection with DBl and it is perfectly correct that 
the Inspector addressed this issue as I presented it, albeit that he had to make 
reference to DBl. His comments are quite clear and mean that Brentwood 
should remain a cul-de-sac and, in order to overcome the emergency access 
problems, lockable bollards should be erected. Basically no-one in Brentwood 
cares about Maythorne I or Maythorne II providing that they don't finish up in 
Brentwood. We then are basically left with one remaining issue, namely \\ihat 
is the point of linking Brentwood to Wensleydale Avenue? As I said, these 
roads have been cul-de-sacs since ever and no good case has been made to 
open them. We certainly should not rely on the arbitrary will of a contractor 
who lives in Northallerton and decide how we in Leybum should live. I must 
also tell you that the correspondence which arose in relation to the Public 
Enquiry and the subsequent insertion into your District Plan makes it quite 
clear that the opposition was to the BrentwoodiWensleydale Avenue link, or 
to any other link with either Maythome I or II. Your constant comment that 
my comments related to DB2 are simply a matter of referencing, not a matter 
of substance and you must not confuse the two. 

Where we are completely at odds is where your council has truly failed in 
their obligation to perform their duties towards me, and no doubt others, and I 
am talking about a specific duty. You should have seen to it that your council 
tenants have proper parking spaces in line with planning guidelines which had 
been in force for at least twenty five years, (in front of the school) ie, two 
spaces per household. You should also have considered the parking and traffic 
facilities when the building of the school was an issue. Clearly you did not. As 



far as Brentwood is concerned, you failed to consult the residents on any of 
the issues we are now discussing and you are harking back to a plan which 
was hatched in 1974. Having established that there was no planning 
permission for a link between Wensleydale Avenue and Brentwood, but a 
condition, puts the obligation upon you to bring all plans which are 
outstanding in line \liith up-to-date government guidelines on planning and the 
by now well-known manual which was produced by the Highways Department 
(County Council). I have made extensive enquiries to fmd out what other 
councils do and they found it unbelievable that your council is trying to 
enforce something which was considered in 1974. You should, at least after 
the Public Enquiry, have re-thought your policy, yet you failed to do so. It was 
your obligation to consider the safety, amenity, property blight and opinions of 
the residents of Brentwood. It is a fact that cul-de-sacs are the preferred 
system in residential areas and to create, out of a cui-dc-sac which in no way 
confonns to government guidelines or Highway specifications, a major access 
road in 1999 is totally negligent and indefensible. You, as a lawyer and 
Monitoring Officer, have failed in your duty to give councillors that clear and 
unambiguous advice. You will, therefore, be held responsible unless you 
comply with the law and acquiesce to restoring our cul-de-sac for the above­
mentioned reasons. It is a fallacy for you to regard the Highway Authority's 
survey as anything but information-seeking. It was not a referendum on H M 
Inspector's findings, nor do all those who have been consulted carry the same 
weight of argument because they are not all affected to the same extent. If the 
people of WensleydaJe Avenue insist on a through-road, propose to them that 
they should be linked to Maythome 1 and II, and Dale Grove, but leave 
Brentwood out of it. Furthermore, after the Public Enquiry took place, the 
people now at the hammerhead of Wensleydale Avenue should have done 
their searches properly. They were well aware of the situation and have 
decided to moan in retrospect. At the time of the Public Enquiry, these houses 
were not even built. No doubt, when they get fed up with the increase in 
traffic and the yobs doing wheelies in front of their houses, they will change 
their minds again. 

5	 I have already said that 1, and I am sure others, have no particular concern 
about this planning application providing you do not come into Brentwood 
with it. 

6	 The routing of traffic in a planning application 1s a vital issue and if a 
councillor asks what this routing is meant to be, and an officer gives a clear 
answer, that should be in the minutes. Your minutes are of course as 
ambiguous as your District Plan, most of your correspondence, and your so­
caBed confonnity with the law. You should take advice on minute-keeping 
from other councils and not produce minutes which can be shifted about in 
any which way to make sure that it suits the clique which governs us. 



our ref REC/CO 

your ref PLE/HJO/l/78/51IPA/F 

dale 5 August, 1999 

The Chief Planning Officer 
Richmondshire District Council 
Springwell House 
Richmond 
DLIO 4JO 

Dear Sir, 

Through Traffic Brentwood 

As you know we act for Mr & Mrs B Borman, who have for some time 
been making representations in relation to the above issue. As a result of 
the public enquiry in 1997, H M Inspector issued his report and in 
particular stated as follows: ­

13.4	 I invite the council to bear in mind my view that to do so would 
harm the amenities of the residents of Brentwood in attracting 
considerable extra traffic possibly including buses. The results 
noise and activity would not be alleviated by speed bumps, which 
themselves can be a source of considerable nuisance in a residential 
area. 

13.5	 It appears not to be the case that the adjoining developer bas 
planning permission to link into Brentwood, but rather that the 
relevant planning consent obliges him to provide this link by 
condition. If an alternative solution can be found, the condition 
could be waived. If the highway authority, are insistent upon 
emergency access from both ends of an estate road system 
including Brentwood, then there are ways to achieve this without 
opening up the road to traffic, without restrictions (bollards). 

13.6	 I am also concerned that Brentwood's junction with Market Square 
and Railway Street is a source of some congestion and traffic 
conflict and visibility conditions are less than ideal. On that 
account it would be preferable if at all possible to avoid further 
loading of the junction. 

After further discussion your council agreed the following wording to be 
included in the District plan: ­

"The development of allocation H12 does not carry with it a commitment 
on the part of the district council to plan for the future construction of a 
road link through to Brentwood to the south. When the intervening area of 

F:\LETTERS 1999\August\05\cg Ietters.doc 
- 6 ­



land, which is reserved for later development is brought forward, it will be 
necessary to determine the issue on its merits having regard to all material 
considerations prevailing at the time including the inspector's view 
expressed in paragraphs 13.4, 13.5 and 13.6 of his report". 

In accordance with the principles thus agreed, we understand that as 
recently as 20th March 1998 councillor Mike Childs wrote to one of the 
residents of Brentwood "there is total support at County Hall to keep 
Brentwood a cul-de-sac". 

Our clients are therefore very concerned that despite the terms of the 
District Plan and the assurances that have been given to the residents, that 
the developer has recently opened up access between the council 
estateslWensleydale Avenue and Brentwood. 

In view of this flagrant breach, we should be obliged if you would let us 
know as a matter of urgency in order to avoid unnecessary legal action: ­

1.	 Has the developer Dick Gamer and Sons Limited been granted 
planning permission to connect the estate roads with Brentwood? 

2.	 If not, what enforcement proceedings are being taken by the council 
to ensure that the link road is immediately stopped? 

3.	 If planning permission has been given, when was it given? Please 
let us have a copy of any planning permission concerned and please 
explain also how planning permission has been granted despite the 
results of the public enquiry and the resultant amendment to the 
district plan? 

Yours faithfuUy, 

FOX HAYES 

F:\LETTERS I999\August\05\cg letters.doc 
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County Councmor M J Heseltine 
Mayfield 
Scorton 
Richmond 
North Yorkshire 
DL10 6DL 

1,6 July 1999 

I 

BRENTWOOD, LEYBURN 

Thank you for your letter of 10 June l' 999' concerning the opening up of the link 
between Brentwood and Wensleydale Avenue as a through route. I apologise for 
the delay in replying. 

You will be aware that the Area 1 Highway Sub-Committee has previously 
considered reports following representations from residents of Brentwood about their 
road becoming a through road. Members agreed that discussions should be held 
with the Developer and Richmondshire District Council on possible alternative 
arrangements and a furth,e-r report submitted to a future meeting. 

I do know discussions have taken place with Richmondshire District Council and the, 
Developer, Dick Garner & Sons Ltd, on the future of any link between Brentwood 

_and Wensleydale Avenue. , Following these consultations letters have been sent to 
the owners of properties that would be directly affected suggesting amendments to 
the approved layout which would allow the introduction of two linked culs de sac 
joined by removable bollards. To date replies have not been received from all 
consultees. 

Once I became aware tine Developer had recently removed obstructions from a 
length of Brentwood still within his control and following receipt of a further petition, I 
agreed that the matter should be considered as an "Urgent Item" by the No 1 Area 
Highway Sub-Committee at its ';'eeting o~ 5 July 1999. 

I attach a copy of the report and can confirm the recommendations were agreed. 

I can assUre ou the discussiC~hs with the Develo er and the District Council will be 
undertaken as quickly as possible so that Members of the ub- ommittee can 
consider the way forward at thelf next meeting on 29 October 1'999. 

~~~.~~~
Mr B 80rman 
 .cr 
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NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COMMITfEE 

NO 1 AREA HIGHWAY SUB-COMMITfEE 

5 JULY 1999 

BRENTWOOD ESTATE, LEYBURN 

1.0	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 Members will recall that at a previous meeting of this Sub-Committee a report was 
presented which informed Members of the receipt of a petition and further 
representations from residents of Brentwood, Leybum who were concerned about 
their existing cul-de-sac becoming a through road. Members resolved:­

i)	 Discussions be held with the Developers and Richmondshire District Council CZ 
on possible alternative arrangements and a further report submitted to a future 
meeting. 

ii)	 The residents be advised of this decision. 

1.2	 A copy of a plan No DC 0497/B 1 showing the layout of the estate is. attached. 

1.3	 Discussions have taken place with Richmondshire District Council and the developer, 
Dick Gamer & Sons Ltd, on the future of any link between Brentwood and 
Wensleydale Avenue. Following these consultations letters have been sent to the 
owners of properties that would be directly affected suggesting amendments to the 
approved layout which would allow the introduction of two linked cul-de-sacs joined 
by removable bollards. To-date replies have not been received from all consultees. 

1.4	 The developer has recently removed obstructions from a length of Brentwood still 
within his control and thus opened up the route to through traffic. As a result of this a 
further petition dated 22 June 1999 has recently been received from residents of 
Brentwood objecting to the through vehicular link to Wensleydale Avenue now being 
available. A copy of the petition is attached. 

2.0 DECISION REQUIRED 

/ 
2.1	 Members will need to decide what action should be taken as a result of the latest 

pet~tion. 

y399i6 lO.ltcl I 
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3.0	 OFFICER COMMENT 

3.1	 It is not within the County Council's remit to immediately undertake to close the link 
between Brentwood and Wensleydale Avenue. The length of road in question is not 
at present part of the adopted highway network and therefore is still within the control 
of the developer and not the County Counoil. Consequently it is' quite within the 
developer's rights to open up the road. Officers have spoken to the developer who 
has indicated that in the long tenn he is quite prepared to abide by the decision of this J 
committee. I7tJl;/ /J/le.~ . 

3.2	 In the short tenn the opening of the link gives an opportunity to monitor its use. To 
do this traffic counters will shortly be installed on Brentwood and Wensleydale 
Avenue. 

3.3	 In view of me reference in the latest petition to the Richmondshire District Wide 
Local Plan, and the outcome of the local inquiry I am currently seeking the comment 
of the District Council on these issues. It will also be necessary to seek the views of 
the District Council and the Developer on the responses received from residents who 
are currently being consulted on the future of any link between Brentwood and 
Wensieydale; Avenue. Until the views of the District Council and the Developer are 
available I feel it would be premature for Members to take a decision on the 
establishment of two linked cul-de-sacs. 

4.0	 RECOMMENDATION 

4.1	 It is recommended:­

i)	 Receipt of the petition be noted. 

ii)	 A further report be presented to the next meeting of your Sub-Committee 
following discussion with the Developer and Richmondshire District Council. 

iii)	 The petitioners be infonned accordingly of the actions which are to be taken 
and that the County Council is not in a position at the present time to close the 
road to through traffi,c. 

MOMOORE
 
Director of Environmental Services
 

I	 GOKAA 
I July 1999 

Background Documents 

Petition dated 22 June 1999 from Mr J Hayton on file reference 

y399j61 O.gc/2 



GOVERNMENT OFFICE 

FOR YORKSHIRE Al'JD THE HUMBER 

Mr B Boarman Carol Stenner
 
 Planning & Transport
 

 
PO Box 213 City House 

 New Station Street
 
Leeds
 
LSi 4\J1S
 
Enquiries: 0113 280 0600
 

Direct Une: ,0113 283 6353
Date: 14 February 2000 Fax: 0113 283 6657 

Email: cstenner.goyh@go~ 

regions.gov.uk 

Dear Mil Boarman 

RlCHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNC·IL, NORTH YORKSHIRE
 
LOCAL PLAN REVIEW ALTERATIONS
 

1. Thank you for your letter of 6 January to Hilary Armstrong about the Richmondshire Local 
Plan Review Deposit Alteratibns. It has been passed to this office and I have been asked to 
reply. 

2. You state thelt you wish to formally object to these alterations and procedures and I 
should point out that an Objecti.on is not duly made unless it is submitted to the local planning 
authority concerned. In this case, therefore,} trust you have already made your views 
known to Richmondshire Distr,ict COuncil. 

3. Government advice requires local plans to be reviewed regularl1Y so as to be as up to
 
date as possible. It j·s expected that plans be reviewed lin full at least every five years with
 
more frequent partial reviews. Alterations are appropriate where a partial rollir'1g forward is
 
needed, in this case to take account of alterations to the Structure IPlan and changes in
 
Government policy. The roll forward should not be left until after 2001 because the
 
alterations should be in. place before the expiry date of the current plan.
 

4. The alterations have been advertised in accordance with the Development Plan
 
Regulations. They form a partiallJpdate and roll forward of the plan; in aocordance with
 
Govertlment policy, and the Council have indicated Which policies have been altered. I
 
suggest you ask them for clarification of any changes about which you are unclear. Also,
 
under the Development Plan Regulations, representations are limited to the proposed
 
alterations only.
 

INVESTOR IN PEOPLE 



5. The Government is committed to the local authority plan led system and, in exceptional 
circumstances, the Secretary of State does have a quasi-judicial role to play if necessary. In 
view of this, it would be inappropriate to comment on any individual policies or views at this 
time. I would, as I have said before, encourage you to continue to make your views known 
to Richmondshire District Council. 

Yours sincerely 

CAROL STENNER
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Desi n Bulletin 32 1 was published in 1977 and has been widely used 
ever since as a reference on the layoLJt 0 roads and. footpaths in new 
residential development. The main purposes of this second edition are 
to update and amend the information and advice in the original bulletin 
in the light of experience of its use and changes in housing over the last 
14 years, take into account new initiatives on road safeti' and make the 
bulletin more relevant than before to the planning of improvement 
schemes in existing residential areas and older public sector housing 
estates. Advice in this edition supersedes that contained in the first 
edition. 

Section 1 describes the main considerations that need to be taken into 
account when producing a design brief for Ihe layout of roads and 
footpaths. It contains new guidance on developing an appropriate 
overall design concept - taking into account the policies and proposals 
in development plans, the characteristics)Cof the site and its setting: 
arrangements for landscape maintenance; the various functions per­
formed by roads and footpaths: the access requirements of pedestri­
ans, cyclis sand drivers:"'considerations of road safety, traffic nuisance 
and security from crime and vandalism, and the charactenstics 0; the 
r02d <;}'sts.' 2-[0'.1"0 he dev8!op:l~E'nl s te. 'X' 

Section 2 discusses the ove,all layout 01 roads and fo:),paths. It 
inciudes new Quidance on means~o minimise dange and nuisance 
from 1l0n-aCC8SS traffic ~educe vehisie flows. restrain vehiciE: speeds. 

•provide sa~e. convenlc-nt and secure routes for pedestrians and cyclists 
and make eijectlve provision for parking.}i! 

Sectiorl 3 consider;:, ,he cetailed design of each element in the layout 
- U'ie C8rr1ageways, junctions, turring spaces, footways, verges, ioot­
p<:ths ?':d ;JC'.rkir'lg areas - anci I3QU;(F=>r"l en!s f' r i"ter\lls'bi!I~/ !t ircl;Jdes 
new guidance on facili~ies for ~ede3tiians and cyclists. fJiantir.g iIi 

verges a d dimensions for parking areas. 

As in the first edition, no attempt is made to prescribe standards for the 
adoption of highways or for the control under planning powers of the 
layout of new residential roads and footpaths. This can only be done 
sensibly locally. However, Section 4 offers some fresh general advice 
on this topic and on the preparation of local standards for parking 
provision. Also, Sections 2 and 3 offer new guidance on the standards 
that will normally be aopropriate for the layout of roads and footpaths 
in new developments. 

As before, the guidance refers to relevant empirical evidence and to 
evidence drawn from the experiences of those engaged in practice. 
Also, again, the bulletin deals mainly with principles rather than design 
solutions. Some of these principles, particularly those for restraining 
vehicle speeds~take into account experience from abroad. Some have 
only been applied in this country for a short time and empirical evidence 
and experience of their use is limited. The encouragement 01 innovation 
has been balanced with caution where risks to safety may be involved. 



x 
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Section 5 describes the special considerations that need to be taken 
into account when using the information and advice presented in 
Sections 1-3 to develop design briefs and plan improvements to the 
Jayouts of existing residential roads and footpaths. 

Since the first edition was published, the National Joint Utilities Group 
(covering the gas, water, electricity and telecommunications indus­
tries) has produced comprehensive guidelines on procedures and 
technical requirements for the installation and location of buried serv­
ices.3 Consequently, less detailed information on this subject is given 
in this edition. 

Requirements for distributor roads, matters of construction specifica­
tion and guidance on parking controls such as waiting restrictions 
remain outside the scope of this bulletin. 

The fo:lowing definitions have be8r. assumed for the purposes of this bulletin. 

'Primary distributors' form the primary network for 
trle town as a whole and all longer-distance traffic 
movements to, from and within the town are canal­
ised on to such roads. 

'District distributors' distribute traffic between the 
residential, industrial and principal business dis­
tricts of the town and form the link between the 
primary network and the roads within residential 
areas. 

'Local distributors' distribute traffic within districts, 
In residential areas, they form the link between 
district distributors and residential roads. 

~t.	 'Residential access roads' link dwellings and their 
associated parking areas and common open 
spaces to dislributars. Such roads are referred to 
in this bulletin as residential roads.4 '/. 

'Access roads' are residential roads with footways 
that may serve up to around 300 dwellings and 
provide direct access to dwellings (see Paragraph 
2.13): Where minor or major access roads are 
referred to it is assumed that they may serve up to 
around 100 and 100-300 dwellings respectively.)< 

'Shared surface roads' are residential roads with­
out footways that may serve up to around 50 
houses (see Paragraph 2.70). 

'Shared driveways' are unadapted paved areas 
that may serve the driveways of up to 5 houses (see 
Paragraph 2.81). 

'Driveways' are unadopted paved areas that plOvide 
access to garages and other parking spaces within 
the curtilage of an individual house. 

'Carriageways' are those parts of access roads 
which are intended primarily for use by vehicles. 

'Shared surfaces' are those parts of shared surface 
roads which are intended for use by both pedestrians 
and vehicles. 

'Footways' are those parts of access roads which are 
intended for use by pedestrians and which generally 
are parallel with the carriageways and separated by 
a kerb or verge and a kerb. 

'Footpaths' are those pedestrian routes5 which are 
located away from carriageways and not associated 
with routes for motor vehicles. 

'Cycle tracks' are routes which are intended for use 
by pedal cyclists, with or without rights of way for 
pedestrians. 

'Segregated cycle tracks' are cycle tracks adjacent 
to footways or footpaths, and separated from them 
by a feature suoh as a kerb, verge or white line. 

• A factor of one vehicle journey per dwelling in the peak hour has 
been assumed for lhese definitions and elsewhere in this bulletin 
where suggested standards are related to the numbers of dwellings 
served by a road. When reference is made to the number of 
dwellings served by a road it should be borne in mind that the road 
may carry vehicular traffic not only from the dwellings that are located 
along its length but also from the dwellings served by any roads 
which branch off it. The largest vehicle now in a cul-de-sac road will 
occur close to its entrance. For a loop or through road, it may normally 
be reasonable to assume that vehicle flows will be divided equally 
between entrances at each end. 

2 



Decision No. 1/ 78/ 303B/PA/O 

~ AND CCXJNTRY PI.ANNrn3 Aer, 1990 

RI~ DISTRIcr COtlNCIL 

N::>tice of Decision of Plan:ni.ng Authorit:y on Application for 
PeDni.ssion to carry out Developnent 

To:	 Messrs Ford 
 

 
 

 

The al::ove narred Council bei.r:g the Planning Authority for the pu:rp::>ses of 
your application received on 22/09/98 in respect of proPJsed Developrent 
for the purp::lses of: 

Renewal of outline penni.ssian for erection of residential develop:nent, 
Brentwood, Leybw:n, as arrended by letter received in the Richm::mdshire 
District Cotmcil Planning and Developrent Unit on the 11 August 1999 

have considered your said application and r..ave granted permission for the 
proposed Ceveloprent subject to the general condition (to ensure carpliance 
with Sections 91 to 94 of the Town and Country Plarmi.ng Act, 1990) that 

1.	 Application for approval of the reserved rratters shall be rrade to the 
local pla~ng authority not later than 15/11/2002 

The developrent hereby permitted shall be begun on or before whichever 
is the later of the following dates:­
(i) 15/11/2004 
(ii)	 the expiration of two years fran the final approval of the 

reserved rratters, or in the case of approval on different dates, 
the final approval of the last such rratter to be approved. 

and to the further conditions:­

2.	 The outline planning permission hereby granted relates to the details 
of the particulars and plans accaT};)9Ilying the application as further 
arrended by letter received in the Richrrondshire District Council Plan­
ning and r::eveloprent Unit on 11 Al..'gllSt 1999 confirming revisions to 
application site. For the avoidance of any doubt the plan attached to 
and formin:.3' part of this decision notice shows the arrended site edged. 
red. 

3 .	 No developrent to which this outline permission relates shall be can­
rrenced prior to the approval by the Local Planning Authori ty of the 
under-rrentioned rratters hereby reserved for approval. 

a)	 the siting, design and external appearance of the profX)sed dvJell ­
ings; 

- b)	 the rreans of surface water drainage and sewage disposal, to in­
clude any works that rray be necessary within the land in the owner­
ship of the applicant; 

Continued/  
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Note:·
 
No consent, penmsslOn or approval hereby given absolves the applicant from the necessity of
 
obtaining the approval, under the Building Regulations, of the Council in whose area the site of ·I)e
 

proposed development is situated; or of obtaining approval under any other Bye-Laws, locall- .•s,
 
order, regulations and statutory provisions in force~ and no part of the proposed development should
 
be conunenced until sach further approval has been obtained.
 

RIGHTS OF APPEAL 

Appea~ to the Secretary of State 

Ifyou are aggrieved by the decision of the local planning authority to refuse permission for the 
proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the 
Secretary of State fOF the Environment under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990. 

*	 If you want to appeal, then you must do so within six months of the date of this notice, using a 
fonn which you can get from The Planning Inspectorate at Tollgate House, Houlton Street, 
Bristol, BS2 9DJ. 

*	 The Secretary of State can allow a longer period of giving notice of an appeal, but he will not 
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse 
the delay in giving notice of appeal. 

*	 The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the local planning 
authority could not have granted planning pennission for the proposed development or could 
not have granted it without the conditions it imposed, having regard to the statutory 
requirements, to the provisions of the development order and to any directions given under the 
order. 

*	 In practice, the Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely because the local 
planning authority based its decision on a direction given by him. 

Purchase Notes 

*	 If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State for the Environment refu.sed 
permission to develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that he can 
neither put the land to a reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor can he render the 
land capable of a reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has 
been or would be permitted. 

*	 In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the District Council. This 
notice will require the Council to purchase his interest in the land in accordance with the 
provisions ofPart VI of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

Compensation 

*	 In certain circumstances compensation may be claimed from the local planning authority if 
pennission is refused or granted subject to conditions by the Secretary of State on appeal or 
on reference of the application to him. 

*	 These circumstances are set out in Part IV and V and related pro'visions of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. 



Continuation of ON no: 1/78/303B/PA/O 

3 .	 Continued 
c)	 the rreans of access to the site, related highway w:::>rks and the 

layirt,3 out of all estate roads and footpathsj 

d)	 the provision of landscaping, open space, recreation space and car 
parkirt,3j 

e)	 all rreans of enclosure includirt,3 l:oundary walls and fences. 

4.	 The details subnitted in pursuance of Condition 3 atove shall te in 
accordance with the Developrent Brief DB2 "Maythorne Farm Phase 1, 
leybtrrn" contained in the Richrrondshire local Plan, a c'Opy of which is 
attached to and forms part of this decision notice. 

5.	 A:rrf application for approval of reserved rratters shall te accarpanied 
by plans and particulars of the follONing rratters, unless approval 
thereof has previously reen obtained: 

a)	 the principal caTPJnents of the layout of the developrer1t includ­
ing road pattern, landscaping, open space and recreation space, 
and their phasi.n3 in relation to the developrer1t. 

b)	 details of roundary planting required by condition 10 (a) . 

c)	 the principal corrp:Jnents of the prq:osals for the disposal of 
sewage and for surface water drainage. 

d)	 the treatrrent of the public footpath that crosses the site, includ­
ing any prop:Jsals for diversion. 

6.	 All details ar.d particulars subnitted in respect of access to the site, 
related highway w:::>rks and layout and construction of the estate roads 
serving the developrent in carpliance with condition 3c) shall inco:rp.J­
rate and provide for the construction of adoptable highways capable of 
continuing the central spine road into 088164 to the south of the site, 
between p:Jints A and B on the attached plan and including a link fran 
the spine road to the existing estate road on the adjoining developrrent 
to the west at p:Jint C on the attached plan. 

7.	 The details subnitted in carpliance with Conditions 3b) and 5c) shall 
incorp:Jrate and provide for sep3Iate systems for the disposal of sewage 
and surface water. The details shall also carply with the following 
requirerrents: ­

a)	 any terq::orary arrangerrents to provide foul drainage of early parts 
of the developrent shall inco!p)rate capacity for flows from subse­
quent developrent within the application site. 

b)	 surface water drainage to outfall to the existing drainage channel 
on the southern boundary of the site i 

c)	 prop:Jsals for the cleaning out and regradin:.3 of the existing drain­
age channel referred to al::ove, and for its subsequent lOn:.3-term 
rraintainance. 

8..	 The drainage v.orks approved under the terms of this permission shall be 
undertaken conCUITently with t!:e developrent suc.h. that no building 
shall te brot.:.ght into use until it is provided with surface and foul 
drainage. 
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9.	 Notwithsta.ndi.ng the prov1.S10n of Article 3 and SChedule 2 of the Town 
and Country Plarll'lin3 (General Permitted Developrent) Order 1995 or any 
subsequent Order revoki.rB and re-enacting that Order I the Local Plan­
ning Authority hereby reserves the right to specify in any decision on 
reserved natters classes of develqxrent which shall not 1:e undertaken 
wi thout the prior permission of the Authority. 

10.	 The details sutrnitted in cmpliance with Condition N:ls: 3 and Sa) shall 
provide for and incorporate:­

a)	 landscapi.n:J, open space and equi~ recreation space to a total 
of 10% of the site area together with the plantin:J of a 1:elt of 
trees on the north and east l:oundaries of the site in accordance 
with the principles of the Developrent Brief and as illustrated on 
the plan attached to and form:in3 part of this decision noticej 

b)	 phasirB arrangerrents whereby tree t:elts to the north and east of 
the developrent are planted concurrently with the developrent, 
and the remaini..n3' landscapin:J I open space and recreation space is 
related to individual caTp:lnents of the awroved developrent. 

c)	 identification and accurate plotting of all existing trees on 
the site, tc:gether with proposals for their protection during' 
construction and their long-term rraintanance 

d)	 full details of the arrangerrents for the long-term maintenance of 
the tree 1:elts, site landscaping, open space and recreation space. 

e)	 precise details of the following:­

i)	 species, height, spacing, staking and safeguarding of trees 
and shrubs; 

i i)	 grass seeding; 

iii)	 provision of play equiprent. 

11.	 The tree planting, landscaping and laying out of open space and recrea­
tion space shall l::e carried out and thereafter rraintained in accordance 
with the relevant particulars approved in pursuance of condition lOd) . 
Unless alternative maintenance arrangerrents are approved in pursua.nce 
of Condition lad) any tree or shrub planted in carpliance with any re­
quirerrent of this permission that dies or is rerroved for any reason 
within S years of planting shall l::e replaced during the first available 
planting season with equivalent stock. 

'1:'*	 FOLLCWTh'G CCNDITICN AS REC'CM"1E!'IDED BY YORKSHIRE WATER SERVICES LTD: 

12.	 No piped discharge of surface water fran the application site sb..all 
take place until \\Orks to provide a satisfactory outfall for surface 
water have t:een cCfC1Pleted in accordance with details to :t:e subnitted to 
and approved by the I...ccal Planning Authority 1:efore developrent camenc­
es. 
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'ffiE	 FOI...I...a'ITN3 roJl:HTICNS AS R.EX::X:M't!ENDED BY THE HIGHWAY AUIHORITI: 

13.	 Prior to the carrrencerrent of the developrent hereby pe:rmitted, the 
followiD3 drawi03s and details shall l::e su1:rn:itted to, and shall have 
been approved in writi03 by the Local Planning Authority in consulta­
tion with the Local Highway Authority: 

(i)	 Cetailed plans to a scale of not less than 1:500 showing the pro­
posed highway layout, includirg dirrensions of carriageway, 
footway, verge widths and visibility splays, the proposed build­
ings and site layout, the proposed floor levels, driveways and the 
drainage and sewerage system. 

(ii)	 Longitudinal sections to a scale of not less than 1:500 horizontal 
and not less than 1: 50 vertical along the centre line and channel 
lines of each profX)sed road showirB the existirB ground level and 
proposed road level, and full details of surface water draip.age 
profX)sals. 

(iiijA typical highway cross-section to scale of not less than 1: 50 
showing a specification for the types of construction proposed for 
carriageways and footways/footpaths and when requested cross sec­
tions along the profX)sed roads showi03 the existing and proposed 
ground levels. 

(iv)	 Cetails of the rrethcd and rreans of surface water disposal. 

(v)	 Details of all proposed street lighting. 

(vi)	 Drawings for the profX)sed new roads and footways/footpaths glVlng 
all relevant dirrensions for their setting out including reference 
dimensions to existing features. 

No road \<X)rks shall ccmre.T1ce on site prior to the written approval of 
these details by the Local Plannirg Authority. 

The develop:rent shall thereafter not l::e carried out otherwise than in 
full carpliance with the approved drawings and details. 

NB:	 In irrp:Jsing the above condition it is recamended that l:::efore a de­
tailed planning su1:rn:ission is rrade a draft layout l::e prcduced and l:e 
the subj ect of a discussion l::etv.oeen the applicant, the local Planning 
Authority and the Local Highway Authority in order to avoid abortive 
\<X)rk. The agreed drawi03s mu.st finally l:::e approved by the Local Pla"1­
ning Authority for the purpose of this condition. 

14.	 No dwelling to which this planning permission relates shall l:::e occupied 
unless or until the carriageway and any footway/footpath fran which it 
gains access is constructed to reseccurse rracadam level and/or block 
paved and kerbed and connected to the existing highway net\<X)rk with 
street lighting installed and in operation. 

The carriageway and footway/footpath v,'earing courses and street light­
ing shall be cmpleted within three rronths of the date of ccmrencerrenc 
of construction of the penultirrate dw'elling of the develqxrent or with­
in tv.o years of the laying of the basecourse whichever is sooner, un­
less otherwise agreed in writiIB with the Local Plannin::r Authoricy. 
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15.	 No dwellin:J shall be occupied until parkifB spaces of a size not ess 
than 4. 8m x 2. 4m, incll...ldi..rB one garage or a car parking space capable 
of accamOOati.n3 a garage, have l:een provided within the curtilage of 
that dwelli.n3, in accordance with standards set out in the North York­
shire county council Park.i.rg Cesign Guide. Any garages shall then re 
J;X)Sitioned a minirtUn of 6 rretres reck fran the highway l:::ourdary. Not­
withstan:::ling the provisions of Article 3, Schedule 2 of the TO'N'Il. and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Ceveloprent) order 1995 or any 
subsequent order revok.i.rg and re-enactin:J that Order, no '.\Orks shall be 
undertaken on designated parking areas. Once created these parking and 
garaging areas shall be maintained clear of any obstruction and re­
tained for their intended purpose at all tirres. 

16	 '!he layout of roads within the site shall include a "spine road" capa­
ble of continuing into OS 8164 to the south of the site.'/ , 

17.	 Provision shall te made to prevent surface water fran the plots dis­
charging onto the PropJSed highways. 

18.	 Cetails of the precautions to te taken to prevent the dep:Jsit of rrud on 
public highways by vehicles travellin:J fran the site shall te subnitted 
to and approved in writirY:3 by the Local Planning Authority. These 
facilities shall include the provision of wheel wash.i.n:J facilities 
where considered necessary by the Local Planning Authority. These 
precautions shall te made available tefore the developrer1t camences on 
the s::'te and be kept available in full '.\Orking order until such tiITe as 
the Lo::al Planning Authority agrees in writing to their withdrawal. 

REASCN'S FOR CCNDITICNS: 

2.	 To confinn the extent of this outline planning permission which had 
been arrended fran the original sul::mission. 

3.	 To reserve the rights of the Local Planning Authority with regard 
to these rratters. 

4 .	 To ensure that the developrent is carried out in accordance wi th 
the I:eveloprent Brief prepared for the site forming part of the 
Richrrondshire Local Plan. 

5.	 The Local Planning Authority wish to ensure that the details of 
the developrent are considered. carprehensively and with due regard 
to the inter-relationship l:et""'E:en the different land uses prop:Jsed. 

6. and 16.	 In order to ensure that the developrent hereby permit­
ted.	 does not preclude or prejudice the provision of satisfac­

tory vehicular access to allocated land and future allocated 
land adjacent to the site as indicated on the I..eyburn Inset 
of the Richrrondshire Local Plan. 

7.	 8. aP.d 12. To ensure that the site is properly drained and surface water 
is not discharged to the foul sewerage system which will 
prevent overloading . 

9 .	 The Local Planning Authori ty wish to reserve the rights to re­
strict permitted developTellt rights within the developrer1t where 
it is ext.:ed-ierlt to do so havir.g rega...rd to tr.e details of the devel­
Opre.!1t approved in purSlla"1Ce of tb.is permission. 
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10.	 and 11. To ensure the satisfactory landscapirB and screeni.n3 of the 
developrent, tcgether with suitable provision of open space 
and recreation provision within the developrent. 

13 . -15. and 17. In the interests of the convenience of occupiers of the 
dwelliIl3s and highway safety. 

18.	 To ensure that no rrud or other debris is deposited on the carriage­
way in the interests of highway safety. 

• III	 II .Date: 16/11/99 
Planning and Developtent 
Unit Manager 

., 
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RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 1991 - 2001 

DEVELOPMENT BRIEF DB2 

MAYTHORNE FARM PHASliJ,EYBURN 

This development brief should be read alongside the Local Plan's Housing 
and Recreation policies, as weir as the Inset for Leyburn. It anticipates 
proposals for residential development. 

1.	 The Leyburn Inset indicates that land to the south of this allocation has 
residential potential. but will be developed after 2001. Layout and 
infrastructure details will need to be designed and implemented with 
prospects for the post·2001 period in mind. 

2.	 Surface water is likely to drain to the existing ditch on the south boundary 
of the site, without the need for on-site retention, but the upgrading of the 
channel and long term maintenance arrangements will need to be fully 
catered for. The alternative of a piped watercourse would be unwelcome 
because of its implications for the environment. The foul drainage system 
will require a pumping station and rising main if it is to link to the existing 
sewer on Richmond Road. This would also involve land beyond the 
boundaries of the site. As an altemative. the potential for a gravity 
connection to sewers in the Brentwood Estate could be explored, in 
which case the pumping station would be located on the southern 
boundary of the site. 

3.	 Access will be from Dale Grove, from which a central spine road should 
extencrthrough the site to its southern boundary, inking into the longer 
term development site to the south. A subsidiary roa WI nee 0 run 
from the southern arm of Dale Grove' through the south-west of the site 
t~ li~k t2-the spine road via a deliberately tortuous route. It may be 
necessary for temporary emergency links to be provided during the 
course of the development. 

4.	 Basic layout and design requirements are set out in Schedule 3. The 
characteristics of the site will allow higher density development (at least 
25 units per hectare) including two storey "starter" housing in the western 
part of the site. Development will be expected to grade to lower densities 
to the north-east and east, and housing on the north and east sides of 
the spine road will be single storey. In the more prominent areas of the 
site, bUildings will need to be "dug in" to avoid the impression of being 
perched on the landscape, and to reduce dead walling to a minimum. 
Overall, the layout should produce an impression of being aligned with 
the contours. should avoid prominent gables, and should ensure that the 
groups of housing create pleasant spaces with a sense of enclosure 
instead of bland street scenes. 

It is important that a high standard of design. based on architectural 
patterns traditional to the mid-Wensleydale area, is achieved on this site, 
using reclaimed facing stone for walls (possibly with some roughcast 
reoder, or brickwork of a subdued colour in the higher density housing). 
and slate-coloured roofs. 
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RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 19'91 - 2001 

5.	 The site possesses some individual trees of quality which shoufd be 
retained in the layout. Though the boundary running round the east side 
of the site should be defined by a stone wall, the structural tree belt (see 
Policy 10 and Guidance Note 4) beyond will be particularly important if 
the development ·is to be properly assimilated into the landscape. When 
details are drawn up, the exact form of the tree belt may be modified to 
accommodate a stock route past the site, leaving an outlying planted 
area designed to look like a natural feature in the landscape. 

6.	 The majority of the open space required within the site should be 
provided in a linear form, along the line of the public footpath, and play 
facilities will feature in a widened out section to the south east of Dale 
Grove. Small-scale toddlers' play areas should be provided separately as 
required by Policy 68. 

7.	 Developers should note that drainage works must be undertaken 
concurrently with the construction of houses. Tree Planting along the 
eastern boundary must also be timed to coincide with, or preferably 
precede, the progress of development in that part of the site. 

NOTE	 The development of Allocation H12 does not carry with it a commitment 
on the part of the District Council to plan for the future construction of a 
road link through to Brentwood to the south. When the intervening area 
of land. which is reserved for later development, is brought forward it will 
be necessary to determine the issue on its merits having regard to all 
material considerations prevailing at the time. including the Inspector's 
view expressed in paragraphs 13.4. 13.5 and 13.6 of his Report. 
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V~ __or 
'lease read the a(xGmpenying notes bet~ completin.g, 

any PI'''' f'Ji this form' 

APPUCATlON ~ PalMlSSJON TO OfVaOP LAND 
ftC. 

-~ .. "..: . _:';: r: 
~ 

,. ,j -;- :J 
,.
I"j IT 

11 ': .:. - ' 
•	 _ •• 1 • .J::J~ 

.~. ccrnpltted c.opA8'S d \hia fetm .nd pi,", mUlt be 
s~ned to U'le District Counci I. 

l'of offiCI un only: 
Ref'. ......--_.__•"""!"~_~ .. ~ ..... , _____ __ ......

Oate rec:'d ..•_ •._ .. ._.__....... ~ .. ~~ ......__..•_.. ~_ .. 
BuildinQ Regul,.tions N04 .__••_~._. __._, ..._••••_ ._•• 

~d ref... ..... -...-_-...._.._•. ..._. _ 

'ART 1 • to be canpletad bY'Qt"orr behaif"ofaif"i'poncantras far ,as IP9' ieabh,'to the partlculardev~lopnef't.. ..................-." ... _..__......_-..._-..._.,
 
•.	 Applicant (in block ,.pitlls) 

JOHN DAVID FORD JOAN FORD 
Name _ •• 
Addres:s._ _.._ __ _ . 
.........._._.._ __ - _ _ _ .
 
Tel. No _ _.•._ __._ _ _ _ 

Agent (if any) to whcm correspondence should be sent 
(in blodc cspit./s) 

SCOTTTS WRIGHTName.•__•.••__._._•. ' "_"' •.• ••••••_ ••_ ...•_._. 

AdCre ss•••_.•• .._ _. 
....................__ _-_ _ _ _- _ •••_._•••••• - •• 'O _ ...
 

TeL No. .. _.. _.._ ••....__ _•......_.....• 

2.	 State ~ppljcant·s interest in the land. e.g. OWflef'; tenant, t:iospeCtive purchaser. etc. 
OWNER 

_.~	 ~........ .._ __ ~_ _ ~ _ __ -__ _ _ - ~_ -.- ·t······· ..
 

I.	 F'JII address CC' loc'3tion of'tne land to which this aoplication relates and the site area ('if mOHnl. Indicate the 
bOlJndary or ~he site in red on the ;>fans submitted. 

Address _ _.J-Nt!? ..~~ ~_Y.'£~Q.~~~ ..f.~.~! ~. ~X~.'!.~~.! ~9~.~ ~ Y.~~~~!:f:~~~ 2 _ - _..-. 
"'~~"'_;""""""'Y-_·(~S·~!:·~·~<;?~·:·· ..x~~~~.J~.t ~ _ I1I£.bL J.I.-£'"~ _ _ : _ _ _ . 
s.	 ~ a ea _..A 'jA...'- _.._ _ _ . 

... S'ate wnether aoplicant owns or controls any adjoining land and if so. give its locaticn and indicate its e)l.ter,t in 
blue on tne plans sucmined 

YES 

I. ?articu lars of appl icati on (see Note 3) 

Renewal of Outline planning pennjssion 
F',JII planning permission 
Approval of reserved maners 

follcwing the grant of 
outline permission 

Yes/N& 
¥e-!'/No 

~No 

(delete as approRfiatel 
(delete as ap~opria.tel 

(delete as a1>p'opriate) 

S. Descripticn of prcDCSed.developnent. including the purpose(51 for wnich the land and/·Jr buildings are to ~e used 

....... _ _ •.•...~§ •• .c;.9.!1.t9.i!")~.<;1 .• j.D P.El~.t!?~R.rL~!!=?:.. )!.7.§1.?!9}!.F!./!·I9	 _ .
 

......... • __ - - __ __ .. _ _ _. _ _ ~ ~~ ~ ~ __ • ~ .. ~ 4 ~ .
 

...... ~ , ••O' _ _ _ _	 -.. ~ _ •••• _~~ ••• __ ~ .. 

)oes the proposa I involve 

New ~ui!ding Yes/~ (del ~te as aODrcoria l~ I 
A lterat icns ~No (delete as apP'opriateJ 
Extensions ~/No (delete as apprcpriatel 
Change of use YeSiNeo (deiete as appropri ate I 

'.residential develoPment. state number and type of dwelling units propos~, if :<.nONn. e.g. houses. bunsalows. f:~ts 
•	 As previously shown 

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
 



7. ",.nleu'a~ of pn:t~etlt loe pre"IQUs use 01 bulll~lngs Of lind. S:lte 

t i) Present use of bu. Idings/land ._._._ _•••••._.•._~.~~.~.~'!.~.!':l.:..7. ..~ ~~~.~ ~.!:.~ .._ _ _ _. _ . 
IiilIt presently unus~ whit we. lIst use .•. M M =- _ _	 : _ .••••••••••• _ 

(iii) The date the use was discontinued	 :: _ _ _ ,__"_,, 

8.	 Does the flrC(lOS11 involve 
Vehicular Pedestrian 

Construction of a new ICCftS to
 
I
 highway ~/No lfeltYNo (delete as appropriate) 

Alteration of .n 8xIstin; ICCesS 

to a highway ¥es-/No ~/No (delete 1$ app-opriatel 
(If th. Inswer to ,ith" of th,s, ~$fions i$ 'Yes' indil;at.' th~ position of the ,,~w Icce.fs 01' altefstion fO <In 

'}listing access on (hI! submitted plans) 

10.	 Does the application involve 

.Felling Trees ~/No (delete as appropriate) 
as	 previously discussedPlanting Trees 'fes/Ne- (delete as appropriate) 

(If 'YI!S' indicate positions on plan/ 

11. How wi II surlace water be disposed ot ? I!?.B.~!.'.t:r!~y. ?.~.~~ _ . 
How will foul sewag~ be dealt with 7 ._ !9...~~.~.!:.i. __~:::'!:E : .. 
How will water be suopli~ ? ~::.~~ •.~~~~:..?~p..~ ~~ ~~.~: 9.:..~~.~ .. , 

12.	 Is the app/icaticn for industrial, office. warehousing, storage or shopping purposes? (see note 5) 

¥es/No (delete as appropriate) 

(If 'yes' ~omplete part 2 ofthis form) 

NOT:.: THIS A.PPUC~T1CN CA.NN0T BE DEALT 'N!TH	 U~:LE2:: COfP.:CTLY CCloiflfTED AND ACCOMPANIED 8Y 

~~~tE~C~IFICATES. PUNS. SE:I:::.:.D_ .:~::~ ..::~.:..:: . 
Date _ : :.................................... ~ {) :r I< H --t f Fo;(]) 

Ol'l beha If of , ,. _ , .. 
(Insert applicanr's name if signed by an agMf) 

CERTIFICA TE A­

TOWN ANO COUNT'RY PLANNIING ACT 1971 
Cer1111c:a let ull4er Section 27 

I hereby cenity rnat: ­
, apel ieaN "ap()( ieat ion 

,. No pe~on other than the ---- was an C"o/ner (~ate (a) of any pan 01 the land to which me --- ­ relates at lhe t.eginning 01 tre 
"appesl 

"appl:cation 
period or 20 aays before &Ie cate 01 :ne aCCCtT'Plnying -- ­

"a~al 
"apglleal;,,"
 

None at tne lanel to wnic~ ~e ---- telates constitutes or tOflT'S PEIrt or an a<;~'cultural Mlding:
 
"apoeal


OR:­
"2. °1 ha~ ·.".,seI1 "appt ic:a tie." 

"Tn. aoolieanl has !lIven t:'lt! teQuisite nolice to ever! ~on ot:'ler lhan wno. 20 cays bef.,:i'e the elate of tl'le • ·...as a 

"The apoeliant ~a.s 'niorsel1 'applicatlcn "appeal
 
lenanl ':T any agr'C~l!utal "olcinQ. any ;::art 01 'N""C~ was comprised jI, Il'>e lan~ :0 '....nlc:l :he tBta:as. ~iz:-

'apoeal
 

Nal"<! 01 7 ....I!~! Da:e al Ser...ic~ 
(see IICle (tll ) 01 :>Iot:ce 

•••••••••• " • ~ r Ie •••••••• + ••••• " •• , ••• o ••••••••••••••••••• o " • _ •••••••• ' •••• 0 •••••••••• Or ••••••• + •••••••••••••••••••• e' •••••••••• '0 _ • _. " " , •••• 

.. •• o. " o _ " •• •• •••• • or ••••• & •• " ., .e _ '" " " ••• _ , 0 0;, ~~ ••• oi . 

.. ~·.I 

Signed 

On !lenall ot 

~ .. __ 

, 
• .. •• .• • • • • • • •.• • • • • • 

~ _ 

~ • • • • 

~ 

• ••• • • • 

Oa:e 

• • • • • 

~ .. ~ 

• • • • • 

, ~ 

••••• • -. -. • • • • • • ••• + • • 

j •••• 

• 

NOTE: 
~al "C"o/net" ~ea~s a pe~Q(' r.avlt'Q a 're-enold ::>r a I~sehold ,nterest, tile .,;nl!X;)Ir~ :!I':'" 01 ,..n,Co" wa3 not Ie9S tnan se"en yeatS.
'bl 11 you are m~ sole agrtcu!:\;~1 lel'lant enter ":-;ot'~". 



~~E TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (FEES FOR APPLICATIONS AND DEEMED APPLICATIONS) 
(AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS 1997· " .... r-i)'./it)l\H. 

UI::--.if:., ~," CC 
(This form is to accompany applications on which a fee is payable).. PU",<\if'jIl\~ Ar,,'.- ­

uEVELOP,\.:r.:/T LJr'~IT ... 
Rec'dTo the RICHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

.............................. ·~·~···.. • .. _· ......... • ... ' ..~'f( l~·
I/We	 hereby give notice that: 
.................-......-..-.
 

1.	 '/W'e are seeking permissio.n under the Town and Country Planning A~t"1990" and 
associated legislation foI' the development described in the accompanying 
application. 

2.	 The application is) a re-submission of an application previously. 
GRAtH EDtll' . aMp??:;., .7'S' lJ &' J s; as:4s. 

(Application No ..... ".1. :'}/~f'''/o) 
• !3.	 'ii1e &..-'~ 22 Pi sa j g-( is 5 t ' - ! sf ali appncac!ett , ad .! 1 e tbe 1@8 .. . " ,.­

diS I (Applisab:tea lie:: , , b b ,?" ,, :.. f
 

4.	 The development~is not required to provide facilities or access for a registered 
disabled person residing in the dwelling. 

AM'LJ5.	 The development has *a site area of II ha. 

1 ...:1 sq. metres*gross floor space of 

new dwellings numberI	 I 
(*complete whichever is appropriate) 

6. /1/we have calculated the required fee as follows' 

TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT FEE 

Outline Application 

Extension or Alteration to a dwelling 

Residential Development (detailed) 

Erection of Agricultural Building 

Erection of Other Buildings (detailed) 

Change of Use 
Other Application f2SWEWIf" .. 0 F TIM.• ·". 
Compos~te Application "'.'YE» P(f'IeJtf."SIOItJ
Advert~sements	 . 

Renewal of Temporary Permission/Set Aside Condition 

Prior Notification 

7. 4IIWe enclose herewith the sum of r.. ••S~. .. 
determination of the accompanying application. 

as payment of the fee for the 

Digned •..........  
On behal f of .;J.~. ::r.. ~J:f. .-t..~ .r:.o. ~ p. 

. 

. 
a.ddress   .. 

  
. Date •.. /~·.r:.~r.· . 



Page 3 M'Z:=J- e~CHMO\J""'" <... . 
:ERTIFICATES· DISTRiCT C~~;., " 

.T.OWN AND COUNTRY PLAJ."mING (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURF;) 6rU;>E~J,1~5:I.!-J6 ­
Certificates under Article 7 0 EVE LOr', III t::. r'~ i U {\J IT 

R'c'd .1· I 7 f th 0 d . h"fi	 It.· I' C • ~ J: P L'1 li ~ U d n er Aruc e 0 e r er. an appropnate owners Ip certl Icate must accompany UIIS app Icauon. TlhIS Is'""nec.:ssary to 
onfirm mat anyone who has a material interest in the property has been notified of the application:···It·.is-.an.of!ence.,lQ••. 
~owingly provide false information. . _ - _ _ ~ , .. 
i'lease complete and sign the Declaration and then either Certificate A, B. C or D. 

* OR 

DECLARATION - TO BE COl\'{PLETED IN ALL CASES 

(* Delete as appropriate) 
None of the land which the application relates forms part of an agricultural tenancy; 

Tae reqwisit8 aetiee hS3 ~een"gjyen' to' every pet~. i'lho 21 days before die date of die application was a 
teaiRt M aft>' agrieulflolral he'MiAg aay paft e.t:'\~rflieR 'N!l:3 eOlUpl~ed ill the land to which the application 

~,"'iZ: ~. // 

Nalue of Tenm6p l\E!~( blate of 5€irvicll of Rotice:
~./ ~ ..~.,.".~., 

. . . . , , , , . . . . . . .. ../, 
.: 

". ''''.' .
. 

....... .!i	 .
 

~i~~;d' . : : : : : : : : ~.". '. '. ',~, '.'. '. '. ~ ~ '. ~ '. '. ~ '. '. '. '. '. ~ " 
Date I'..¥,9f ,,, .... 

On behalf of ... ;To .. ;r: . ~H. .+. .~. fC?:~ r:' ... , 
(Insert applicants name if signed by agent) 

I hereby certify lhat:­

CERTIFICATE A (If you are a freehold owner of aU the land to which the applicati,~-t"Clc1l 

1. No person other than me applicant was an owne i) below] of any part of the land to which the application 

Date ,Signed	 

O'.!i.r'r'....~••• 

ays before me date of the accompanying application. 

,., .. 

CERTIFICATE B (If you do not own all of the land to which the application relates). 

I hereby certify that:­

I.	 The requisite notice has been given to all persons who. 21 days before the date of this application were owners 
[note (i) below] of any part of the land to which the application relates, viz: 

Name of Owner Address Date of service of notice 

· SANCTUARY HOUSING . . ..... Ik Septe.m?~~ .1~~~ . 
ASSOCIATION....... ..   
   . , , . 

Signed  . Date 16 September 1998 ...................... 

On behalf of ~ ..0.. ! :~-"" ~ ~ i-! •. ~,~ .F.O~!? , .. 

* DELETE WHERE INAPPROPRIATE 

Certificate C. If you cannot complete Certificate B because you cannot trace all the owners of the land to which the 
application relates. 

Certificate D. If you cannot complete Certificate B because you cannot trace any of the owners of the land to which 
the application relates. 

N,B. Certificates A and B above. 
" ···Cen'ificMesC and 'b obtaIii~ible from the National Park Authority on request. 

NOTE: (i) "owner" means a person having a freehold or a leasehold interest the unexpired reno of which is not less 
than seven years, 

IF THE APPLICAnON IS FOR INDUSTRIAL, OFFICE. WAREHOUSING STORAGE OR SHOPPING PURPOSES 
.OMPLETE PART 2 OVERLEAF ON PAGE 4. .' ­

242GS?O I. VJP(95)\3	 Revised: 29 January 1997 
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Ref: /0001 

RICHMONDSJDRE LOCAL PLAN ENQUIRY
 
(Alterations 1999-2006)
 

SwaJe House, Frenchgate, Richmond, N Yorkshire DLI0 4JE
 

SUBMISSION TO PUBLIC ENQUIRY 
TO KEEP BRENTWOOD A CUL-DE-SAC 

APPLICATION TO INVITE MR G CRESSEY
 
OF NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCLL
 

TO GIVE EVIDENCE AT THE ABOVE ENQUIRY
 

Objectors:
 
MR & MRS BERNARD BORMAN
 


 

 

Tbis objection is supported by tbe Brentwood Areal Residents' Association
 
(See Exbibit BBI8)
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I hereby apply to H M Inspector that Mr Cressey of North Yorkshire County Council's 
Highways Department be invited to the forthcoming Enquiry as he would be a vital 
witness to these proceedings. He is the senior Higbways engineer and has dealt wirth these 
issues for the last seven years. 

Leybum, 30th of June 2000 

..... . 
Sarah Bonnan 



  

Thu document Is for the addre'$ee only and Is therefore confidential
 
If n:<:dved In error, plellse advbe the above and d~troy immedbotely.
 

FAX 

To: Mr Graham Cressey, Highways, NYCC 
From: Bernard Borman 
Date: 19 May 2000 

Dear Mr Cressey 

Richmondshire District Plan 1999-2006 (Brentwood) 

Subject to H M Inspector's approval the Brentwood Area Residents' Association and I 
intend to make representation on the above at the forthcoming Pubric Enquiry in 
about Autumn this year. Since you have been the engineer in charge. your evidence 
would be of vital importance to discover what precisely is going on. I hope you will 
agree that there should be no need to apply for a Summons to attend and I would 
therefore be grateful for your confirmation by return that you wiH be willing to give 
evidence. Your assistance would be greatly appreciated. 

Berna B nnan 
and on be alf of the Brentwood Area Residents' Association 



, . 

Ref: 10001 

RICHMONDSHIRE WCAL PLAN ENQUIRY 
. (Alterations 1999-2006) 

 

SUBMISSION TO PUBLIC ENQUIRY 
TO KEEP BRENTWOOD A CUL-DE-SAC 

REBUTTAL OF A POSSIBLE APPLICATION
 
BY RlCHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL
 

TO PREVENT THlS SUBMISSION BEING HEARD
 

Objectors:
 
MR & MRS BERNARD BORMAN
 


 

 

This objection is supported by the Brentwood Area Residents' Association
 
(See Exhibit BB18)
 



I hereby apply to H M Inspector to refuse any application by Richmondshire District 
Council to prevent this submission from being heard. Their motives in making such an 
application would be highly questionable and would only serve to prevent matters which 
have been grossly mishandled from being raised. Such an application would therefore be 
totally in their self-interest and not in the interests of the public. In om correspondence, 
Richmoodshire District Council have suggested that they would not wish to see this 
submission put forward and I enclose some of that correspondence. There is an alteration 
on the ground which affects a substantial number of properties in Leybum quite 
detrimentally. What has been done since Mr Turner's Enquiry has been contrary to his 
findungs, tile District Plan, the government's Design Bulletin 32, Richmondshire's 
Development Brief 32, NYCC's Highway Design Manual, natural justice and the 
Wednesbwy Principle. Furthennore the residents have been affected in tcnns of 
devaluation, safety, security and environmental issues. 

Leybum, 30th of June 2000 

................  .  
Sarah Borman 
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25th April 2000 

Mr B Borman, COR P 0 RAT E 
 

 
 Margaret Barry, COIporate Unil Manager 

 
Richmondshire District Council  

Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, North Yorkshire DUO 4JE 

Tel; 01748 829100 Fax: 01748825071 DX; 65047 Richmond NY 

My ref: R/RF/0001 
Your ref: 

Please ask/or-
Paul Steele 

Dear Mr Borman, 

RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN: ALTERATIONS "jSS9-2006: OBJECTION 0001 

As promised, II 'attached your letter of 20th March to the agenda for the meeting of the Local Plan 
Working Group on 20th April, together with a copy of my letter to you of 22nd March. 

I took some care to highlight your concerns, but reminded the Members of the Working Group of 
the very de.ar advice we had received on this subject from Counsel. On this basis my unavoidable 
conclusion was that the objection did not relate to any of the Alterations in the Deposit Plan, and 
on that basis it could not be duly made.. Members weighed the balance of the argument and 
reached the same conclUsion. 

II am afraid, therefore, that the Working Group's original decision, which has now been before 
Council, must stand, and ,it looks as though your objection will not go forward to the Local Plan 
Inquiry. As on the previous occasion, the Group's decision is a recommendation to the Planning 
and Resources Committees, and the Council. 

incere/y, 

ee

Principal Policy Officer 



our ref (REC)/ffi/CG 

your ref RJRF/OOOI 

date 2 May, 2000 

Mr Paul Steele 
The Principal Policy Officer 
Richmondshire District Council 
Swale House 
Frenchgate 
RICHMOND 
DLIO 4JF 

Direct fax:  
e-mail: carolgill@foxhaycs.co.uk 

Dear Mr Steele, 

Ricbmondshire Local Plan: Alterations 1999-2006: Objection 0001 

We have taken our client's instructions on your letter of26lh April. 

Regardless of what advice you received from counsel on what is or is not 
duly made, it is outside the jurisdiction of Richmondshire District Council 
to make the decisions that our client's objection is not duly made. The 
only time Richmondshire District Council has any jurisdiction over items 
duly made or not is when it concerns linkage. Our client's objection does 
not concern linkage but unacceptable practices, which have distorted the 
planning process and have changed from the agreed policy concept laid 
down by government. In fact, someone has re-written the quasi-judicial 
planning process of Mr Turner's Enquiry and, as a result, RiduTlondshire 
District Council has created an alteration, that is between the advertised 
plan and the facts on the ground. It does not say anywhere that one can 
only object to a certain type of alteration and therefore our client's 
objection is within the scope of tbe fact-finding Public Enquiry. Had you 
written up the District Plan contrary to HM Inspector Turner's advice, as it 
is now, then our client would certainly have objected but by not putting the 
true facts before the Enquiry, Richmondshire District Council have acted in 
a manner which is directly opposed to the public interest, specifically that 
of our client. At the original Public Enquiry Mr Tabiner took every step 
possible to prevent our client from speaking and continued to argue every 
point in relation to what our client presented after the Enquiry. Our client 
understands, after having spoken to Mr Cressey of the Highway Authority 
some time ago, that Mr Tabiner had contacted him on the subject. 

Our client will not withdraw his objection, which is duly made. As stated 
by our client before, the correct procedure is that you have to object 
formally to H M Inspector and you have to give the reasons why you feel 
our client should not be heard. Our client will oppose this application. 
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In the meantime our client asks that you keep him infonned of all 
documents and timetables which he is entitled to as an objector. If you fail 
to do so, our client will assume that the Council has acted with malice and 
there will be further litigation. 

Please confinn that you will keep our client i.nfonned of the timetable, 
because our client cannot call upon the Richrnondshire District Council 
Community Office in Leyburn for reasons, which he had previously 
explained. Our client is entitled to that information under the Local 
Government (Access to Infoffilation) Act 1985 and failure to comply is a 
criminal offence. 

Yours faithfully, 

FOX HAYES 

FOX HAYES 

solicitors 

Bank House 

150 Roundhay Road 

ll'eds lS8 5LO 

Telephone 0113 249 6496 

f"~ 0113 2480-166 
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Partner
 

J Rolx>It ~l.mni"g L B.
 

Colin Fr,m'! LL.B.
 

St~phen M Coupl'Jld B.A. 

Ridwd C )nne> LL.B. 

Ian D oupl.",d LL.B. 

Philip LDmen B.A 

Ian BrI!1 LL B. 

C,m! CnmddJ B.A. 
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 TellFax 01969'-624878 

This documenl II for ~ addrenee on1)' and is the...,fo", confidential.
 
If rccencd in error, ple-se .d,'ise the above and dcdroy immedlatel,..
 

3-PAGE FAX 

To:	 Mr P Steele, Principal Policy Officer, Richmondshire District COUD.ci~ 

From:	 Bernard Bannan 
Date:	 10 May 2000 

Dear Mr Steele 

Richmondsbire Local Plan: Altemtiops 1999~2006: Objeetion 0001 

Thank you for your letter of 8 May 2000. Let me make it clear that I do not doubt 
your personal commitment to fairness but, as you know, my rel.ationship with 
Richmondshire District Council [ROC] is not necessarily based on that principle. I 
would not like you to take an)'1hing which is said during the course of these 
proceedings personally. Any further obstruction by RDC will not be acceptable. 

However, I do not wish to appear unreasonable and I am therefore happy to give you 
some information which you might find useful in general tenns. 

The Enquiry is held by the Secretary of State and not RDC. They merely 
provide an administrative service. 

2	 May I draw your attention to the opening meeting at the previous Enquiry at 
which you asked Mr Turner about admissibility. His reply was very generous 
and I have no reason to think tbat the new Inspector would be any less 
generous. When there is a prima facie case it has always been common 
practice in these proceedings to allow people to state their views in the 
interests of natural justice. Common practice and customs are recognised in 
law. 

3	 The rules governing these proceedings are laid down by the Secretary of State 
and you made available a copy of these rules to me which clearly state that 
RDC only has discretion in matters of linkage. I attach some general rules on 
Public Enquiries. The procedure of such an Enquiry is the same as any other 
Public Enquiry, or even that of a hearing before a court. All correspondence is 
directed to H M Inspector and not to the council. Were it the prerogative of 
the councll to decide on a whim what goes in and what does not, this would be 
against natural justice and cause a chaotic situation, preempting the whole 
purpose of the Public Enquiry. 

4	 There are basically two issues where you seem to disagree with the system. I) 
is that you have the right to exclude objections other than linkage, and 2) is 
that you believe that no alteration has taken place. The first is an issue of fact 
as f have already said above and the second is that, whilst you claim in your 



altered District Plan that the issue I am concerned with has not been altered, 
you have i.n fact challenged the whole procedure of Mr Turner's Enquiry 
wrongly, iIilegany and belatedly, and forced an alteration through which Is 
contrary to the Secretary of State's advice on residential roads. It is also 
contrary to tbe Highway Design Guide produced by North Yorkshire County 
Council and to which your council is a signatory. A planning process is being 
pushed through which completely i.gnores the interests of the residents of 
Brentwood and has only one purpose, to facilitate easy development of 
Maythorne I, II, and whatever is left. In fact since Mr Turner's Enquiry of 1997 
and the adoption of the Plan in 1998, there have been so many contradictory 
statements and so much misleading information has been passed to other 
g~llfltjJHhat it is now impossible to detect any policy at all. An alteration and 
~Challelilge to the previous Public Enquiry must be enquired into if it 
does not agree with the advertised policies of tbe District Plan. 

I trust that you appreciate that it is not for me to tell you all this but it is for RDC to 
prove to me that their action is legally justifiable and that they are behaving 
reasonably. Reasonable behaviour is also recognised in law. Finally, let me say that 
the legal maxim that an Englishman's home is his castle still stands. If RDC wants to 
do anything which interferes with that castle in terms of property value, security, 
amenity, safety and environmental issues, RDC must prove an overriding reason 
which is in the public good and not in the developer's good. You may in this context 
consider that nothing would stop you from producing a link between Wensleydale 
Avenue and Dale Grove if that is \~'hat the people of the former desire, nor is there 
any reason why Ford's Lane could not be upgraded to a residential road. Whatever 
happens, Brentwood will be reinstated as a cul-de-sac because what has happened is 
wrong. 

Yours si 

cc: Fox Hayes, Solicitors REC(IB)/CG 



Ref: 10001 

RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN ENQUIRY
 
(Alterations 1999-2006)
 

Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, N Yorkshire DLIO 4JE
 

SUBMISSION TO PUBLIC ENQUmV
 
TO KEEP BRENTWOOD A CUL-DE-SAC
 

THREE AFFIDAVITS BY MESSRS G R DYSON, J HAYTON & G KANE
 
AS WITNESSES TO THE ABOVE ENQUIRY
 

Objectors:
 
MR & MRS BERNARD BORl\'lAN
 

" 
 

 

This objection is supported by the Brentwood Area Residents' Association
 
(See Exhibit BBI8)
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AFFIDAVIT
 

I, George Ronald Dyson, of , 

make oath and say as follows: 

Until mid-1999 Brentwood was a residential cul-de-sac and was, wi,thout warning, 

made into a major access road by the developer. 

1.1	 Since then the volwne of traffic has increased on a daily basis and has produced a 

situation which is detrimental to me as a resident at the above address. There is a 

clear safety issue, particularly since most residents on Brentwood are elderly and 

disabled. 

1.2	 The increase in traffic has not been restricted to private cars but commercial 

vehicles and heavy good vehicles are now using this road as a bypass or rat run 

which has resulted in early morning traffic. 

1.3	 I understand that Brentwood was not designed for this type of traffic and H M 

Inspector at the previous Enquiry shares this view. In spite of the findings of the 

previous Public Enquiry, the local authorities have taken no notice of their own 

policies or government guidelines. 

1.4	 I experience particular difficulties when reversing into traffic which invariably 

exceeds the speed limit to an unacceptable degree. This applies to many residents 

in Brentwood. 

2	 I believe that our representation to both authorities has been unreasonably 

ignored. 
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3 To this, my Affidavit, which 1 believe to be true and correct, I have set my hand 

on this day. 

before me: 
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AFFIDAVIT
 

1, John Hayton, 0[  make oath 

and say as follows: 

I made a statement concernlOg the possible change of Brentwood from a 

residential cul-de-sac to a major access road at the previous Public Enquiry and I 

enclose this statement as Exhibit JH}. 

1.1	 In this statement I expressed my concern about the safety elements were a change 

of Brentwood's status to come about. I am qualified to express a professional view 

on road safety. 

2	 Since my original statement Brentwood has been made into a major access road, 

contrary to the previous Public Enquiry and without effective consultation of the 

residents of Brentwood. 

2.1	 I believe, based on my experience, that the current arrangement is a serious risk to 

life and limb and is contrary to current government policy. Furthemore I have 

noted a substantial increase in private and commercial traffic as this route is now 

clearly being used as a rat run and as a shortcut to a nearby school. 

2.2	 The junction between Brentwood and Railway Street (A684) is not, 10 the 

Inspector's opinion, suitable for additional traffic and I share his view. 

2.3 Bearing in mind the unusual construction of Brentwood, with a long clear stretch 

and bends on both ends, is a serious design fault in itself which only lends itself to 
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residential traffic and therefore not to an upgrading of the road. The speeds which 

[ have observed are more often than Dot well in excess of what is safe. I make this 

observation not only as a police officer for some thirty years, but also as a 

qualified driving instructor for the past nine years. 

3	 To this, my Affidavit, which I believe to be true and correct, I have set my hand 

on this day. 

SWORN by the said )
 

John Hayton a.~ ~'l U '- 

~-.Y~~~~  
this ~9Yay of ~ 2000 ) 

before me:  
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£YII. JH.I
 
c::: -- d:?' 

STATEMENT 

I am a retired Police Constable, having served 30 years, mainly in North Yorkshire. I am 
currently self-employed, having worked as a Driving Instructor for the past 5 years. 

I am very concerned with the proposed "open road" through Brentwood to Maythorne Estate. 
The junction of the A684 with Brentwood is one with a very poor view towards the Market 
Place, further complicated by the "one-way" junction at the Sandpiper and another junction 
with The Nurseries. These junctions are very busy, particularly on Market Days when 
Brentwood is used as a car park on both sides of the road. In summer, traffic is extremely 
beavy, causing very hazardous driving conditions and a real danger to pedestrians, both 
young and elderly, who reside in the area. Should the road be opened I can see that it will 
undoubtedly be used as a through route for traffic wishing to avoid the Market area. 

When serving as a Police Constable, a part of my duties was road safety. I took this very 
seriously and have been responsible for several major road improvements in the Leybum 
area. I cannot express my objection strongly enough to the proposal that Brentwood be 
linked and become a "through road". Road safety and common sense must prevail and the 
road must stay a "cul-de-sac". 

 
John Hayton
 


 

21 November 1996 



AFFIDAVIT
 

I, Godfrey Kane , make oath 

and say as follows: 

1	 I purchased the above property in August 1998 on the understanding that 

Brentwood would remain a cul-de-sac. 

1.1	 I rei ied on the District Plan, H M Inspector's Enquiry into the matter and the North 

Yorkshire County Council's Highways Residential Design Guide. Representation 

was also clearly made by the developer, Dick Gamer & Sons. 

2	 On or about 1 June 1999 I noticed that the developer had linked Brentwood with 

Wensleydale Avenue, effectively turning Brentwood from a cul~de-sac into a 

major access road. 

2.1	 This unexpected and unilateral action has devalued my property and compromised 

my safety, amenity and security. It also has an impact on tbe enviroRIDent. 

2.2	 In my view, this road was not designed as a major accoss road and nothing should 

be done to change its status. I believe the retention of Brentwood as a cuI-dc-sac 

conforms to government Design Bulletin 32. 

3	 I have made representation on my own behalf and as Chainnan of the Brentwood 

Area Residents' Association to both local authorities but to no avail. The sound 

arguments put forward to retain Brentwood as a cul-de-sac have simply been 

ignored and I have received no explanation as to why norma~ guidelines have been 

2)
 



breached. It is not acceptable that I, and others, should be subjected to a thirty 

year old development and road design scheme w'hen traffic conditions have since 

substantially changed, as has the attitude to speed in residential areas. The current 

situation is extremely dangerous and totally unsatisfactory, particularly rn view of 

the constant speeding in an area which houses mainly elderly and disabled people. 

4	 To this, my Affidavit, which I believe to be true and correct, I have set my hand 

on this day. 

before m-  
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ADDENDUM 

Ricbmondsbire District Council as Planning Authority:­
Wrongdoings Committed 

A planning concept envisaged in 1970 must be brought up-la-date at the earliest opportunity. 

2 The 1976 planning peonissions appear to be for part of the development only and 
possibly be held as still in existence. I believe that they lapsed anyway 

cannot 

3 In 1977 the govemment issued Design Bulletin 32. This was directed against rat runs which is 
what the above proposal is all about. This has been ignored. 

4 There is a duty of care to upgrade developments in line with new rules and regulations. 

5 There is a duty on the part of the Highways Authority to take account of their Highway Design 
Guide to which Richmondshire District Council is a signatory. 

6 failure to take account of rules and regulations as outlined above is an arbitrary decision and 
therefore unlawful. 

7 To take into account the convenience of developers in preference to safety. amenity, security 
Md property values is contrary to the Wednesbury Principle 

8 There is a duty to meaningfully consult and if residents' views are bmshed aside, this must be 
just ified (natural just ice) 

9 Correspondence shows that 
ignored. 

no consultation has taken place and that residents have been 

10 Even to date there is a planning application which would give the council the right to bring this 
development up-t o-date in road traffic teons (enclosed). 

II It is wrong to have a major access road deliberately routed past a school or a playground. Prior 
to this, no complaints had been made to the Highway Authority about any difticulties and any 
difficulties which do arise in front of this school are no worse than any other school and are due 
totally to bad parking. 

12 There has been a failure to declare interests. The agent for the owners of the land is also a 
consultant for the council. He is in the Leyburn Lodge and so is Mr Brian Hodges who is 
dealing with this development. 

13 The council has deliberately misled councillors in their decision-making by making false 
statements about planning permissions and saying that nothing could be done. They have 
furthermore taken part in secret discussions with the developer from which interested parties 
such as residents were excluded, and for which no minutes exist. 

14 The council has taken unreasonable note of a biased and nonsensical representation by Leyburn 
Town Council. 

15 The council has knowingly and deliberately given false intormation to the Highway Authority. 

16 The council has unreasonably taken note of a so-called referendum 
gerrymandered, and to distort the rights of the residents ofBrentwood. 

which was illegal, 

17 The council conspired with the developer to open up the road which 
adopted as a public highway. contrary to residents' objections. 

has not as yet been 
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18	 The council acknowledges the disadvantages, and in panicular those of safety of the residents 
of Brentwood, but fails in their duty to remedy the matter. 

19	 The council has deliberately distoned H M Inspector's findings by implying that the issues 
raised by residents refer to Maythome I and 11 Residents objected to the spine road, as 
mentioned in DB2, and the Inspector addressed himself to that objection. Just because 
something comes under a heading for convenience does not imply that it must be restricted by 
that heading. The council stated that the objections were "extremely clear", now they are not. 

20	 Residents of Brentwood are entitled to be protected because what has been done here is not tor 
the public good but for the benefit of the developer, Many residents are extremely vulnerable. 

21	 II is obvious that the construction of the road encourages speed which is more likely to be 
abused by through traffic than by people who live on it. It is the council's duty to keep the road 
safe and to follow government guidelines which prefers cul-de-sac arrangements in residential 
areas. This could be re-instated without causing problems to anyone but is prevented by the 
sheer bloodymindedness of Richmondshire District Council. 

22	 Doeuments have been withheld from me, my solicitor, other residents and the Royal Assoc for 
the Disabled (RADAR). In fact, no documents from 1976 onwards have been made available. 
It would have been imponant to show whether the council has fulfilled their duty by 
administering the site over a period and whether certain planning permissions have lapsed 

23	 The road layout as shown in the original documents cannot necessarily be construed as an 
acceptance by anyone, The issue is not how the roads have been laid out, but that they should 
not be used for through traffic. The expectations of residents that, by some means or the other, 
particularly bollards, the cul-de-sac arrangement would be maintained would therefore not be 
unreasonable. The objection is therefore not to the road layout but to the fact that the bollards 
which had been envisaged by the Inspector, both councils, the developer and the residents 
were, through gerrymandering manipulation and illegal action, not put in. The Highway 
Authority suggested where they should go and there is no technical, legal or commonsense 
reason why they have not been put in. 

24	 At the time of the Public Enquiry and for some time after, the area in question was derelict and 
no building had taken place beyond the culvert on Brentwood, Since the council stated that 
they were "extremely clear" on what Brentwood residents had said at the Public Enquiry, they 
should have taken note and immediate action to protect the safety, etc, of the residents of 
Brentwood. They did nothing and the first thing they eventually did was to dispute H M 
Inspector's findings. The leiter from the Town Planners, Cunnane, shows that we were still 
talking about Brentwood as a cul-de-sac and nothing else. 

North Yorkshire County Council as Highway Authority:­
Wrongdoings Committed 

The initiative for new developments, and particularly developments which have dragged on for 
30 years, must come from the Planning Authority. It is their duty to bring the County Council 
up-to-date but clearly the County Council has failed to react in line with their own policies, 
namely the Highway Design Guide, 

2	 The County Council has changed their mind on this issue three times without ever having given 
a reasonable explanation. They followed Richmondshire in the first place by being totally lax, 
supported Brentwood residents at the Public Enquiry and then frustrated the process fun her by 
being anti- Brentwood residents because Richmondshire gave them false information which 
they did not check. They based their decision-making on that false information (Mr Cressey, 
Highway Engineer: "I have been told that there is planning permission but I haven'l seen it".), 
Mr Knight, Monitoring Officer' "I have seen what I believe to be the planning permission but I 
have no copy"­

3	 A complaint to rvtr Knight, Monitoring Officer, was not properly dealt with 
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4 The representation by Mr Cressey to the Area 1 Sub-Committee was one-sided and flawed, and 
challenged the findings of H M Inspector at the Public Enquiry_ 

5 The referendum on this issue was total gerrymandering with the specific purpose of denying the 
rights of the residents of Brentwood but the results were used in decision-making. 

6 Residents were denied the opponunity to address the Standards Committee of NYCC and were 
also refused the rules governing that Committee. 

7 All officers at a meeting with me at County Hall assured me that they understood the issues 
very clearly and that they would use their best endeavours to help the residents of Brentwood 
They have done exactly the opposite. 

8 The decision-making by the Area I Sub-Committee was based on false information and the 
minutes are appallingly inadequate. 

9 At some stage prior to that meeting, councillors of ROC were made aware that it was our 
intention to take legal action. In spite of this, there were three or four councillors from RDC 
who voted at this meeting without declaring an interest. Amongst them were Cllr Michael 
Heseltine, who was at the time Vice Chairman of Richmondshire District Council, who chaired 
this meeting, and ClIr John B1ackie who was at the time Deputy Leader of ROC. Cllr Heseltine 
is now Chairman and Cllr Blackie is now Leader. ClIr Heseltine refused to meet Brentwood 
residents and Cllr Blackie failed to reply to letters from Brentwood residents. This shows their 
prejudicial view. As a result, the outcome of that meeting is null and void. 

JO The County has a duty to follow the District Plan and H M Inspector's findings. 

II The County has a duty to follow its own 
incorporated in the Highway Design Manual. 

policies, agreed with District Councils and 

12 The Area I Sub-Committee has no authority to change the Highway Design Manual, which is 
County and District Council policy, and they have acted ultra vires. 

}3 Irrespective of any other issues, the County must concern itself with the safelY and well-being 
of the people of Brentwood and not simply follow some spurious District Council argument 
and then blame them when it goes WTong. They have, in fact, played pingpong. 

]4 The County acknowledges that the traffic arrangements put into operation unilaterally by the 
builder are not technically up-to-date but they have done nothing to prevent it, or reverse it. 
They should have made an order under the Road Traffic Act to place the bollards in line with 
their own proposals. 

The views expressed above are a personal opinion based on my experience in dealing with both councils. 
They have not been held to account for their actions, or lack thereof, at any enquiry or coun oflaw. 
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Application ref: 1178/50X/HJLL 

PLANNING &- DEVELOPMENTDate: 14 June 2000 

Patrick Earle. Planning & Development Unit Manager 
The Owner/Occupier, 

Richmondshire District Council
 

Springwell House. Richmond. North Yorkshire OLIO 4JG
 

 Tel: 01748829100 Fax: 01748822535 OX: 65047 Richmond NY 

 Please ask for: 

Brian Hodges 
Ext. 280 

Dear SirlMadam 

Full Planning Permission for Erection of 14 No. Bungalows, Plots 60 To 73 
Brentwood Leyburn North Yorkshire 

1 have received a planning application for the above development. A copy of the 
application including plans and particulars may be inspected at the Planning and 
Development Unit during normal office hours. 

Before a decision is made on the application, the Council will consider any comments 
you may wish to make. I must emphasise that if you wish your views on the 
application to be considered they must be made in writing to the Planning and 
Development Control Team Leader by 5 July 2000, Once the Council's decision is 
made only the applicant has a right ofappeal against it. 

If you would wish to discuss any matter before responding then please contact Brian 
Hodges who is the Case Officer dealing with this application. 

I must also inform you that under the terms of the Local Government (Access to 
Information) Act 1985, your reply to this letter may be reported in full to the Planning 
Committee, whose meetings are open to the public: your letter would also be available 
for inspection and copying by any person, including, of course, the applicant. 

Y


 
C Sturdy 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

[h."VESTOR IN' PEe PLE 




