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Listed Building application for various internal alterations including the erection of
polycarbonate sheeting to proteet windows, raising of chandeliers replacement of existing wall
lights; and erection of boundary fences and gates.
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GOLDSBOROUGH & FLAXBY GROUPED PARISH COUNCIL @
e-mail: rhodesf@ crosswaysgold.fsnet.co.uk  Tel: 01423 864646
Crossways Cottage
Main Street
Goldsborough

Knaresborough

North Yorkshire
HGS SNW

Mrs. K. Williams
Department of Technical Services
Harrogate Borough Council
Knapping Mount
West Grove Road
Harrogate
HGI1 2ZAE
27" February 2004

Dear Mrs. Williams

Goldsborough Hall: 6.101.12.Y.LB — Alterations to Listed Building

The Parish Council is strongly opposed to the SENAD Group’s plans for changing
Goldsborough Hall from a nursing home to school for disruptive children. Our initial
response is that the proposed alterations would contravene numerous HBC policies as
laid out in the District Plan; namely C2, C3, C15, C17, HD1. HD3, AT and A3.

The plans we received contain no assessments on traffic, environmental impact or impact
to 4 conservation area. Without this supporting information the Parish Council cannot
make a considered opinion as to the extent to which the above policies may be violated.
Due to the absence of documentation and the complexity of these plans, the Parish
Couneil requires further time to make its considered response. We also request an urgent
meeting with the Head of Planning Services to discuss our objections and 1o voice the
feelings of Goldsborough residents.

We would be grateful if you could write to confirm the deferment and to offer a date fora
meeting with our members.

Yours sincerely

- T
e T i e
Roderick Rhodes - Parish Clerk

c.¢. Clir. Caroline Bayliss
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Peacock
RS/DS/CGoldshorough & S m i t h

FAO Mrs K Williams

Director of Technical Services
Hamrogate Borough Coungil
Department of Technical Services
Knapping Mount

West Grove Road

HARROGATE HGI ZAE

MNorth Yorkshire

10 March 2004

Chartered Town Planners
Dlevelopment Consuliants

Dear Sir

SECTION 73 APPLICATION REF. 6.10L12.X.DVCON BY BUPA CARE
HOMES (GL) LTD AND LISTED BUILDING CONSENT APPLICATION
REF. 6.101.12.Y.L.LB BY THE SENAD GROUP, BOTH IN RESPECT OF
GOLDSBOROUGH HALL, GOLDSBOROUGH

CONSULTATION RESPONSES ON BEHALF OF GOLDSBOROUGH &
FLAXBY GROUPED PARISH COUNCIL

We have been asked to advise and act on behalf of Goldshorough & Flaxby Grouped
Parish Council with regard to the above applications, and in respect of any other
applications affecting Goldsborough Hall that are either have been or will be
submitted 1o Harrogate District Couneil.

Introduction

This letter comprises the response of the Parish Council to the local planning
authority’s formal notification of receipt of the following applications:

(i) Section 73 application ref. 6.101.12.X.DXCON by BUPA Care Homes
(GL) Lid which seeks the variation of Condition 3 attached to planning
permission ref. 6.101.12.M.PA (restriction of the use of Goldsborough
Hall to a residential/nursing home); and

(it} Listed Building consent application ref. 6.101.12.Y.LB by the Senad
Group, which seeks approval for various internal alterations (including the
introduction of polycarbonate sheeting to protect windows; raising of
chandeliers and replacement of existing wall lights), and the erection of
boundary fences and gates.

Whilst these applications are self-cvidently interrelated, we deal with each in tum, as
follows,
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Section 73 Application ref. 6.101L.12.X.DVCON

Goldsborough and Flaxby Grouped Pansh Council objects to application ref.
6.101.12.X.DVCON on the following grounds.

The variation sought to Condition 3 attached to planning permission ref.
6.101.12.M.PA would permit the use of Goldsborough Hall for any and all of the uses
falling within Class C2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987,
i.e. including use as a residential school, as anticipated by the proposals submitted by
the Senad Group. The context for this proposal is as follows.

Planning permission for the change of use of the property from a private dwelling to a
residential/nursing home was granted by Harrogate Borough Council on 21 January
1983. Condition I attached o permission refl 6.101.12. M.PA stated:

"The premises shall be wsed for residentialinursing home and for no
other purpose (including any other purpose in Class X1 of the
schedule of the Town and Country FPlanning Use Classes Order
972",

As noted in the letter from Walker Morris which accompanied the BUPA application,
the local planning authority has acknowledged that the condition was incorrectly
worded, in that reference should have been made to Class XIV, and not Class X1
Mevertheless, the intention of the condition was and 15 clear,

The reason for the imposition of this condition was stated as being:

‘To safeguard the rights of control by the local planning authority in
this respect

The imposition of Condition 3 reflects a recognition on the part of the local planning
authority that whilst the UCO permits changes of use within the defined Classes
without express grants of planning permission, there may be instances where it 15 in
the interesis of the character, amenity or proper planning of the area to retain control
over subsequent changes of use.

This was clearly the approach adopted in the case of the | 983 application, presumably
to ensure againsi the use of this historically important Grade 2* Listed Building in a
manner which might result in harm to issues of acknowledged importance. The
Parish Council considers that the ongoing retention of control over use by the
authority is both necessary and justified, It is deeply concerned that potentially
opening up Goldsborough Hall, without an express grant of planning permission, to
the range of uses in Class C2 of the UCO could result in significant harm to the fabric
and/or setting of this Listed Building; to the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area, and to the amenity of the local area generally. The proper
approach remains one of retaining the ability to subject any proposals to individual
serufiny.

It is noted that in their letter accompanying application ref. 6.101.12. X.DVCON,
Walker Mornis refer to Government guidance, which suggests that the Secretanies of
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State would regard as unreasonable the imposition of conditions designed to restrict
future changes of use which by virtue of the Order would not otherwise constitute
development. However, the letter nghtly goes on (o note that this guidance does not
apply where there is:

‘vlear evidence thal the uses excluded would have serious adverse
effects on the environment or on amenify...."

As a general proposition, Goldshorough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council takes the
view that such clear evidence is more likely to be in evidence when the use or uses
under consideration relate to an important Grade 2* Listed Building within a
Conservalion Area. In such circomstances, the approach previously adopted by the
local planning authority was correct, and should be maintained through the refusal of
this application.

[ndecd, the potential impact of the specific proposals submitted by the Senad Group in
its Listed Building Consent application points firmly to the existence of clear
evidence of harm to the environment and amenity. Relevant issues to be taken into
account in the determination of both applications are addressed below.

Listed Building Consent Application ref. 6.101.12.Y.LB

Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council objects 1o the Listed Building
Consent application submitted by the Senad Group. Relevant issues are as follows,

It should firstly be noted that the Pansh Council has insufficient information on the
possible effects of the proposals to any features of particular interest or value within
the interior of the building. Setting aside the fact that the Pansh Council has been
unable to make an internal inspection, the view is taken that in peneral terms, the
works described in the application (i.e. the erection of polycarbonate sheeting to
protect windows; raising of chandeliers; replacement of wall lights and creation of
*soft play” area) may not result in permanent harm to the fabric or features of the
building. Any minor issues which might arise could no doubt be dealt with by
condition, as necessary.

However, the Parish Council is extremely concerned with regard to the likely effects
of the proposed boundary security fencing, and fences around the proposed hard play
area on_the setting of the Listed Building; the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area, and on the amenity of certain neighbouring properties.

Before addressing specific issues however, it is relevant to consider the extent to
which the applicants have had regard to the advice of PPG15 *Planning and the
Historic Environment” in preparing and submitting this Listed Building application.

Paragraph 3.5(iii} indicates that the setting of a Listed Building and its contribution to
the local scene may be very important, whilst paragraph 3.12 goes on to advise that in
judging the effect of any extension or alteration (which must include the introduction
of high fences):
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‘it is essential to have assessed the elements that make up the special
interest of the building in question”

This guidance is translated into Local Plan policy HD1, which provides that:

‘Development will not be permitted where it would have an adverse
effect on the character. physical fabric or setting of a Listed
Building "

Similarly, the advice of PPGI13 in respect of Conservation Areas is reflected in Local
Plan policy HD3, which indicates that development which has an adverse effect on
the character and appearance of a Conservation Area will not be permitted. In
addition, this policy states:

‘Applications for development in or visually affecting Conservation
Arcas will be expected to contain sufficient information to allow a
proper assessment of their impact on the character and appearance
of the Conservation Area to be made .

In this case, the short statement which accompanies the application contains no
reference to or assessment of either the setting of the Listed Building or the character
of this part of the Conservation Area, and in neither case are the potential effects of
proposed perimeter and other fencing assessed. On the contrary, the proposed
boundary fencing and gates are justified on the basis that;

‘A physical barrier with its fsic) a strong visual aspect is an effective
deterrent’ (for students exiting the site and exhibiting ‘challenging’
behaviour)

This lack of any careful assessment of the effects of the proposed fencing means that,
as a matter of principle, application ref, 6.101.12.Y.LB is deficient, and conflicts with
both Government policy guidance and the policies of the Local Plan.

In detailed terms, the introduction of 1.95m high steel frame and wire mesh fencing
(*Type A") around much of the boundary of the Hall, and adjacent to open
countryside, will cause severe harm to the setting of this Listed Building. In this
regard, it should be borne in mind that much of the value of the setting results from
the sensitive interface between the formal grounds of the property and the surrounding
open land. That sensitive relationship will be completely lost, with significant
damage to the setting of the Hall; the character and appearance of the Conservation
areq, and visual amenity generally.

Elsewherc, the introduction of 2.2m high fencing (*Type B') to peripheral areas would
hawve similar harmful effects.

Additional severe harm would result from the introduction of the proposed *hard’ play
arza, surrounded by 2.75m high chain link fencing beyond the southern boundary of
the Hall, within the historic avenue of trees that form an important element of the
Conservation Area. Once again, both the setting of the Listed Building and the
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character and appearance of the Conservation Area would be harmed to a significant
degree by the introduction of this visually harmful, alien feature.

The introduction of lower level fencing around the listed sundial would represent a
further, completely alien feature which would harm both the setting of the main
building and, more importantly, the setting of the sundial itself.

With particular regard to the proposed fencing around and to the south of the
boundary to the Hall, it is relevant to note that the Conservation Area Statement
identifies four important vistas within the village, one of which is:

View south-west from Goldsborough Hall along the avenue of
mature (rees”

This group of trees is also identified by the Statement as an important landscape
feature.

The Parish Council considers that, bearing in mind the height of boundary fencing
proposed, this should be the subject of a planning application as well as a Listed
Building Consent application. Whilst any such application will be the subject of
further comment as necessary in due course, it is appropriate to record at this stage the
Parish Council's view that the introduction of high security fencing along common
boundaries with adjoining residential properties will result in significant harm to the
amenity and privacy of the occupants of the dwellings concerned, In this regard, the
Parish Council is particularly concemed with regard to the potential effects on
Stansfield Court, Goldshorough Hall Cottages, the Church of St Mary the Virgin
{Grade 1), the O1d Dairy and Goldsborough Court,

For these reasons, the various fences proposed under application ref, 6.101.12.Y.LB
are considered to be entirely inappropriate, and harmful to the setting of the Listed
Building; the character and appearance of the Conservation Arca; the amenity of the
arca generally, and the amenity of adjacent residential properties, The proposals
conflict not only with Local Plan policies HD1 and HD3, but also (bearing in mind
the potential adverse effects on the general character and amenity of the area, and on
residential amenity), with Local Plan policy Al. Because the proposed hard play area
with its high, obtrusive fencing 1s located beyond the defined development Limit of
Goldsborough, this element also conflicts with Local Plan policy C135.

With regard to other issues, the lack of a planning application in respect of the
proposed change of use means that no information is provided with regard 1o overall
staffing levels, traffic movements or car parking provision. Whilst this makes
detailed comment on these important issues difficult, if not impossible, the Parish
Council would offer the following brief observations,

On the basis of some 24 students with a minimum of one o one care staffing
throughout the day, it may be assumed that overall staffing levels will be in the order
of 80 or thereabouts during daylight hours. The Parish Council is concerned that the
resultant vehicular movements, together with visitor movements, will harm loeal
amenity; result in undue noise and disturbance, and that on-street parking will be
necessary, thereby further harming the appearance and quiet ambience of the



Conservation Area. Additional conflict with policies HD3 and Al will anise as a
result,

Summary

With regard to Section 73 application ref. 6.101.12.X.DVCON, Goldsborough &
Flaxby Grouped Parish Council considers that the imposition of condition 3 on the
1283 residential nursing home consent was entirely justified in the interests of
protecting the historically important Grade 2* Listed Goldsborough Hall from
inappropriate, harmful uses. [t is considered that the ongoing retention of control by
the local planning authonty over future use(s) is essential in the interests of the Listed
Building and the proper planning of the area.  The Panish Council is deeply
concerned that potentially opening up Goldsborough Hall, without an express grant of
planning permission, to the range of uses in Class C2 of the UCO could result in
significant harm to the fabric and/or setting of this Listed Building; to the character
and appearance of the Conservation Area, and to the amenity of the local area
generally. The proper approach remains one of retaining the ability to subject any
proposals to individual scrutiny, and this application should be refused.

With regard to Listed Building Consent application ref. 6.101.12.Y.LB, the lack of
any appraisal of either the important features of the Listed Building or the character
and appearance of the Conservation Area means that the submission is deficient in
terms of content and quality, and the Applicants’ approach conflicts with both
Government policy guidance and Policy HD3 of the Harrogate District Local Plan.

The various types of boundary fencing proposed under the application are
inappropriate and unsightly, and will result in severe harm to the setting of the Listed
Building; the character and appearance of the Conservation Area; the amenity of the
area generally, and the amenity of adjacent residential properties. The proposals will
harm the setting of the listed sundial, and will adversely affect the avenue of mature
trees to the south west of the Hall, which is identified in the Conservation Area
Statement as being both an important vista and an important landscape feature.

The resultant vehicular movements, together with visitor movements, will harm local
amenity; result in undue noise and disturbance, and on-street parking will be
necessary, thereby further harming the appearance and quiet ambience of the
Conservation Area.

The prdpngais are therefore in conflict with policies HD1,HD3 and Al of the local
plan, and to a limited extent with policy C15.



“f

We trust that the above response to consultations on behalf of Goldsborough &
Flaxby Grouped Parish Council will be brought to the attention of Members, and that
both of the above applications will be refused. In the meantime, if Mrs Williams
wishes to discuss any issues arising from this letter, she should not hesitate to contact
us.

Yours faithfully

ROBERT SMITH
PEACOCK & SMITH
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Peacock
RS/DS/2404 5 .
BY FAX AND POST a Smlth

01423 556510
F.A.Q., Mrs K Williams
Director of Technical Services
Harrogate Borough Couneil
Department of Technical Services
Knapping Mount
West Grove Road
HARROGATE
HGI1 ZAE
North Yorkshire

=

27 August 2004 U tarrered Town Planners

()' focelopment Consultanes
L
>

Dear Sir

APPLICATION REF. 6.101.12.X.DVCON BY BUPA CARE HOMES (GL)
LIMITED AND APPLICATIONS REF. 6.101.12.Y.LB & 6.101.12.Z.FU BY
THE SENAD GROUP, IN RESPECT OF GOLDSBOROUGH HALL,
GOLDSBOROUGH

FURTHER CONSULTATION RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF
GOLDSBOROUGH & FLAXBY GROUPED PARISH COUNCIL

As the Council is aware, we act on behalf of Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish
Council with regard to the above applications in respect of Goldsborough Hall.
Further to the previous consultation responses as contained in our letters dated 10
March and 26 March 2004, we now set out our client’s further comments on the
amended plans and details submitted by the Senad Group on 1 April, | July and 13
July 2004,

Dealing first with the amendments to the line of the proposed perimeter fence, the
Parish Council notes that this has been set back in the vicinity of the Church of St
Mary the Virgin. Whilst this modification is welcomed, the degree of change is
limited in overall terms, and does not and will not overcome the Parish Council's
main objection, ie. the highly damaging effect of incongruous perimeter fencing on
the setting of the Listed Building; the character and appearance of the Conservation
Area; the amenity of the area generally, and the amenity of adjacent residential
properties. The clear conflict with Local Plan policies HD1, HD3 and Al remains.

With regard to the amended siting of the proposed *hard” play area, the removal of
this further obtrusive feature from within the historic avenue of trees to the south of
the Hall is welcomed. However, the Parnish Council considers that the proposal to re-
site the play area to the west of the Hall buildings will be no less damaging in terms of
the setting of the Listed Building, and the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area. I[n these respects, not only will the introduction of additional
areas of |.8m. perimeter fencing around the play area exacerbate the harm caused by
the erection of high perimeter fencing elsewhere in this area, the submitted plans
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indicate that a number of mature trees and areas of shrubs are proposed to be removed
to accommaodate the play area. Such removal will be harmful to both the setting of the
Listed Building and the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, and
coupled with the introduction of security fencing, the overall effect will be one of
significant harm to amenity.

Turning to the proposal to reduce the height of the proposed entrance gate to 1.2m.,
the Parish Council has a concern regarding potential future security. [Fhigh perimeter
fences are required in all other areas in order to provide the necessary securty to
contain students within the premises, there is a concern that the amended proposals
will give rise to an increased level of sk,

Turning finally to the suggested staff numbers and vehicle movement levels attached —>
to Senad’s letter of 13 July 2004, in the absence of details of the survey results from
the Group's existing premises at Burton on Trent, the Parish Council has no basis
upon which to question the figures provided in detail. It is however noted that on the
Applicant’s figures, the proposed 30 car parking spaces will be (virtually) fully
utilised for at least part of each working day, and the figures provided are highly
dependent on (a) the provision of a minibus service, (b) the use of that service by a
high proportion of staff on site, and (c) a high proportion of other staff using public
transport, being ‘dropped off” or car sharing, The Parish Council 15 concerned that the
assessment may be idealistic, particularly bearing in mind that whilst 94 staff on site
are expected to generate 28 cars, 59 are assumed to generate 20 or 21 vehicles at other
times.

In addition, the Parish Couneil is also concerned that the anticipated number of
visitors to the establishment (said to be approximately 5 per day) is likely to be a
significant under-estimate.

For these reasons, the Parish Council is concerned that overall levels of traffic
generation and parking requirements have been underestimated, and that the reality is
likely to involve higher levels of movement and on-street parking, to the further
detriment of the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, and amenity
generally.

On behalf of Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council, we would ask
Harropate Borough Council to take the above comments into account together with
the previously submitted representations, and to refuse the various inter-related
applications by BUPA Care Homes {GL) Ltd and the Senad Group in respect of
Goldshorough Hall, Goldshorough.

Yours faithfully

PEACOCK & SMITH

ce.  Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council
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Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council
Cfo Crossways Cottage
Main Street
Galdsborough & -
HGS 8NwW

Mr T Richards
Head of Planning = T S
Department of Technical Services |-_ ; &afp‘. oSl
Harragate Borough Council b b B

Knapping Mount
West Grove Road
Harrogate

HG1 2AE

y | 24" Movember 2004
e |
_.__.:i

Planning Ref: 6.101.12.Z.FUL & 6.101.12.Y.LB
Golds I rough — The Senad Limi

Dear Mr Richards,

We are writing to you with regard to the above planning applications, which as we are sure you are aware, have
already received numerous significant objections from not only the Parish Council bul local residents as well. We
are extremely concermed following a viewing of the files that the case officer seems to be going to recommend the
applications to the Area 2 Planning Committee. Following the extensive amandments to the applications and
additional information therein, there are numerous facts that clearly show that further investigation s necessary
and we have detailed our concems on some of the key points below: -

Traffic

It appears from the file that the traffic figures presented by the applicant have been taken at face value There
seems o have been no proper traffic assessment carried oul, are we simply o accept a one-page table? The
Parish Council strongly requesis that you look more closely at these figures as we are sceptical lo their
foundation. We believe thal the figures are an extrapolation of BUPA's previous figures rather than being a result
of any specific traffic assessment. You will note that the car movements are IDENTICAL in each table,
conveniently résulting in a proposed peak car quantity on site just under the car parking spaces shown on the
applicant’s plan. This cannot be correct a5 Senad would have double the amount of staff on site as BUFA had.

Due 1o the lack of any credible evidence the Parish Council have therefore carried out our own traffic survey at
Pegasus school, one of Senad’s other facilities. Presumably the one Goldsborough Hall is being modelled on as it
caters for similar student numbers. 'We have enciosed the table, which details all the movements over a period
froem 0600 to 2200 on Thursday 18" Movernber 2004, It should be noted that verification of the survey could be
sought from Derbyshire Police who, were called to the site with regard to the car that was parked in the school's
wicinity, are sure to have details on file if you wish for clarification.

The numbers of vehicle movements ara roughily DOUBLE that of BUPA's and not at all similar as both Senad and
Walker Mormms have suggested. This is with 3 FEWER residert students than proposed at Goldsborough,
obviously an extra 10% more siudents would lead to increases over and above whal we have eslablished from
our survey. This puts in doubt the credibility of the information suppled by either Senad or Walker Morns and
questions the motives behind other information containad in the applications. The Parish Council do not consider
the changes in Iraffic movements will have “lithe material difference”, as implied by Walker Morris, on the quist
amenity of the village. We believe these applicalions should be refused on these grounds alona. It should also be
noted that the increased traffic would cause significant additional traffic flow problemns at the single entrance to the
village through the stone pillars and the adjacent primary schoo!; not to mention in the main street of the village
itself 3z well as the single arch access through Stansfield Court.  The loss of amenily especially to the residants
in the immediate area would be immense,

The supparting argument by Senad thal mast of their staff is not car borne is clearly FALSE as shown by the
survey figures. The minibus is shown by our survey not to be a regular option for their staff in Derbyshire, whao is
of the same type as proposed in Goldsborough; so therefore how can they argue it would here. Senad have been
so keen (o stress that they have modelled this application on an existing school; they MUST accept that the TRUE
trafflic movemeants would be similar.



Area 2 Development Control Committee - Tuesday 18 January 2005
Agenda Item No. 06 (02) - Public Appendix



Area 2 Development Control Committee - Tuesday 18 January 2005
Agenda Item No. 06 (02) - Public Appendix

Lighting

Lighting has =till played litthe or no part in the Senad applications. Why is that? Cleary any lighting would have a
dramatic effect on the village, especially in such an inherently dark area as Goldsborough Hall and it's setting.
Again we would point cut to you that the other schools that Senad are modelling Goldsborough on have extensive
Hloodlighting, all conveniently left it out of the current applications. You should also note that at the school where
our traffic survey was carried out there were automatic overhead floodiights at the entrance gates, presumably as
a safety precaution. Thess were activaled every time a vehicle arrived. Yet another factor thal would be of severs
detriment to the occupants of the surrounding properties, especially the residents of Stansfield Court

Play Area

This is now in its thind proposed location and whilst this may be better in terms of the impact on the setting of tha
listed buitding it would have a far greater effect on the amenity of the local residents. It should be noted that the
neny proposed position of the play area. still with its 9 fest high fencing, is cleary visible to numerous homes in the
area and due io the fact that this site s 2l least B feel above road level creates a completely unacceptable
intrusion to the privacy of those living in the vicinity of this area. Photographic evidence clearly shows an eye
lzvel view inta numerous first floor windows, This location is also only aboul 20 feet fram the nearest residential
properly and therafore the obvious noise disturbance that it is bound to create would have an unacceptable effect
on the local amenity.

Eencing

We would suggest to you that fencing which is only about 3 feet high is not going to form an effective deterrent to
pravent the students from exiting the premises. Senad were clear in their initial application that the fencing
needed to be and | quote “a physical bamer with & strong visual aspect is an effsclive deterrent’.  Your own
consarvation officer says that the existing wire mesh was “very invisible™ and he would need to satisfy himsaif that
the proposed mesh “will be equally unobtrusive”. Therefore the fencing needad to salisfy Senad's security issues
and the type required to satisfy the conservation officer are wholly incompatible, How can il be “an effactive
deterrent” when your conservation officer states the need for it to be “very invisible™?  Surely there is a duty of
care to the residents of the village and especially 1o the mast vulnerable, those living clossest in the sheltered
accommodation at Stansfieid Court. Thay ware initially told that a 7-foot high fence was essantial for sacurity, but
now, due it would seem from numerous objections a 3-foot high fence is acceptable. How is this dramatic U-turn
now going 1o provide security? No mention has been made of the clearly very visible 9-foct play area fencing! Al
this would have a detrimental affect on the local amenity of the village and especially the residents closest to The
Hall. It should again be noled that the other homes operated by Senad do have high security fencing.

File notes

Nodes an the file fram the case officer's seem contradictory; | am still concerned that overall the use is not
appropriate for the listed building” and “I still dislike the fencing, but if the following is the least obtrusive option
then that might be their best chance - as it is obviously essential for them®. If the case officer still dislikes the
new lower fencing and questions the actual use how then can thera be a recommendation of the applications to
the committee?

We maintain that all our previous objections to planning policy breaches continue to apply to these amended

applications, We trust that the officer’s report will address the numerous significant planning objections that not
anly the Parish Council, but residents as well, have raised.

Yours gincerely

N

Parish Clerk
For and an behall of Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council

Encl. — Traffic Survey & Photographs 1 - 14
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