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The response explained the Countryside Access Team’s remit is to ensure rights of way 
are safe and usable.  The response does not show the team had a remit to respond about 
the visual impact.  This appears to reinforce the concern that the Team acted outside its 
remit. 

The Corporate Stage 1 response, written by the Senior Countryside Officer, said “… we 
did not consider it would result in changing the character or public’s enjoyment of the path,  
given that currently the views from the path are of the industrial character of the 
application site”.  The Countryside Access Team appears to be making a visual judgement 
that the public’s enjoyment of “the path” would be unchanged by the development because 
there are already views of the “industrial character” of the application site from the path.  
This would appear to erroneously assume that all buildings of an industrial character, no 
matter what their height, mass or nature, would have the same impact on enjoyment.  As 
explained in point 6 of the complaint, this is clearly incorrect.

By way of comparison, planning application 1/09/9002 shows Unit A at NWR to be 8m in 
height.  Planning application 1/21/9007 shows the peak of the pitched roof of Unit B at 
NWR to be 13m in height.  The proposed development is 23m in height and would, at 
times, have a visible plume extending higher still.

 The proposed plant would be visible from more than one path, but the Corporate Stage 1 
response refers to the “public’s enjoyment of the path” (emphasis added) – just one path.  
Such a limited assessment is not an adequate consideration of the complaint.

In summary, the Corporate Stage 1 response does not satisfactorily address the seven 
points in the Formal Complaint.  The Corporate Stage 1 response provides no new 
information or explanation to alter our view that maladministration has occurred.
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