Copy email 30th November 2006 to Robert Wainwright – copies to other councillors

Robert,

I am writing to express my disappointment with your chairmanship of tonight’s meeting because:

1. You allowed an officer to attack a member in open committee;
2. You failed to allow that member to reply to the said attack.
These are two fundamental principles that I have never seen broken in many years of  engagement in local government and suggests chairman’s bias.

Every time I ask to speak in your committee, you tell me to be brief. I have bourne this patiently for years, even though you allow other members to speak for longer without any comment at all.

I have put up with this for a very long time, but your refusal to allow me to speak this evening cannot go without comment.

For your information, my comments on the LDF have been entirely constructive, and my written representations will be found on my website under the “News and Views” tab. You will see that I have been arguing against the blanket embargo which will prevent new building in the countryside outside the “service villages”.

This is a policy which is likely to fossilise these villages, but passed through your committee in a hurried way almost without debate  - simply because you allow too much business to appear on the Agenda, and are not prepared to accept the need for another committee or panel to be set up to deal with the overload. There have been agendas of 500 – 700 pages at times, and you know perfectly well that it is quite impossible for members to read, study and inwardly digest so much material before the meeting  and debate all the relevant issues in the few hours available at the meeting itself.

I doubt very much if my views have had a significant effect  on the inspector, although he listened very carefully to them. But I have no doubt he gave considerable weight to the expert opinions and views expressed by Carter Jonas on behalf of SIX local landed estates. If you had insisted, as I have often suggested, that the LDF be dealt with and fully and carefully considered by a separate committee – along with all the other planning policies that come before your committee – we might not be in such a mess. So, if the LDF does fail, shouldn’t you personally share the blame?

If I had not been at the Examination in Public, Carter Jonas would still have been there and would have made exactly the same comments. Further, I understand from the officer’s verbal report that  it was only after the inspector had received the nine page letter from Carter Jonas that he decided to change his previous stated intention of going ahead with a limited public consultation.I had nothing to do with that letter . So please don’t blame me if the whole process falls apart.

You will recall that the main issue I had raised – ie. “Groups of Villages” was never even referred to committee, even though it is one of the main options which is available in accordance with Government guidance contained in PPS7.

At the November hearing, the officers came forward with some amendments, which had not been before committee in thier written form. One of these amendments was was to the effect that 50% of new development should be concentrated in Malton/Norton; 25% in Pickering; 15% in the other market towns and 10% in the “service villages”. It was Carter Jonas who picked up on the fact that, if the annual quota was just over 200 houses, each of the ten service villages would get no more than an average of two new houses every year – let alone the villages  which are not service villages, which would get none.

It was at that point that I became totally opposed to the plan – because the effect of these figures is likely to have an adverse impact on the vitality of our villages, and because, as I understood, these exact figures had never been put to members or approved by them or consulted upon with the public. You will be aware of the importance that the government attaches to public consultation from the Local Government White Paper
My recollection, and I stand to be corrected, is that, at the end of the meeting the inspector asked all the participants for their views. The two consultants and I all asked for a full public consultation on the amendments. The inspector had suggested, as an alternative, a consultation amongst a restricted number of participants. The Council however, opposed any further public consultation whatsoever. I do not know who authorised this opposition. Do you? 

I am afraid I have to admit that I protested angrily to the suggestion that there should be no further public consultation, but bearing in mind the implications of what was proposed, I’m not convinced that this was “over the top”.

The inspector also asked what he should do if he was to decide that there was to be no further public consultation. It was at this point that I said the LDF should be rejected.

I tried to help the Council resolve the situation by raising the matter at Full Council and asking members to agree to a further public consultation. I firmly believe that, if the Council had agreed and informed the inspector that we wished to withdraw their objection to a further public consultation, that further consultation might have cured the technical, procedural and legal objections that Carter Jonas may have made (I have not seen their letter).  The Council rejected my request out of hand. So, if the LDF fails, shouldn’t the whole Council share the blame?

As you know I have a passionate belief in local democracy and public consultation. I accept that not everybody shares my views. However, I do believe the public should have a chance to have their say on matters of so great importance to the district. If there had been a public consultation and that had gone against me, I would have accepted it. What I cannot accept is failure to consult on what seems to me to be a radical amendment to the plan.

 

I'm sorry to write to you in these terms, as I am sure you too have the best interests of the community at heart. Perhaps it might be an idea to let me know  in advance accusations that are being made against me. I might then have an opportunity of giving you an explanation without embarrassment on either side.

Regards

 

Paul

