
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mrs. J. Drury 
The Planning Inspectorate 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 
 
 
17th June 2022 
 
Dear Joanne 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT – S257 – PUBLIC FOOTPATH NO.27 DIVERSION ORDER 2021 
 
I refer to your correspondence dated 9th May 2022 in connection with the above matter.  I am writing 
to you on behalf of the applicant for the Footpath Diversion Order.   
 
We wish to make the following observations in support of the order, which are made in response to 
the objections issued by interested parties.  In the interests of brevity, I have dealt with the objections 
as a collective, as opposed to answering each individual correspondence. There is a repetition of 
comment which we hope can be negated below. 
 
Several of the objections cover the issue of quality and enjoyment and a perceived downgrading of 
the footpath. The actual quality of the path will remain unchanged underfoot, the path is currently 
on grass as will be the diverted route (unless otherwise conditioned). When considering the new path 
from the entrance on Kingsley Road the users view looking directly ahead will still be into open 
countryside and alternatively walking back down the path views of the countryside towards Leek will 
still exist. The views to the left and right will be impeded for just a relatively short distance of around 
10 metres. The loss of user enjoyment in that case is negligible when weighed against the advantages 
of the diversion. 
 
There appears to be an over emphasis on crime within the objection letters, suggesting that the new 
diverted route would attract opportunist crime and anti-social behaviour. The development is in a 
relatively quiet area, the footpath is seldom used as it stands and its re-routing will not increase crime 
or the opportunity for crime.  Pedestrian access already exists to the side / rear of the neighbouring 
properties should anyone wish to approach the boundaries of those properties in question, as can be 
seen via the submitted plans. The entrance to the existing path falls right next to the boundary with 
Pathways as will the proposed new route. Crime figures and patterns are readily available via freedom 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

of information requests should this really be an issue of contention. We would suggest that these 
views are based on a perceived fear as opposed to being supported by any evidence. 
 
User safety and lines of vision have been quoted as reasons to oppose the diversion. There are 
countless footpaths throughout the land that would direct the user around a 90 degree bend or down 
a short section with high hedgerows and surely this should not really affect enjoyment or safety. It 
may be slightly different to what went before but surely not a reason to oppose the order. 
 
There appears to be considerable conjecture as to what the boundaries of the footpath will look like, 
with people quoting two metre high fences and/or hedgerows. It is important to note that the 
applicant owns both boundaries abutting the proposed new route. The applicant is furthermore 
willing to abide by any conditions as imposed, and should Pathways wish for the boundary to stay the 
same then that is also fine. In short, all relevant boundary treatment can be ensured by way of a 
condition.   
 
A couple of the objectors have stated that they have not had an opportunity to present their 
objections by way of consultation. It is our experience of this process that the local authority has 
abided by the letter of the law and has done everything by the book, albeit a little slowly at times. 
 
Saleability and privacy have been mentioned in relation to Pathways. The site at Sandfields has 
throughout the last thirty to forty years been subject to at least three previous applications to develop 
the land. Local searches are available to all prospective house buyers, and this would have been 
flagged up. Whilst it is accepted that not everyone welcomes development, this has to be taken as a 
balance relative to the local housing needs and what is actually being built. This minor diversion will 
present the opportunity to build three quality family homes in an area where the housing land supply 
requirements are not being met.    
 
Public footpaths have run close to houses for centuries, and it is submitted that the impact upon 
privacy would be minimal.  The path is rarely used, and it is extremely unlikely that the new route 
would suddenly attract an influx of people. To describe a footpath running adjacent to someone's 
house as a "stigma" is not a proportionate description. Should the path get diverted the new property 
next to the diverted path will be extremely saleable. These issues are clearly a matter of opinion. 
 
In conclusion, the applicant hopes that the Planning Inspector will view the order favourably, 
separating evidence from emotion and fear. It is fully appreciated that people have a fear of change 
and we do not wish to belittle anyone's right to present their case; this whole process has been quite 
stressful for my clients who have dearly loved to have avoided any conflict with our neighbours. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I would respectfully request that these comments be taken into consideration in the assessment of 
the Footpath Diversion.   
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Rob Duncan  
Planning Consultant 
 


