
Dr John R and Mrs Victoria Allan 
9 Low Dalby 
Pickering 
N Yorks.  
YO18 7LY 
 
17thg April 2018 
 

Dear Ms Saunders, 

Objection to revised planning application NYM/2018/0094/FL 
 
We wish to lodge a formal objection to the revised planning application NYM/2018/0094/FL 
on the following grounds: 
 
General 
 
The revised planning application and subsequent clarification/correction dated 17th April 
have addressed some of the concerns raised in our original objection in that the applicant 
has relocated the access path to be further from the village houses and has undertaken to 
block the track that would otherwise lead from the sculpture along the back of nos. 5-10. 
We welcome this revision, but it fails to address the most serious concerns about additional 
visitor numbers, car parking and traffic safety, none of which have been properly assessed 
by the applicant, plus the fact that the applicant has not assessed possible alternative 
locations for the sculpture which, we contend, is totally out of character with the 
appearance of the village as it now stands. 
 
Since we submitted our original objection letter, the applicant called an informal 
consultation meeting with the village residents at which it was promised that the artist 
would be contacted and asked whether the sculpture could be relocated. Unfortunately we 
have received a communication from the applicant which states that they have not 
contacted the artist as they promised to do. The communication from the applicant also 
states that they will move the Gruffalo sculpture away from the Ellerburn trail and look into 
the other issues raised by the village residents. The Gruffalo sculpture is no longer the main 
attraction for visitors on the Ellerburn Trail. The main attraction is now the interactive trail 
based on other  characters from Julia Donaldson and Axel Scheffler books (currently the 
Highway Rat). The theme of the trail is changed regularly, presumably to maintain visitor 
numbers, so moving the Gruffalo would have little effect on footfall through the village. 
Frankly, we have no confidence in the applicant actually carrying out any non-binding 
commitment that they make in connection with the planning process. When the new visitor 
centre was constructed the village residents were assured that there would be no further 
development to the south of the village in order to avoid disturbance. After this the 
Ellerburn Trail, which is now attracting tens of thousands of visitors through the village was 
constructed. If the applicant is to offer to mitigate the impact of the application by reducing 
the footfall through the village by other means we would like to see this as an enforceable 
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condition in the planning permission with a clear delivery date as we have no confidence in 
the applicant actually carrying out any non-binding commitment. 
 
The most recent communication from the applicant corrects a number of errors in the 
original supporting documentation that we pointed out in our earlier letter of objection. In 
supporting the case for the proposed location of the sculpture, the applicant now relies on 
the link between the founding of the Forestry Commission and the end of WW1 and the fact 
that Nissen Huts were set up to house workers to plant the forests. This is undoubtedly true, 
but they were not located in Dalby until 1934, as the applicant now admits. It would, 
therefore, be more appropriate in the context of the link to WW1 for this sculpture to be 
located elsewhere on the Forestry Estate, where there were actually Nissen Huts set up 
following WW1. In our view there is no credible rational for choosing Dalby Forest as a site 
for this sculpture ahead of many other locations which would not impact on the lives of 
nearby residents. 
 
We can also find no evidence, either in the standard reference work on the area (Dalby 
Valley of Change by Rushton and Walker) or from extensive searches,  that the Nissen huts 
housed WW2 prisoners of war as claimed by the applicant. Despite the 1940’s still being in 
living memory there is also no local tradition of the Nissen huts housing prisoners of war, 
which surely would be remembered locally if it had been the case.  
 
The rational for having to locate the sculpture in Dalby Forest or close to Dalby Village as 
part of the 1914-18 centenary celebration is, therefore, spurious and is shown to be so by 
the applicant’s correction to the errors in the original supporting documentation. We 
contend that the applicant can, and should, look to locate the sculpture elsewhere, which 
would also serve to establish a genuine relevance to the 1914-18 celebrations. We raised 
these issues with the applicant at the recent consultation meeting to make them aware of 
the errors in their planning submission, hence, we assume, the recent corrections, but they 
have declined to approach the artist about these issues and have failed to consider possible 
alternative locations, either within Dalby or elsewhere in the Forestry estate. 
 
The applicant’s communication dated 17th April also goes into some length about the track 
record of the artist commissioned to create the sculpture. We contend that this is not 
relevant at all to the planning process, other than to suggest that if she is as well regarded 
as the applicant claims, then the numbers of visitors coming to see the sculpture are likely 
to be large further increasing the disturbance, traffic problems and loss of privacy in the 
village. 
 
In the absence of any further communication or credible offers of mitigation from the 
applicant, we are left with no option other than to sustain our objection on the grounds laid 
out below. 
 
 
1    Appropriateness of the development for the local area.  
 
The National Park’s Planning Development Policy section 3: Design states inter alia that 
applications may be approved if ‘The siting, orientation, layout and density preserves or 



enhances views into and out of the site, spaces about and between buildings and other 
features that contribute to the character and quality of the environment’; and ‘The scale, 
height, massing, proportion, form, size, materials and design features of the proposal are 
compatible with surrounding buildings’. 
 
We contend that this development, involving the construction of a copy of a grey Nissen Hut 
approximately 10m long by 3m high, is not consistent with the character of the local area. 
We can find no reference in the National Park planning guidance concerning sculptures or 
other works of art, but since this installation is a direct copy of a building in size, shape and 
colour, we believe that it should be considered as a building in the absence of any other 
guidance.  
 
Whilst Nissen Huts were obviously a feature of the forest in its early days, they have not 
been present in the village for many years, and when we purchased our property from the 
Forestry Commission, we (and all of the other property owners) were required to sign a 
covenant imposing a variety of restrictions, including the frequency and colour of the 
painting of our property order to ‘preserve the character of the village, which is somewhat 
unique’. That character, identical white-painted houses clustered around a village green, 
which we are required to preserve, does not involve Nissen Huts or similar buildings. Were 
we to apply for permission to erect a 10m long, 3m high grey Nissen Hut in our back garden 
it would, in all likelihood, be refused because of its impact on the character of the village 
and inappropriateness of design and materials. We submit that the same standard should 
be applied to this application and that it should be refused. 
 
2    Unacceptable increase in Disturbance 
 
The National Park Planning Core Policy A: Delivering National Park Purposes and Sustainable 
Development states inter alia that priority will be given to applications that ‘Provide a scale 
of development and level of activity that will not have an unacceptable impact on the 
wider landscape or the quiet enjoyment, peace and tranquillity of the National Park, nor 
detract from the quality of life of local residents or the experience of visitors.’ 
 
Development Policy 14: Tourism and Recreation states inter alia that New tourism 
development and the expansion or diversification of existing tourism businesses will be 
supported where: The development will not generate an increased level of activity, 
including noise, which would be likely to detract from the experience of visitors and the 
quality of life of local residents. 
 
The development of the Ellerburn Trail and its subsequent use as a children’s attraction 
using the Gruffalo and other fictional characters to attract more visitors has already had a 
huge impact on the residents of Dalby Village, especially those in nos. 1,2,7,8,9 and 10 
whose properties front onto the access route from the visitor car parks to the start of the 
trail. Information provided to us by the Forestry Commission shows that around 70,000 
people used the Ellerburn trail in the past 12 months. Given that visitors need to pass 
through the village in both directions to access the trail from the car parks, this equates to a 
footfall of 140,000 per year. This footfall is not evenly distributed and is heavily biased 
towards weekends and school holidays when the stream of people passing the front of the 



houses in the village can be continuous. The impact of 140,000 people in terms of noise, 
loose dogs, excited toddlers and general intrusion means that nobody uses their front 
gardens in the village any more, and the resident’s car parks are frequently blocked with 
visitors cars, despite the signage recently erected by the Forestry Commission. This is 
already, in our view, an unacceptable level of intrusion that detracts from our quality of life 
and, indeed, probably detracts from the experience of visitors on crowded days. 
 
The applicants have already stated in meetings with village representatives, and in the 
supporting documents to their application, that the development they propose will attract 
more visitors through the village, so the noise, disturbance and intrusion, which is already 
unacceptable, will only get worse. The new installation will further impact the village in that 
many of those coming to see it will remain close to the village to admire the sculpture rather 
than moving on further down the trail as happens at present. We contend that this 
development will exacerbate and already unacceptable situation and further detract from 
the quality of life of the village residents and the application should therefore be rejected. 
 
 
3    Traffic safety 
 
The National Park’s Development Policy 3: Design states inter alia that designs are likely to 
be acceptable if: The design takes account of the safety, security and access needs for all 
potential users of the development and provides car parking provision in line with the 
standards adopted by the Authority. 

Village residents, Forestry Commission staff, those accessing the fishing lakes near Paper 
Mill Farm, timber haulage lorries and others with legitimate business in the forest, as well as 
visitors (who frequently ignore the no-entry signs in attempting to drive through the village 
to the Ellerburn Trail), all  drive along the access road that will lead to the sculpture. In 
addition, large numbers of cyclists also use this road to access the forest resulting in 
congestion and confusion when the trail is at its busiest. Residents leaving the designated 
car parking areas or accessing their garages run a gauntlet of loose toddlers, loose dogs 
erratic cyclists and inattentive pedestrians on a daily basis. The proposed development will 
only serve to make this situation worse and there has been no provision made in the 
application for dealing with the additional footfall and traffic that the new installation would 
attract if it were permitted. We contend that the design makes no provision for the safety 
security and access needs of the potential users of the development and should be rejected. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Dr John R. and Mrs V. Allan 
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