
Email exchange between applicant and Ms Alexandra 
McDougall, Principal Planning & Enforcement Team Leader 
Please read in reverse order as the oldest email is at the bottom and the newest 
at the top. 

 
 

Although the applicant had not formally made a complaint, he had merely drawn the matter to 
the attention of Paul Satoor, CEO of the council, noting the imminent reversal and last-minute 
corruption of the Planning Officer’s clearly documented intended route to the Planning 
Committee. The council treated this correspondence as a complaint, and this document 
represents the first stage of that process. 

 
Ms McDougall sets out her findings, and the applicant provides his response. 

 
Ms McDougall states that her investigation has been based on a discussion with the planning 
officer and appears to have then taken her word for the course of events. Why didn’t she go 
through the file, including all of the email communications between the applicant and the officer, 
to validate this story? Why has she not gone through the plans and carried out an on-site survey 
at the property? What was her mandate for her investigation into the complaint? Was it a proper 
and thorough investigation of the complaint? 

 
She makes a comment that Sarah had been clear to the applicant that due to the number of 
objections, the application would need to be determined by the Planning Committee. As we know, 
it never got there, as that route was corrupted. As an aside, all communications with the Planning 
Officer are via email, and we can’t find where she does make this clear, so finding this is a “Pepsi 
challenge” for our readers!! 

 
It is noteworthy that Ms McDougall re-states the volume of objections from neighbours, so this 
was clearly discussed. But did the planning officer also tell Ms McDougall that the applicant had 
provided evidence of incitement by neighbours to object to the planning application, and another 
volunteering to help people with filing their objections on the Council website, with one 
neighbour stating that “she was happy to object if they wanted her to”? This evidence was 
provided in the form of WhatsApp messages on a WhatsApp group and can be seen in the report 
at the end of the email exchange between the applicant and the planning officer. 



If the planning officer did not state this in their discussion, then why didn’t she? And if she did, 
then why did Ms McDougall not see the 16 objections for what they are? Did Ms McDougall, in 
her investigation, look into which properties these objections came from and determine that most 
properties can’t even see the applicant’s house and are not affected by it? Did Ms McDougall not 
read the 50+ page response to the objections that the applicants had submitted to the planning 
officer at the outset, as part of her ‘complaint’ investigation? 

Did the planning officer also make Ms McDougall aware of the dead, dying, and dangerous 90ft 
high tree backed by the first tree report, which many neighbours wanted to remain in situ? And 
question what their motivations were for wanting to leave a dead or dying tree supported at the 
time with just one tree report (and later by another), while now objecting to the planning 
application on a property they can’t see from their own and that doesn’t affect them? What is this 
really all about? 

We ask the reader to ask themselves: how in-depth was this investigation into the ‘complaint’? 
What was her mandate, and was it just another part of a cover-up? And why wasn’t there a visit 
to check and verify the plans on-site? Do any of the stated Planning Officer’s comments in her 
discussion with Ms McDougall align with anything and everything that the planning officer has put 
in her email exchange with the applicant, which, apart from the on-site visit, was the only 
communication between the Planning Officer and the Applicant? 

The applicant’s response includes a document evidencing the entirety of the email exchange with 
the planning officer, supported by a concise summary of the key points: that the plans/design are 
those of the planning officer, and lists the ten dates/times when the planning officer indicated 
that the intended route for a decision (now reinforced by her own comments in paragraph 3) was 
the Planning Committee. This route has been corrupted at the last minute, for which no 
explanation has been received, and the ‘complaint’ needs to be escalated. 







Subject: 

Date: Tuesday, 26 November 2024 at 20:32:02 Greenwich Mean Time 

From: 

To: McDougall, Alexandra K. <alexandramcdougall@wirral.gov.uk> 

CC: MP Planning Enq <mpplanningenq@wirral.gov.uk>, Corpserv-CustomerFeedback 

<customerfeedback@wirral.gov.uk>, Lewis, Mandy S. <mandylewis@wirral.gov.uk>, Sato or. Paul 

<paulsatoor@wirral.gov.uk>, Stuart, Paul C. (Councillor) <paulstuart@wirral.gov.uk>, 

Attachments: Email correspondence between Sarah Lacey, Council Planning Officer , 

Dear Ms McDougall, 

Thank you for your email below. I don't believe your response satisfies or covers all of the points 

that I have previously made to Ms Lewis and Mr Satoor. 

My reply to the points you make is below. I believe I've answered them all, but please let me 

know if there are points that you think I've not replied to . 

Also as you indicate , please escalate this to complaint Level 2 for the reasons stated below. 

The plans / specifications are clearly Sarah's (this is evidenced below), and Sarah's 

documented intent to put the plans before the planning committee (also evidenced below ) has 

been corrupted. 

I'd also like to emphasise a point I made in my last email to Ms Lewis and Mr Satoor, where it 

has been suggested to me that Cllr Hodson has now found a way to reject plans that do not 

meet with his personal criteria or agenda. If you read the following link you will see, following his 

objection to another application in Heswall, he was subsequently then outvoted 7 to 1 

htt12s :/ /www.wirralglobe.co.u k/ news/24642 706. heswa ll-home-exte nsions-get-aQ12roved-

d espite-n e ighbour-row/ . There are some telling points in the article made by other Councillors 

on the planning committee. 

I draw your attention to the attached document which is the email exchange between Sarah, my 

architect and myself which is in reverse chronological order. Page 61 onwards details my 

"original response" to Sarah's initial email re the original extension. This answers a no. of points 

in your email below regarding the racist behaviour of some of our neighbours towards us , and 

how they have treated us differently over the removal of a dying , dangerous and potentially fatal 

tree (I had 2 separate surveys / reports carried out which both condemned it), whereas the 

same neighbours haven't said or acted when white families have trees cut down which have not 

had tree surveys (one of which was actually the "sister" tree to the one we had the tree survey 

/ reports on) . It also states how my wife had the door slammed in her face when she went to 

discuss the plans with one neighbour and how another neighbour didn't bother to turn up to a 

meeting to discuss the plans. A meeting that he had organised. This "original response" also 

points out this is the same behaviour mentioned in John Barnes's book The Uncomfortable 

Truth about Racism" and this Guardian article 

httQS :/ /www.th egua rd ian .com/boo ks/2 01 7 /ju n/03/whY.-no-long-ta lki ng-white-12eo12le-revi ew­

race-re n i-eddo-lodge-rac ism. I welcome any explanation from the neighbours as to why they were 

so resistant to a dead/ dying tree (supported by tree surveys/ reports ) being cut down and made 

safe, but made no objections when the 'sister' tree was cut down , nor other large trees in the 

immediate vicinity. 
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