Gareth Thomas

Case Manager

Telford and Wrekin Council

Development Management

PO Box 457

Wellington Civic Offices

Telford TF2 2FH

Email: planning.control@telford.gov.uk
17 February 2014
Re: Application number TWC/2013/1033. Land to the North of Haygate Road, Wellington, Telford, Shropshire and the planned erection of 330 dwellings with associated landscaping site access, and public open space.

Dear Gareth

We refer to the above planning application. We have examined the plans and we know the site well. We wish to strongly object to the proposed development of this site for the reasons set out below. 
We first comment on the Planning Policy context for this application and the Type of Application being considered. We next summarise our Material Reasons for Objection to the application with reference to a series of supporting documents. These appear as Appendices 1 to 6.  Finally, we formally request the opportunity to speak at the Planning Committee Meeting at which a decision on this application will be made. 
Planning Policy 
The Haygate View Residents Group is deeply disappointed in the T&WC planning policy context to this application.
In particular:
a) The Council still has not published its objective assessment of housing need, as required by the NPPF since March 2012. Repeated requests for the timing of this publication have been rebuffed and at a meeting with Council officers on 29/01/14, it became apparent that  it could be well through 2014 before the SHMA is published. In the interim , planning applications are being considered in a vacuum because the Council has still not completed this basic task.
b) The Council has been lacking in vigilance in its monitoring of the 5 year housing land supply in the Borough. The Council should have been monitoring this housing land supply against its own Core Strategy since 2008 and it has repeatedly  failed to do that. The December 2012 Annual Land Statement claimed that the Council had more than sufficient housing land supply and that was still the Council's position in August 2013. When challenged by the applicants , the Council hurriedly updated its calculation and admitted in November 2013 that the Borough had in fact only two and a half years land supply. We understand from our meeting on 29/01/14 that much of the reassessment of the housing land availability was done internally by a Council officer. Contrary to best practice, none of this assessment is contained in the Council's November 2013 document which was hastily endorsed by T&WC Cabinet in December 2013.
c) The Council has been tardy in progressing its Local Plan. That it is in spite of being encouraged to do an early review by the Inspector examining the Core Strategy back in 2007. The Council has repeatedly and until recently shown on its website that the new Local plan would be adopted by 2014. In December 2013, T&WC Cabinet approved a new time-line which showed that the new Local Plan would not now be ready for adoption until April 2016. And , that particular  time-line includes the incredibly optimistic assumption that it will only take 6 months between the Local Plan being submitted and the Plan being adopted. No local planning authority in England  is achieving anything like that speed of progress and therefore, in reality, it is likely that the Plan will not be adopted until at least 2017. It is for this reason that a senior T&WC Councillor  described Telford & Wrekin as a "plan-less Borough" at its December 2013 Cabinet meeting.
None of this provides a positive policy context to assessing a site which the Council and its predecessors have repeatedly regarded as being inappropriate for development.
The failings of Telford & Wrekin Council's Planning Service have left this site, and indeed many areas of the Borough, vulnerable to speculative residential development.
Type of Application 
The Haygate View Residents Group is deeply disappointed that T&WC has allowed the applicants to proceed with an outline application when  the Council ought to have insisted that a full application should have been submitted. There are a number of reasons why this should have been the case but in particular:
a) The site is outside the designated development area of Telford and has been so for more than 45 years of consistent plan making by the relevant planning authorities. This site was explicitly rejected as being unsuitable for development by the T&W Core Strategy.
b) The site is adjacent to a registered historic park and is protected by saved policy HE24 in the Wrekin Local Plan.
c) The site is proximate to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and its development would  have an impact on the setting of the AONB.
For these and many other reasons, the Council should have insisted on a full planning application.
Instead it has allowed an unashamedly speculative developer to submit an outline residential planning application which has been supported by a series of documents by the applicants which do not stand up to rigorous scrutiny.
By adopting its passive stance, the Council has placed itself in a much weaker position to assess properly the planning application. And should it approve the outline application, the Council would  be in a weaker position when dealing with the detailed applications from the subsequent house builders which  might develop the site.
This second fundamental failing by T&WC Planning Service has left the Council and the people of the Borough in a very much weaker position in dealing with this speculative residential development.
Material Reasons for Objection 
Here we set out a summary of our material reasons for objection to the application. These comments are further developed in a series of supporting documents which appear as Appendices One to Six. 
Planning Statement - See Appendix One
We challenge the applicants assertion that this site is definitely sustainable development, given the inappropriateness of the site and the adverse impacts of the development. The presumption in favour of sustainable development is not unlimited and should not be used to support inappropriate development. 
The Gladman Planning Statement (GPS) : 
· systematically, but selectively, goes through the NPPF to give support to 
their application but omits reference, for example, to the principle of 
brownfield development

· admits that the development would use best and most versatile 
agricultural land (and is therefore contrary to para. 111 of NPPF) but it 
goes on to say “the use of best and most versatile land to meet the 
development requirements in Wellington is inevitable.” This is patently 
incorrect, given the significant  number of brownfield sites in Wellington 
which are highly suited to residential development 

· admits that '...the site at Haygate Road is defined as being outside the 
development boundary'. In planning terms the site is outside the 
planning boundary of Telford and has been so for over 45 years since the 
New Town was designated and this has been confirmed in FOUR 
successive 
“Local Plans” by the Council

· makes selective use of T&WC policies to support their case.  It should be 
remembered that T&WC explicitly rejected this site when preparing  the 
Core Strategy and there is a written record to that effect
Design and Access Statement (DAS) – See Appendix Two
This is a major development on a significant and sensitive site and the submission of an application for outline planning permission leaves issues other than 'highway access' the subject of 'reserve matters'. This leaves open the question of how the Council can assure design quality should permission be granted?
The proposed configuration does not reflect the character of the area or the visual appearance of properties in the locality. The application states that, 'The overall vision for the site is to provide a distinctive and high quality place which enhances the qualities and character of Wellington’. The DAS fails to demonstrate how this will be achieved, indeed what's presented shows a proposal that could potentially be anywhere in the country, with little or no distinctive design quality, evident from the information available. 
For example, the application describes the,  ‘...vast majority of dwellings in the surrounding area as being 2 – 2.5 storeys high’. 
This is misleading and ignores the fact that almost all properties in the vicinity 

are two storey houses or bungalows. Furthermore, locating 2 – 3 storey 

housing on the boundary of the development with, at worst no, and at best 

a 10m buffer zone, is wholly inappropriate to the scale of the surrounding 

dwellings. The relevant guidance requires that the '...size of new buildings 

relates to the size of existing neighboring ones’. 
The proposed 'massing' for the development is also wholly inappropriate. To be in keeping with the locality, the majority of dwellings need to be low density, with high density housing located away from the boundaries of the estate. Low density housing, along the boundaries of the development, would also enable the creation of homes with front and rear gardens, which is a key feature of the dwellings in the locality. The layout of the proposed development needs adjusting to take this into account by moving the ‘Main Street’ over to the west and into the centre of the Site.
Landscape and Visual Impact – See Appendix Three
The proposed development if approved will change the look and feel of Wellington forever. 

From a historic conservation perspective, the application site is adjacent to the English Heritage Grade II* listed Orleton Hall and the Historic Park and Gardens as acknowledged in the Historic Environment Desk Based Assessment. This site is integral to Wellington's unique and historic Haygate vista. 
With regard to National Landscape Character, the proposed development clearly conflicts with the statement in ‘Shaping the Future’, in that it will change the character from a “distinctly rural pastoral character”, to one of a built, urban development.

With respect to Local Landscape Character the proposal does not “safeguard and strengthen the unique character of Shropshire’s landscape”, but instead extends the urban edge of Wellington into the countryside.

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment contained within the application does not mention the boroughs' Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study from 2009. This Study assessed the site as being of a High-Medium sensitivity and of a Low capacity for housing development. 

The proposed development also conflicts with the AONB and the Wrekin Scheduled Monument designations, given its location within the existing agricultural landscape, and the close proximity to the Wrekin. 

Finally, the landscape mitigation proposals fail to substantially address the impact of the development on the north-eastern and south-eastern boundaries. A buffer zone of at least 30m and a densely planted woodland area, with suitably thorny species planting is required. 
Flooding and Drainage – See Appendix Four
The Flood Risk assessment provided in support of this application appears to be incomplete in respect of several concerns, particularly with regard to ‘flood risk’ from the development and the capacity of the local drainage system. 
Flood modelling appears to be based on a very limited understanding of the topography of the surrounding area. The Drainage Strategy Plan relies on a limited number of Ordnance Survey derived spot heights giving a generalised surface water flow. 
It is therefore essential that a full topographic survey of the proposed development site and it’s environ is undertaken to fully understand the potential impact that peak predicted surface water flow will have on adjacent properties that are located at the base of the escarpment.
Furthermore, it is apparent that a number of issues regarding drainage remain as yet unresolved. This may relate to the fact that no intrusive ground surveys have been undertaken and that a full understanding of the site hydrology is far from complete.
Given the current acute flooding problems being experienced throughout the country due to extreme weather events, we feel that issues relating to  flooding and drainage from the development should be resolved before planning permission is granted and NOT under condition when the application has been approved. 
Highway Issues – See Appendix Five
This development will undoubtedly increase traffic and vehicle movements within the locality including Haygate Road, Haygate Drive, and Pendil Close. This is the subject of considerable concern to residents. In our view, this inappropriate development will result in an increase in unnecessary traffic, congestion and reduced road safety in and around the Haygate area of Wellington, adding additional burden to an already busy infrastructure. 
We understand that Highways Department modeling, which alongside the development to the North of Haygate Road, takes into account new housing at Ercall Wood, the land adjacent to Oaks Crescent, and the development on the Allscot site, can demonstrate appropriate mitigation of the predicted impact on the local traffic. 
However, we remain unconvinced that the impact of factors such as: the creation of local 'rat runs', the close proximity of the an M54 junction, Haygate Road as a main route into Wellington and the additional traffic created by residents in a new estate if built, on the residents in an established community can be fully evaluated by a modeling exercise. 
Travel Plan – See Appendix Six
The Travel Plan fails to identify actions that will deliver its laudable objectives and sustainable solutions to public transport, cycling walking and behaviour changes in the locality. It must be rejected by the Council and the developers asked to provide meaningful sustainable solutions for the development that will reduce traffic not greatly increase it, give future generations’ alternatives to car usage, and as a result will make a sustainable difference for the community. 
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
The SCI states: 

'GDL is pleased that a number of people engaged with the consultation process for the proposed site and provided comments during the pre-application process. Whilst many respondents objected to the principle of residential development on the site, others expressed support whilst some offered constructive comments. ' 
In our view this statement rather under states the depth and scale of opposition to this development. We do not believe that the SCI is fit for purpose and in fact needs to be substantially revised. In reality, we could only identify one individual supporting the proposal and we refer the Council to the 100+ objections already on file and the Petition objecting to the application signed by 450 people. 
Planning Committee Meeting
In conclusion we are formally requesting the opportunity to speak at the Planning Committee meeting at which a decision on this application will be made. Please advise of the date, time and venue for this meeting as soon as it is available. 

Yours faithfully

Mike & Jackie White

On behalf of the Haygate View Residents Group

Greenacres

Off Haygate Road

Wellington, Shropshire

TF1 2BW
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Appendix One

Critique of Gladman Planning Statement (GPS) with

comments from Haygate View Residents Group

Summary of key points with comments from Haygate View Residents Group in bold type.

   1. Executive Summary
· Case based on there being only two and a half years’ housing land supply.

· Therefore, saved Local Plan and Core Strategy are out of date and of limited weight.

· In the absence of up to date Local Plan, urgent need to release suitable greenfield sites.

· Therefore, based on para. 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Comment. We challenge the assertion that this site is definitely sustainable development, given the inappropriateness of the site and the adverse impacts of the development.

The NPPF presumption is not automatic as the recent Appeal decision at Hereford demonstrates.

2. Introduction
· Simply sets the context and lists the relevant documents.

3. The Site 
· Simply describes the application site.

4. The Proposed Development
· States that the proposed development and indicative masterplan have been informed by site investigations and technical studies This may be true but, as our analyses demonstrate, much of that  work does not stand up to rigorous scrutiny; e.g. Design & Access Statement , transport analysis, drainage info. etc.
· Refers to public consultation and Statement of Community Involvement.
But, as we have seen, that statement is very selective and is not fit for purpose. The applicants should be asked by the Council to redo this Statement properly and fairly
· Says that Gladman recognises the local vernacular and architectural character (including Orleton Park) and the proposals respond to this by embracing local distinctiveness. We challenge all this in our own landscape assessment.
· Talks of site being marketed after getting approval and then delivery of the site at around 40-50 dwellings per year taking 7-8 years to complete.

· Planning obligations (“s.106”) info. submitted as part of the application.

5. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

· The Gladman Planning Statement (GPS)  systematically, but selectively, goes through the NPPF to give support to their application but omits reference, for example, to the principle of brownfield development. The presumption in favour of sustainable development is not unlimited and should not be used to support inappropriate development.
· The GPS says the scheme supports sustainable development in respect of its economic role (and refers to a report on economic effects by Regeneris Consulting) and social role and environmental role. The GPS makes great play of their open space and planting provision but we have reservations about the scale of this provision and the location of the play space.
· The GPS runs through the presumption in favour of sustainable development and refers to the Sustainability Matrix at Appendix A.   We consider that this is superficial and in some cases worryingly inaccurate e.g. schools provision.
· Extols the virtues of promoting sustainable transport (This is challenged in our transport analysis).
· Refers to par. 47 of NPPF to support the delivery of housing.

· Makes reference to promoting healthy communities (pp. 69-70 of NPPF and meeting the challenges of climate change and flooding (para. 95 et al in NPPF) and conserving natural environment (para. 109 et al of NPPF). All of this is superficial but there are some interesting points. The GPS admits that the development would use best and most versatile agricultural land (and is therefore contrary to para. 111 of NPPF) but it goes on to say “the use of best and most versatile land to meet the development requirements in Wellington is inevitable.” This is patently incorrect, given the significant  number of brownfield sites in Wellington which are highly suited to residential development 
· Conserving and enhancing the Historic Environment is dealt with very briefly. We have done our own critique on this matter.
· Sums up their case by quoting again the key sentences in para. 49 of the NPPF;

6. The Development Plan

· The GPS states that that the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and the Structure Plan are no longer relevant to this application and basically this is now correct.

· Wrekin Local Plan. The GPS asserts that the Wrekin Local Plan is undermined by the 5 year housing land supply point and then go on to selectively look at the WLP policies. They do admit that “ the site at Haygate Road is defined as being outside the development boundary” ( In planning terms it is outside the planning boundary of Telford and has been so for over 45 years since the New Town was designated and this has been confirmed in FOUR successive “Local Plans” by the Council). The GPS analysis is selective and, for example, they make no mention of the highly relevant “saved” policy HE24 on Historic Environment. 
·  Telford & Wrekin Core Strategy (T&WCS) gets similar treatment in the GPS in that it is undermined by the 5 year housing land supply argument but the GPS also makes great play in the Planning Inspector’s criticisms in her 2007 report on the T&WCS. Again there is selective use of the T&WCS policies to support their case.  It should be remembered that T&WC explicitly rejected this site when preparing  the Core Strategy and there is a written record to that effect.

· Emerging Local Plan “Shaping Places”. The GPS proceeds to make a flimsy case for their site based on the consultation so far. 
7. The Planning Balance

· The GPS makes great play of the Government’s overall approach and repeats all their arguments about 5 year housing land supply and presumption in favour of sustainable development so there is no point repeating all that again.

· There is an interesting quote from the T&WCCS Inspector in 2007:
“ The recommended reduction in timespan of the Core Strategy to 2016 would allow an early review to include recent housing policy on the basis of the forthcoming Strategic Housing Market assessment together with the results of monitoring of housing development in the early part of the plan period”

Note the repeated references to “EARLY”.

· On 5 year housing land supply,  we are  familiar with the fact that, in November 2013, T&WC admitted that they had been failing to monitor housing land availability against their Core Strategy, as they        should have been doing since 2007, as required by para. 54 of the Planning Policy Statement No 3 on Housing (PPS3), as published by the November 2006 by the then Labour Govt., and republished by the new        Government in 2010 and repeated in the NPPF in 2012.

· The revised 5 year housing land supply is 8,612 and T&WC now states that their 5 year housing supply is only 4,387. Hence the calculation that they have only a two and a half years’ supply. We think the revised T&WC housing requirement is now eventually correct but we consider that their supply side assessment is too pessimistic. They have only counted 4,145 out of 7,958 dwelling plot capacity on sites with planning approval and large chunks of Lawley, for example, have been excluded. This means exclusion of Lawley ( a brownfield site) results in speculative housing development on a greenfield site like the Gladman proposal. We now understand that this supply side assessment was carried out internally in autumn 2013 but, contrary to best practice, this has not been published by T&WC.

8. Affordable Housing.
· This is a technical section which outlines the Borough wide need for affordable housing. It then refers to T&WC policy approach of seeking 20% of housing for affordable housing in Telford. It suggests that this site might deliver 83 affordable housing units, subject to their viability reports, which amounts to 25%.
· We think the key issue for us is how the developers will handle this issue with a registered social landlord (“housing association”) and local people will want to know where these are located. 
8. Summary and Conclusions 

· This just sums up the Gladman case and repeats their key arguments  (so no point in going over all that again) and concludes by saying that planning permission should be granted.

Appendix 1:  Sustainability Matrix

· This is both superficial and in some places inaccurate; complete lack of understanding of local schools, for example. It is not fit for purpose and the Council should ask the applicants to redo this assessment fairly and accurately and in accordance with best practice.

Appendix 2:  T&W Housing Land Supply Statement (Nov. 2013).

· Just replicates what we have already seen. 

Appendix 3:  Draft Heads of Terms on s.106 financial contributions

· Shows in very basic outline what the developers might pay e.g transport schemes.

Haygate View Residents Group
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Appendix Two
Key Points Relating to Design and Access Statement (DAS)
1. The proposal is for a major development on a significant and sensitive site, and at present full planning approval is only being sought for

'highway access'. All other matters are being reserved. As a result there is vagueness, lack of clarity, and even confusion about key aspects of the proposal, and this leaves open the question, if the scheme goes ahead, of how the Council be certain that they can retain control of design quality? 


2. Examples of discrepancies and conflict within the DAS include:

· The 3 dimensional sketch on page 2 does not accurately reflect the layout plan (04) as the proposed houses backing on to bungalows in Woodlands Avenue seem to have bigger gardens on the sketch. 

· This discrepancy is even further highlighted if you compare the layout plan (04) with the sketch on page 63 of the DAS. The proximity of the dwellings to the bungalows and other properties adjacent to the site is unacceptable.

· The image on page 46 shows a sketch of the junction between the proposed new access road and Haygate Road, but as no vision plays are shown is this an accurate representation? 

· The street hierarchy drawing on page 48 clearly shows ‘private drives’ (i.e. for vehicles) to the properties facing Haygate Road, however the 3D images (for example on pages 37 and 46) show this as a footpath. Again misleading and enhancing the appearance.

· Page 50 shows a typical corner plot arrangement but it is difficult to locate this on the master plan.

While some of the above points may be relatively minor, they highlight a very real concern that the current information is in-sufficient for the Council to determine a planning application of this scale. The DAS is vague, trying to cover all options, probably to allow maximum flexibility for future developers who will have to achieve approval of reserved matters. As a result (should the development go ahead) the Council will have a much more difficult task to control the quality of the development.


3. The DAS Page 53 refers to the ‘vast majority of dwellings in the surrounding area as being 2 – 2.5 storeys high’. This  is misleading as almost all properties in Haygate Road (and the lanes off), Haygate Drive, Herbert Avenue, Pendil Close, Hollies Road etc. etc. are two storey with a significant number of bungalows adjacent to the site - a fact that seems to be ignored completely. This is one of several statements in the document that could leave the way open for a large number of 2.5 – 3 storey dwellings on the site which would be inappropriate to the scale of the surrounding dwellings. 


This is contradictory to CABEs guidance on DAS which states that:

‘Scale means the size of buildings and spaces, and details will be set out in the planning application. The maximum and minimum sizes will need to be included in outline applications. The statement needs to show why those sizes are right for the site, which often means explaining how the size of new buildings relates to the size of existing neighbouring ones’. 
4. Reference to the topography of the site has been made elsewhere and the problem that this may cause in relation to new dwellings over-looking existing dwellings, and also drainage. To fully assess this aspect of the DAS, requires access to cross sectional drawings through key parts of the site, showing the relationship between proposed and existing properties especially adjacent to Woodlands Avenue, Powder Lane, the unnamed lane off Haygate Road and Haygate Road itself. Cross sections are essential for those assessing the scheme to ensure that the scheme works technically and visually, and this level of detail should be available for public comment.

5. The DAS is also full of vague comments, here are a few which can be challenged:

· ‘The overall vision for the site is to provide a distinctive and high quality place which enhances the qualities and character of Wellington’. The documents fails to demonstrate how this will be achieved, indeed the information presented show a proposal that could potentially be anywhere in the country, with little or no design quality. For example what do they mean by ‘distinctive’? There is no mention of one unique aspect of this part of Wellington which is that in some roads (Herbert Ave, Haygate Road, Haygate Drive, Holyhead Road for example), many of the houses are ‘different’ from those adjacent to them, –  how is the proposed scheme ‘distinctive’?
· ‘Housing will be set within a robust green infrastructure’. This is hardly the case with only 10m buffer zones proposed between new and existing.
· ‘Rather than attempt to imitate existing built development, the design is inspired by the character and detail found within Wellington and the adjacent Orleton Park landscape’. There is little if any convincing evidence in the documents which demonstrates how this has / will be achieved.
· ‘the scheme has been developed using the 12 Building for life criteria developed by CABE’. The following are examples of criteria which the scheme does not achieve:
· ‘should integrate into its surroundings by reinforcing existing connections and creating new ones, whilst also respecting existing buildings and land uses along the boundaries of the development site’. The proposal clearly fails to do this.
· ‘The scheme should have access to good public transport’. As raised by others, this is not the case.
· ‘Should create a place with a locally inspired or otherwise distinctive character’. Given the level of information provided we can have no confidence this will be achieved.

6.  The current plan shows approximately 313 ‘plots’ (see drawing 04 Design Principles). If we accept that some of these are 2 – 3 storey flats, we can see how the figure of up to 330 dwellings for the development is arrived at. However, a key concern is that gardens / parking areas already appear to be very small in some cases. Therefore, if outline planning is granted on the basis of this information, it is almost certain that future developers will seek to extend development into the ‘green infrastructure’ which is already inadequate. This again emphasises the importance of challenging the Council to seek more details on the proposal now, rather than dealing with key aspects as reserved matters.
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Appendix Three

Comments relating to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)

Landscape Character
With regard to National Landscape Character, the proposed development clearly conflicts with the statement in ‘Shaping the Future’, in that it will change the character from a “distinctly rural pastoral character”, to one of a built, urban development.

The landscape in which the proposed application site is located is identified as being in National Character Area 61, the 'Shropshire, Cheshire and Staffordshire Plain'. To quote, 'The Plain has a distinctly rural, pastoral character that would benefit from maintenance and enhancement where possible'.

With regard to Local Landscape Character, the proposed development clearly conflicts with the aims of the Shropshire Character Framework, in that it does not “safeguard and strengthen the unique character of Shropshire’s landscape”, but instead extends the urban edge of Wellington into the countryside.

From a local perspective, the land features in Shropshire Council’s ‘The Shropshire Landscape Typology’ (September 2006) as part of the ‘Shropshire Character Framework’ assessment. To quote, 'The Shropshire Character Framework provides a powerful tool that planners, landscape and countryside managers, developers, communities and other decision makers can use to ensure that sustainable management of change is achieved.'

The Application Site is also within Estate Farmlands Landscape Character Type (LCT). The development would immediately change the Landscape Character of the area from agricultural parkland to ‘urban built development’ and ‘Estate Farmlands’ LCT would disappear on this Site. Mitigation measures are proposed, but they are not ‘substantial’ and they do not replace ‘Estate Farmlands’ LCT.

Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity for Housing
The Site is directly adjacent (along the western boundary) to the Historic Orleton Hall and Park. This garden, house and other historic features are registered under the Historic Buildings and Ancient Monuments Act 1953 within the Register of Historic Parks and Gardens by English Heritage for their special historic interest. 

The Borough's Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study 2009 sets out its aim as being to identify those landscapes that should be protected from development. It is therefore perhaps not surprising to note, that the applicants LVIA does not even mention this study under its Landscape Character section. 

With respect to landscape sensitivity the Study identifies the site's as being of High/Medium Sensitivity because of, '...its relationship to the historic parkland and in its contribution as open countryside separating the parkland from this edge of Wellington. Further, '….the area acts as part of a green buffer between the urban settlement and Orleton Hall and its formal parkland which is a Historic Park and Garden. For this reason the area is sensitive.'

Regarding housing capacity the Study identifies the site as having low capacity for housing development. It concludes, '...this site is not appropriate for housing development because of its relationship to the historic parkland to the west and to the wider farmed landscape to the north, and because it contains several mature or veteran parkland trees....' and '...the area has no capacity for housing as it acts as part of a green buffer between the urban settlement of Wellington and Listed Orleton Hall and its formal parkland which is an Historic Park and Garden...' 
Shropshire Hills AONB and the Wrekin Scheduled Monument
The proposed development conflicts with the AONB and the Wrekin Scheduled Monument designations, given its location within the existing agricultural landscape, and the close proximity to the Wrekin. 
The Shropshire Hills Management Plan states that, '...the AONB boundary is drawn tight around the wooded hills of the Wrekin and the Ercall, and so the quality of the surrounding area is very important as a setting for the AONB.'
The LVIA submitted assesses the landscape effects upon the Shropshire Hills AONB as Negligible-Minor adverse. The landscape effects would in fact more accurately be Moderate to Major adverse, given the location of the development within the existing agricultural landscape, and the high sensitivity and national designations of AONB and the Wrekin Scheduled Monument.
Visual Impact of the Proposed Development
The application Masterplan shows a landscape buffer with a narrow area of tree planting along the western boundaries, but this does not appear to be either ‘substantial’ nor ‘significant’ in width or area. The landscape mitigation proposals fail substantially to address the impact of the development on the north-eastern and south-eastern boundaries. 
Along these boundaries lie established residential properties many of which 

are located at a considerably lower elevation than the application site. The landscape mitigation proposed along these boundaries is wholly inadequate and needs to be substantially improved to include a buffer zone of at least 30m and a densely planted woodland area, with suitably thorny species planting. 
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Appendix Four

Comments Relating to Flooding and Drainage
The Flood Risk assessment provided in support of this application appears to be incomplete in respect of several concerns, particularly with regard to ‘flood risk’ from the development. The properties of Woodlands Avenue are set at a lower level than the application site, and would therefore be at greater risk of flooding from the proposed built development than with the existing agricultural landscape. 
Flood modelling appears to be based on a very limited understanding of the topography of the surrounding area. The Drainage Strategy Plan relies on a limited number of Ordnance Survey derived spot heights giving a generalised surface water flow in a south to north direction following a generalised slope declivity of c.1.45. What it fails to take into consideration is the very acute changes in level along the site interface with the rear gardens of Woodlands Avenue where a scarp edge is formed due to significant cutting back (presumably during the original construction of the pre-fabricated housing development) of the natural ground slope. 
We note from the application that the developer intends to install a sewage pumping station to discharge foul drainage from the site. We believe that a combined sewer system exists in Wellington. This means that both storm and foul drainage run into one pipe. We were unable to find any mention of this in the application or how the pumping station will be maintained in the long term. 
Additionally, there is the potential for individual property owners on the development to negate any SUDS provision by installing hard non-porous surfaces within their property boundaries. 
It is essential that a full topographic survey of the proposed development site and it’s environ is undertaken to fully understand the potential impact that peak predicted surface water flow will have on adjacent properties that are located at the base of the escarpment.
Furthermore, the executive summary seems to imply that a number of issues regarding drainage remain as yet unresolved. This may relate to the fact that no intrusive ground surveys have been undertaken and that a full understanding of the site hydrology is far from complete.
Given the current acute flooding problems being experienced throughout the country due to extreme weather events, we feel that issues relating to  flooding and drainage from the development should be resolved before planning permission is granted and NOT under condition when the application has been approved. A more detailed submission by the applicant addressing the issues identified above would allow a more considered response to be made the Council. 
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Appendix Five

Comments regarding Highway Issues
Overview
This development will undoubtedly increase traffic and vehicle movements within the locality including Haygate Road, Haygate Drive, and Pendil Close. This is the subject of considerable concern to residents. In our view, this inappropriate development will result in an increase in unnecessary traffic, congestion and reduced road safety in and around the Haygate area of Wellington, adding additional burden to an already busy infrastructure. 
We understand that Highways Department modelling, which alongside the development to the North of Haygate Road, takes into account new housing at Ercall Wood, the land adjacent to Oaks Crescent, and the development on the Allscot site, can demonstrate appropriate mitigation of the predicted impact on the local traffic. However, as part of this modelling exercise the issues highlighted below need to be fully considered. 

Traffic Surveys
The applicants local traffic survey, taken by the developers on a single day in June 2013 provides a wholly inadequate analysis of the flow of local traffic. It quotes a maximum queue length of no more than 11 vehicles at junctions. Our own survey taken on the morning of 23 January 2014, identified peak queues of traffic at 28 vehicles at the same junctions. 

Furthermore, roads in the Haygate area are already subject to high levels of traffic during the morning and evening peak work and school run periods, resulting in lengthy queues with drivers inevitably resorting to potentially dangerous 'rat run' behaviour. We estimate that a development of up to 330 houses in what is currently a semi-rural area, will potentially  bring an extra 500 domestic vehicles on to the roads, plus the associated service and delivery traffic. This will inevitably lead to greater pressure on Haygate Road network including major junctions with the M54 motorway, the Holyhead Road and Roman Road. 
M54 Junction 7
We note that as at 3 February 2014, the Highways Agency, has given the applicant 3 months to provide, '...satisfactory information that the operation of the M54 motorway is not adversely affected by the proposal'. 
Junction 7 of the M54 is already subject to traffic congestion and slip lane  queues at peak times. The current layout of the motorway exit, results in most west bound exiting traffic crossing oncoming traffic. The projected increase in traffic from the development, and we understand the proposal to use traffic lights to control the flow of traffic, can only serve to further exacerbate the current situation. 

Haygate Road/Holyhead Road Junction
We understand that the developers propose a signalled filter lane to take traffic from the Holyhead Road on to Haygate Road. Such a system will undoubtedly adversely impact on the semi-rural character of the Haygate Road area. Furthermore, taken in isolation this proposal only serves to bring more traffic at speed onto the Haygate Road. There do not appear to be any plans to mitigate against the impact of this increase in traffic or the speed at which it will join Haygate Road. 

Holyhead Road/Roman Road Junction
The junction of Roman Road and Holyhead Road where a filter lane already exists presents similar issues in that there do not appear to be any plans to handle the increase in traffic.

Haygate Road/Bridge Road Junction
At the other end of Haygate Road the junction with Bridge Road presents a different issue. Here the additional traffic will simply need to queue back from the junction and up Haygate Road. This will therefore become a congestion 'black spot' on the approach to Wellington Town centre. 

Haygate Road/Hollies Road Junction
This junction appears to have been completed ignored by the Highways Department and by the developer. Being at the top of a sharp incline, this junction is already busy and potentially dangerous to drivers and  pedestrians alike on route to and from the town centre. The junction additionally serves as access to the primary schools on North Road. 

Access to Proposed Development on to Haygate Road
A 7.3m single way carriageway is planned to serve the proposed development. During peak traffic times vehicles wishing to turn right out of the development and onto the Haygate Road will result in queues of tailed back traffic at a potentially busy and dangerous junction. Again, this can only add to the problems associated with a road that is already heavily use and congested. 
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Appendix Six  
Comments regarding the Travel Plan

The Travel Plan begins by setting out the following objectives;

· Contribute to traffic reduction and other sustainable transport objectives set out in national, regional and local policies,

· Improve accessibility of the Site by sustainable modes of transport and address traffic and parking issues,
·  Widen choice of travel mode for all those travelling to/from the Site.
However, in our view the Travel Plan fails to meaningfully address, the sustainability issues associated with the application. It is a plan that plays lip service to the notion of sustainability and appears to have been produced by the developers as a 'tick box' exercise.

As such the Travel Plan should be rejected and the developers asked to submit proposals that will at least satisfy their laudable objectives.

For example to meet the first objective a residential target reduction is set to reduce the “assumed” travel rates by 10% from 0.70 to O.63. This sets a target reduction of 23 vehicles per hour at peak times. Targets are meant to be ambitious and SMART (Specific; Measurable; Achievable; Realistic and Time bound) 

“The TP provides a mechanism for implementing the above SMART transport policies”................. “The target maximum car use (above) should be significantly lower than would be expected from the development without a TP............... (Page 18/19)

The target reduction is neither SMART (Time Bound) or ambitious.
But, alarmingly, as detailed below, there are no proposals to support this reduction by offering residents any meaningful sustainable alternatives. 

Public Transport
The nearest public transport bus stop is 450 metres from the development and exceeds the Councils walking distance criteria. This bus route takes nearly an hour to go to Telford centre, we understand is under review and may not exist in the near future.  The Plan does not include any suggested alternatives and there are no proposals on improving bus routes in the area. For rail users there are no proposals to offer any improvements for access such as morning buses at peak times aligned to train timetables. 

There is another bus route to Shrewsbury, Wellington and Telford town centre which does not run at times suitable for commuting. There are no proposals to improve any of these services to encourage use from any residents on the development.
Cycling

Even within the development there is no planned design to make it cycle friendly. There are no considerations to improve the cycle routes to link to other public transport such as the train station. This could easily be achieved by providing access through Orleton Terrace and onwards to a designated cycle route. Facilities at the station to store more cycles would need to be improved. Likewise no thought for cycle routes to the bus station and again providing suitable cycle storage. 

Walking
Similarly the improvement of walking routes in any way has been overlooked, beyond expecting that a few dropped kerbs will encourage greater pedestrian activity. Signage for walkers is not mentioned. Road crossings in Hollies Road or across Haygate Road which will support safe pedestrian activity have not been considered.

How pedestrians can walk to local Primary and Secondary Schools (even ignoring their capacity problems) is not detailed. 

Behavioural Change
In short the Travel Plan offers no realistic ways of changing behaviour by designing into the site and adjacent infrastructure sustainable alternative choices for the residents. 

Instead residents are to be subjected to a series of surveys to monitor the development traffic without any realistic stimuli to achieve even the minimal 10 % travel rate reduction they have set as a target. There is no suggestion how they will modify or adjust their plan if the minimal targets are not met. The opportunity to use social media in changing behaviour and gaining participation and involvement in alternatives, has not surprisingly, been completely overlooked.  

Finally there is a residential action plan summary (Table 3) which lamentably demonstrates the failure of the travel plan to achieve even its own modest targets.  
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