
 

 

 

TWC/2015/1064  
Land east of Queensway HLC, Queensway, Hortonwood, Telford, Shropshire 
Hybrid planning application.  Part A: Outline planning application for the construction 
of an employment park comprising of up to 54,404 sq.m of general industrial / 
warehouse and distribution floorspace (Use Classes B8 and B2) with ancillary 
floorspace comprising offices, retail, restaurant/café and hot food take away (Use 
Classes B1, A1, A3 and A5) with all matters reserved except for the means of 
access to the site. Part B: Full planning application for the construction of two 
general industrial / warehouse and distribution units (Unit 9: 6,400 sq.m and Unit 10: 
3,156 sq.m) with ancillary office accommodation (Use Classes B2, B8 and B1) along 
with site-wide infrastructure works (access, drainage, earthworks and strategic 
landscaping  
 
APPLICANT RECEIVED 
HCA & Telford and Wrekin Council,  Sheila Dixon 26/11/2015 
 
PARISH WARD 
Hadley and Leegomery Hadley and Leegomery 
 
OFFICER Daniel Owen 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 At the Planning Committee meeting on the 16th March 2016 Members 

deferred the consideration of the application so that further consideration 
could be given to the proposed access arrangements, and in particular to the 
relationship of the development with the adjacent Queensway HLC School 
and whether it was possible to prevent or limit the use of the existing access 
road adjacent to the school.  
 

1.2 Following the Committee Meeting the applicant has investigated whether 
there are any alternative access arrangements that could be provided at the 
site.  Details of a number of alternative arrangements have been considered 
and they have also been assessed by the Council’s Highways Officers.   
 

1.3 Officers have also engaged in discussions with the Principal of the 
Queensway HLC School to better understand the concerns that they had 
raised with the proposal, and to see whether any revisions could be made to 
the application to overcome those concerns.   In addition further consideration 
has been given to the issues raised by objectors at the Planning Committee.  

 
2. REPRESENTATIONS 

 
2.1 The main concern raised by the Planning Committee in relation to the access 

to the site centred on the potential impact of the second access road on the 
safe operation of the adjacent Queensway HLC School.  The Principal of the 
School had raised an objection to the planning application and this had been 
echoed by Hadley and Leegomery Parish Council.  Following the Planning 
Committee meeting officers met with the Principal of the School in order to 
better understand their concerns.   



 

 

 

 
2.2 Following those discussions the Principal of the School has confirmed that 

subject to the following being provided they are happy to withdraw their 
objections to the application: 

 
1. That the applicant pays for the installation of access control on the gates 

that access QHLC so we can maintain a safe and secure line during the 
school day;  

2. That an acoustic fence is erected to the eastern boundary of the school 
along the existing boundary line. This fence needs to meet with the gate 
to ensure the secure line is maintained; 

3. Signage will be installed so HGVs can identify the school site and be 
mindful of students, staff and visitors accessing QHLC during the school 
day; 

4. HGVs and other traffic will be encouraged to use the main entrance 
further down the A442 to minimise traffic on the QHLC access road; 

5. That the Council’s Highways department consider possible traffic calming 
measures on the access road to QHLC; 

6. That the school are involved, with Interserve, on a traffic management 
plan during the construction phase so that we ensure the safety of 
students and staff as Hortonwood is built. 

 
2.3 In response to the above the following can be confirmed: 
 

1. The applicant has agreed to pay for the installation of access control on 
the gates within the School site to ensure that there is a safe and secure 
line within the site and this can be secured by condition. 
 

2. An acoustic fence will be erected along the line of the existing School 
boundary.  

 

3. Signage will be installed, at the applicant’s cost, at the existing entrance of 
the school to notify drivers of the presence of the School. 

 

4. Signage will also be used to direct traffic associated with the application 
site towards the proposed signal controlled junction.  

 

5. Traffic calming measures have been considered along the stretch of road 
that runs along the front of the school however the Council’s Highways 
Officers do not consider that this would be appropriate.  Traffic calming 
comes in two general forms; horizontal and vertical.  Vertical features do 
not work well with lorries and a lot of noise is generated as they bounce 
over them.  Horizontal features need a relatively constant flow in both 
directions to ensure traffic slows down and gives way.  There needs to be 
sufficient space to site the feature and adequate visibility.  In this instance 
the proximity of the A442 junction, the school access, the new car 
park/solar farm access and the bend in the estate road would make it 
difficult to accommodate such a feature.  In addition HGVs moving off 
from these types of features will generate additional noise.  Given the 
natural gradient of the road it is considered that HGVs will already be 



 

 

 

travelling slowly from the A442.  Additional signage could be installed 
within the application site to advise drivers that they are approaching a 
school and to advise them to drive slowly.  
 

6. A Construction Environmental Management Plan has been submitted as 
part of the planning application.  The School has advised that their 
concern relates to the time that deliveries are made to the site during the 
construction period and whether they will conflict with the main drop off 
and pick up times for the School.  The School has advised that they would 
like construction deliveries to be outside of the hours of 08:40 to 09:15 
and 14:25 to 15:30 Monday to Thursday and 08:40 to 09:15 and 12:45 to 
13:30 on a Friday.  The submitted CEMP needs to be slightly amended to 
reflect these hours and this can be controlled by Condition.  Officers have 
agreed with the Principal of the School that they will be consulted before 
the CEMP is approved.   

 
2.4 The Principal of the Queensway HLC has confirmed in writing that based on 

the above, all of which can be satisfactorily controlled by condition, they have 
no objection to the proposed development.  
 

2.5 Hadley and Leegomery Parish Council have been kept informed of the 
discussions between Officers and the Principal of the School.  They have 
confirmed that Cllr John Smart has been in contact with Queensway HLC and 
that the school is satisfied that adequate measures to manage the potential 
increased risk to pupils resulting from the development will now form part of 
the development plans.   As the School's concerns have now been addressed 
the Parish Council has confirmed that they have no objection to this 
development. 
 

2.6 It should be noted that the representations from both the School and the 
Parish Council are based on the access arrangements for the proposed site 
remaining as originally submitted.  
 

2.7 Additional objections have also been received from the Horton Action Group 
referring to:  

 The use of Wheat Leasowes as a rat run, 

 Some details of accident data has been submitted showing that there have 
been accidents in the proximity of the application site,   

 The development could result in a minimum of 200 HGV movements a 
day, 

 Information regarding computer simulations is not in the public domain,  

 There is no evidence to support the claims that 1000 jobs would be 
created. 

 
2.8 These issues will be considered in the assessment below.  
 
3. ALTERNATIVE ACCESS SCENARIOS 
 
3.1 Based on the comments provided by the Planning Committee at the meeting 

on March 16th the applicant has considered whether it would be feasible to 



 

 

 

provide an alternative means of access to the site that would reduce the 
potential impact on the operation of the Queensway HLC School.  The 
applicant has considered four alternative options:  

 

 Option 1: The provision of a link from the existing Hortonwood Estate to 
the 
east of the application site;   

 

 Option 2: The provision of an additional access point from the A442 
between the existing access used by the school and the solar farm and the 
proposed signalised junction;  

 

 Option 3: A restriction on the existing access adjacent to the school so that 
only vehicles associated with Units 9 and 10 could use the junction with a 
further restriction to prevent vehicles from turning right out of the site 
across the A442; and  

 

 Option 4: Provide a single access point, the proposed signalised junction, 
and no secondary means of access or egress for the development.   

 
3.2 Option 1, to link the application site to the existing Hortonwood estate to the 

east, has been discounted as this would involve the use of third party land 
that is not in control of the applicant (the Council and Homes and 
Communities Agency).    
 

3.3 The applicant has provided information setting out how each of the remaining 
scenarios could operate and the potential impacts on the highway in terms of 
traffic flows.   
 
Option 2: The provision of an additional access point from the A442 
 

3.4 This has a benefit in that it would ensure that no traffic associated with the 
development would utilise the existing vehicular access adjacent to the 
school.  However the additional access point would also need to be signal 
controlled and this scenario would result in there being three access points, 
two of which would be signalised, onto the A442 along a distance of 
approximately 370 metres.  A number of the objections that have been 
received from residents relate to the installation of the additional set of signals 
on the A442 and a further set may therefore attract a greater degree of 
objection from residents.   
 

3.5 The length of the A442 that runs along the frontage of the site would need to 
be upgraded to a dual carriageway and those additional works, when 
combined with the additional set of signals would increase the costs 
associated with the development.  This would also significantly increase the 
costs of the development and it would also reduce the amount of land that is 
available for development.   
 

3.6 There could also be difficulties in the operation of the access as vehicles 
intended for other units may access the site and they would then need to 



 

 

 

manoeuvre in close proximity to the school access in order to be able to drive 
back onto the A442 in a forward gear. For these reasons this option has been 
discounted.  

 
Option 3: Restricting the use of the existing access adjacent to the school to 
vehicles associated with Units 9 and 10 
 

3.7 This option could potentially reduce the amount of traffic accessing the 
development via the existing access point adjacent to the school.  This could 
be achieved by installing bollards across the internal road to prevent vehicles 
from driving from one side of the site to the other.  However there are issues 
associated with this proposal.  Firstly it would result in both ‘sides’ of the 
development having to rely on a single point of vehicular access to the A442 
and a development of this scale should provide more than one access point.  
It would also force all of the traffic associated with Units 9 and 10 to utilise the 
access road adjacent to the school.  It is likely that in practice vehicles leaving 
the site that need to turn right onto the A442, to travel in a westerly direction, 
would favour the use of the signalised junction but this scenario would force 
them to cross the A442 without the help of a signalised junction.    
 

3.8 A revision to this scenario has also been proposed that would prevent 
vehicles from turning right out of this junction.  This would apply to all traffic 
associated with the school as well as Units 9 and 10.  This would force all 
vehicles on the east bound side of the A442 and the drivers of any vehicle 
that wanted to head in a westerly direction to turn around at the Hadley Park 
Roundabout.   
 

3.9 Both variations of this scenario have been discounted by the Council’s 
Highways Officers.  It would introduce an unnecessary diversion for drivers 
and would also impact on the operation of the access for the school.  There 
could also be difficulties in the operation of the access as vehicles intended 
for other units may access the site this way by mistake and they would then 
need to manoeuvre in close proximity of the school access to drive back onto 
the A442 and use the other access points.  
 
Option 4: Have a single point of access for the site.  
 

3.10 The final scenario would limit the whole of the development to the use of the 
proposed signalised junction.  Whilst this would remove traffic from using the 
existing access next to the school it would remove the second functioning 
access.  The Council’s Highways Officers have stated that this would not be 
desirable and that a second point of access should be provided for a 
development of this scale.   

 
Conclusions on the alternative scenarios 
 

3.11 As requested by the Planning Committee the applicant has investigated 
whether any alternative access arrangements could be provided that would 
either prevent or limit the use of the existing access road next to the 
Queensway HLC School.   Information relating to those potential alternatives 



 

 

 

has been submitted to the Council and has been considered by the Council’s 
Highways Officers.  It is not considered that any of the potential alternative 
scenarios would be preferable to the proposed access arrangements that 
would include the signalised junction and the use of the existing access by the 
School.  
 

3.12 The provision of a secondary access point is considered reasonable given the 
overall scale of the development.  The introduction of two new access points 
along the frontage of the site is not required and due to the land ownership it 
is not possible to connect the site to the Hortonwood estate to the east.  The 
Council’s Highways Officers are satisfied that in terms of the operation of the 
development, highway safety and the operation of the highway network, the 
development as proposed is acceptable and there is no technical reason to 
provide an alternative means of access. It is important to note that the 
Council’s Highways Officers raised no objection to the planning application as 
submitted.   
 

3.13 In addition, as stated above, the Principal of the Queensway HLC School has 
now confirmed that they no longer have an objection to the proposal and the 
use of the access road adjacent to the school and signalised junction as 
explained in paragraph 2.3.  
 

4. ADDITIONAL MATTERS RAISED BY THE HORTON ACTION GROUP  
 

4.1 As stated above an additional representation has been submitted by the 
Horton Action Group raising a number of points relating to the number of jobs 
being created, the use of Wheat Leasowes as a rat run, the number of HGV 
movements, accident data and the lack of information that is available.  
 

4.2 The representation from the Horton Action Group calculates that the 
development would generate 52 fork lift truck driver jobs.  However this is 
based on the whole of the development being used exclusively as 
warehousing and based on a 7 hour working day and on 8m high 
warehouses.   

 
4.3 It should be noted that the applicant has stated that the overall development 

has the potential to create up to 1,000 jobs at the site.  The majority of the 
planning application has been submitted as an Outline proposal and the end 
users and their specific operational requirements, the specific use classes and 
the sizes of the units is not known at this time.  The proposed development 
includes a number of use classes and whilst this would allow for warehousing, 
as used in the representation referred to above, it would also allow for 
manufacturing uses, light industry, and associated office space.   
 

4.4 The applicant has confirmed that potential occupiers have been identified for 
both units 9 and 10.  Unit 9 would be occupied by a pet products company 
and the agent acting on their behalf has confirmed that a workforce of 78 full 
time equivalent jobs would be based at this business.  Unit 10 would be 
occupied by a food production company and the agent has confirmed that 45 



 

 

 

people will be employed at that premises meaning that a total of 123 jobs 
would be provided at the site in the first phase of the development.   
 

4.5 Concern has been raised that the information submitted in relation to the 
highway impact of the development has not been made publicly available.  
The Transport Assessment that was submitted in support of the application 
contains all of the relevant information and has been publicly available on the 
Council’s website since the application was submitted in November 2015.  
 

4.6 The Horton Action Group claim that up to 200 HGV movements per day could 
be generated by the development.  The Transport Assessment that supports 
the application shows that the number of vehicular trips associated with the 
development (of the whole site) would actually be in excess of this figure and 
that approximately 800 vehicle trips could be generated during the peak 
periods, however this would include all vehicles including cars and HGVs.  A 
number of junctions within close proximity of the application site that have the 
potential to be affected were considered as part of the Transport Assessment 
that concludes that the number of additional vehicle trips that would be 
generated by the development can be accommodated within the highway 
network.   The Council’s Highways Officers agree with this conclusion.  
 

4.7 With regard to the concerns about accidents, the submitted Transport 
Assessment also includes details of accidents that occurred within the vicinity 
of the application site.  In the previous five years, two fatal accidents occurred 
within the study area.  When assessing accident data it is important to 
consider the context in which the accident occurred, simply looking at 
numbers of accidents alone is not sufficient to determine highway safety.  One 
of the fatal accidents occurred at the Trench Lock Interchange and involved a 
motorcycle travelling southbound on the A442 (travelling through a red light) 
colliding with a car that was proceeding on a green light. The second was 
located along the A442 Queensway opposite the Geko factory and involved a 
pedal cyclist who was found lying on the cycle path which runs adjacent to the 
Queensway. The cyclist had fallen from their bike and suffered head injuries. 
 

4.8 Two accidents resulted in a casualty that was classified as serious severity. 
The first of these occurred along the A442 Queensway opposite the Geko 
factory. The vehicle was travelling in the direction of Hadley Park when the 
driver lost control causing the car to leave the carriageway and collide with a 
cluster of trees.  The second serious accident occurred at Trench Lock 
Interchange when a car attempted to overtake a coach. The road narrowed 
forcing the car to collide with the offside of the coach.   
 

4.9 The Horton Action Group has also provided photographic evidence of 
accidents that have occurred along Wheat Leasowes along with a link to a 
‘crash map’ website that identifies accidents.  The ‘crash map’ website 
identifies that four accidents occurred between 2005 and 2013 between the 
Queens Head Public House, to the north of the application site, and the 
Leegomery Roundabout, to the west of the site.  Three of those accidents 
were regarded as ‘slight’ and the other as ‘serious’.  No information has been 
submitted regarding the details of those accidents.    



 

 

 

 
4.10 The development will increase the amount of traffic, in terms of cars and 

HGVs on the roads within the vicinity of the application site and this 
information is included within the submitted Transport Assessment.  The 
Council’s Highways Officers have undertaken a full audit of the Transport 
Assessment and have not raised any technical highway objection to the 
proposal in terms of the capacity of the existing junctions to accommodate the 
development, the design of the proposed accesses or highway safety.   

 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
5.1 The proposed development will result in an increase in the amount of 

vehicles, including both cars and HGVs that would be present on the highway 
network in this location.  The applicant has demonstrated that there is 
sufficient capacity on the highway network to accommodate the scale of the 
development proposed and that the proposed access arrangements would not 
result in a detrimental impact on the operation of the highway network.  The 
representations received relating to highway matters have been taken into 
account and have been given consideration in the balancing of the proposal.  
The applicant has investigated whether alternative access arrangements 
could be provided and it has been demonstrated that whilst the alternatives 
could reduce the amount of traffic utilising the existing access adjacent to the 
school there are other consequences to those scenarios.  The Council’s 
Highways Officers and Highways England have assessed the proposed 
development and are satisfied that there are no highway related reasons upon 
which the application could reasonably be refused.   
 

6. RECOMMENDATION  
 
6.1 In light of the above it is proposed that the recommendation set out at 

Paragraph 8 the original of the Committee Report is amended to: 
 

Based on the conclusions above, the recommendation to the Planning 
Committee on this application is that DELEGATED AUTHORITY be granted 
to the Development Management Service Delivery Manager to GRANT 
PLANNING PERMISSION subject to the following: 

 
A) The applicant submitting to the local planning authority a signed 

Memorandum of Understanding relating to: 
 

(i) A financial contribution of up to £540,919.24 towards 
improvements to the local highway network in the vicinity of the 
application site, and 

(ii) A financial contribution of £10,000 for the monitoring of the 
Travel Plans. 

 
B) The following conditions and informatives (with authority to finalise 

conditions and reasons for approval to be delegated to Development 
Management Service Delivery Manager): 

 



 

 

 

Part A: Outline  
1. Time limit  
2. Submission of reserved matters. 
3. Reserved Matters  
4. Restriction on overall floorspace 
5. Limit amount of B1/A1/A3/A5 unit 
6. B1 use to be incidental to main  
7. Phasing plan 
8. Details of materials 
9. Levels  
10. Northern Bund 
11. Scheme of foul drainage 
12. Restriction of surface water runoff to 11.31 litres per second per hectare 
13. SUDS management plan 
14. Submission of a noise assessment and mitigation  
15. Land contamination   
16. Site Characterisation  
17. Submission of Remediation Scheme  
18. Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme  
19. Reporting of Unexpected Contamination  
20. Construction Environmental Management Plan 
21. Lighting Plan 
22. European Protected Species Licence 
23. Working in accordance with the Wildlife Mitigation Strategy 
24. Ecological Survey – working in accordance with protected species survey 
25. Buffer zone - habitat features 
26. Habitat Management Plan 
27. Landscaping design 
28. Tree Protection  
29. Transport Assessment 
30. Junction 4 Improvement works 
31. Highways details  
32. Travel Plan  
33. Travel Plan Implementation  
34. BREEAM 
35. Sustainable Building Design 
36. Utilities Diversions 
37. Approved matters to come forward in accordance with the Parameters 

Plan  
38. Approved Plans 
39. Bund condition  
40. Stockpiling of earth – limit to 2.5 metres 

 
Part B: Full proposal  
1. Time limit 
2. Materials for Unit 9 
3. Materials for Unit 10 
4. Highway details  
5. Details of signalised junction 
6. Details of western access – to include signage adjacent to the school 



 

 

 

7. Setting out  
8. Travel Plan  
9. Travel Plan Implementation  
10. Junction 4 Improvement works 
11. Construction Environmental Management Plan 
12. Cycle Parking Unit 9 
13. Cycle Parking Unit 10 
14. Acoustic Fence 
15. Fencing 
16. Samples of materials 
17. Levels  
18. Scheme of foul drainage 
19. Restriction of surface water runoff to 11.31 litres per second per hectare 
20. SUDS management plan 
21. Land contamination   
22. Site Characterisation 
23. Submission of Remediation Scheme  
24. Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme  
25. Reporting of Unexpected Contamination  
26. Submission of a noise assessment and mitigation  
27. Working in accordance with the Wildlife Mitigation Strategy 
28. Lighting Plan 
29. European Protected Species Licence 
30. Ecological Survey – working in accordance with protected species survey 
31. Buffer zone - habitat features 
32. Habitat management plan (post construction) 
33. Landscaping design 
34. Tree Protection  
35. BREEAM 
36. Sustainable Building Design 
37. Utilities Diversions 
38. Approved Plans 

 
================================================================ 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION PRESENTED TO MEMBERS AS A COMMITTEE 
UPDATE AT THE 16TH MARCH 2016 PLANNING COMMITTEE.  
 
Planning Obligations: 
 
The Committee report sets out the planning contributions that are required in order to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms.  The required contributions 
relate to highway improvement works that would relate to the Council’s Transport 
Growth Strategy.  The Committee report also states that this would be secured 
through a S106 agreement.  Following discussions with the landowner (Homes and 
Communities Agency) and the applicant (the Council) it is proposed to secure the 
contribution through a Memorandum of Understanding that would be signed between 
the heads of the relevant Council departments to commit to making those 
contributions.  This approach to securing the contributions relates principally to the 
land deal that the Council is due to enter into with the HCA that will enable the 



 

 

 

Council to influence the disposal of land in the borough and is appropriate in these 
unusual circumstances.  It is important to note that the use of a Memorandum of 
Understanding rather than a S106 agreement would still ensure that the same 
contributions are secured.  
 
The Committee Report states that a worst case scenario contribution of up to 
£540,919 would be required for Part A of the development and that a contribution of 
£62,774.48 would also be required for Part B of the proposal. However, the overall 
aggregate figure is £540,919 which takes into account the figure included for Part B.  
 
The Council’s Highways Engineers have also requested that a financial contribution 
of £10,000 is made to monitor the implementation of the Travel Plans that would 
need to be submitted as part of the proposed developments.   
 
Highways England: 
 
Paragraph 6.3.9 of the Committee Report states that Highways England advised that 
once they had received written confirmation from the Council that the funding for the 
improvement works to Junction 4 of the M54 had been secured they would lift their 
current holding objection to the scheme.  This information was provided to Highways 
England on 25th February.  Highways England had also requested some additional 
information from the applicant in relation to the number of vehicular trips that would 
be associated with Units 9 and 10 which was provided on 8th March.   
 
Highways England has now confirmed that subject to conditions relating to the 
submission of a Transport Assessment with any future reserved matters 
applications, a limit on the amount of floorspace that would be provided for Units 9 
and 10, the submission of a Construction Traffic Management Plan and the 
submission of a Travel Plan, the holding objection is lifted and that planning 
permission may be granted.  
 
Recommendation:  
 
In light of the above it is proposed that the recommendation set out at Paragraph 8 of 
the Committee Report is amended to: 
 
Based on the conclusions above, the recommendation to the Planning Committee on 
this application is that DELEGATED AUTHORITY be granted to the Development 
Management Service Delivery Manager to GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION 
subject to the following: 
 
A) The applicant submitting to the local planning authority a signed 

Memorandum of Understanding relating to: 
 

(i) A financial contribution of up to £540,919.24 towards improvements to 
the local highway network in the vicinity of the application site, and 

(ii) A financial contribution of £10,000 for the monitoring of the Travel 
Plans. 

 



 

 

 

B) The following conditions and informatives (with authority to finalise conditions 
and reasons for approval to be delegated to Development Management 
Service Delivery Manager): 

 
Additional Representations: 
 
An additional representation has been received from Hadley and Leegomery Parish 
Council  
 
The Parish Council notes the inclusion of several amendments agreed at a pre-
application site meeting attended by the applicant, the Headteacher of Queensway 
HLC, Cllrs John Smart and Bill McClements and others.  However, the Parish 
Council was disappointed to learn that other measures to mitigate the impact of the 
development on Queensway HLC that were discussed have not been incorporated 
into the development plans.  
 
In particular, the Parish Council wishes to make the following comments in respect of 
the current application: 
 

1. That as part of the development programme suitable access control must 
be installed on Queensway HLC gates so that the school can minimize 
potential risk to students posed by the development. The school currently 
supports 54 students with complex emotional and behavioural needs. Many 
students at Queensway HLC have autistic spectrum disorder and the school 
is recognized as a centre of excellence in the provision of autism support. 
With the support of Telford and Wrekin Council, over the last eighteen months 
the number of available places has been doubled to enable students with 
complex needs to be sign-posted to the school from across the Borough. 
Students with autistic spectrum disorder experience difficulty processing 
everyday sensory information such as sounds, sights and smells. The 
proposed development will result in a massive increase in both the type and 
frequency of sensory stimuli that students will potentially be exposed to, both 
during the construction phase and once the units are occupied, and access 
control to the site is now essential given the change that will result to the site’s 
context as a result of this development. 

 
2. For the reasons identified above, suitable traffic calming measures must be 
implemented on the access road shared with Queensway HLC. 

 
3. There must be clear signage to indicate the presence of the school on the 
access road shared with Queensway HLC and this road should not be sign-
posted from A442 Queensway as an access point to the development. 

 
4. There should be regular monitoring of traffic on the access road shared by 
Queensway HLC both during the construction phase and once the units are 
occupied to enable the risk to students to be evaluated as use of the site 
develops. If traffic volume or speed exceeds projected values consideration 
should be given to making the road shared with Queensway HLC one-way. 

 



 

 

 

5. Following the site meeting on 7th October 2015 it was the Parish Council’s 
understanding that the cost of measures to mitigate the impact of the 
development on Queensway HLC would be met in full by the Borough and 
that no financial burden would be placed on the school as a result of the 
development. The Parish Council would support this outcome. 

 
6. To reduce the visual impact of the development all units with a height to 
ridge of greater than 10 metres should be located as far from existing 
residences as possible to minimize their impact on existing sightlines. 

 
7. The Parish Council requests that the above conditions be reported in full to 
the Planning Committee of Telford and Wrekin Council.  Subject to conditions 
1 – 5 above being met to the satisfaction of Queensway HLC, and conditions 
6 and 7 being met, the Parish Council has no objection to the proposed 
development. 

 
In response to the above the application has advised of the following:  
 
1. We have continually maintained that the security of the school and its pupils is 

an issue for the school. There are 54 students at the school now and at the 
moment the gates are padlocked open. The school were always aware that 
the adjacent site was likely to be an employment site and in fact this was 
acknowledged in the Planning Statement which accompanied the planning 
application for the school.   

2. Traffic calming measures can be provided. 
3. The school is already signed from Queensway.  It is agreed that the main 

junction into the site will be the eastern one, not the one the school currently 
use. 

4. The design of the internal road layout has been designed as a two junction 
spine road which we required for safety purposes as well on a site of this size. 
Highways have considered the proposal in its current form and have 
concluded that the proposal is acceptable. 

5. Agreed except for the secure access. 
6. The units have been reduced in height and are now 8m at the northern end of 

the site and the unit 10 is 6-10 metres in height and we agreed the position.  
 
The items referred to by the Parish Council that relate to traffic calming measures 
and the introduction of signage are covered through the proposed conditions and 
further details of those works will need to be submitted to and approved by the 
Council, in consultation with the local highway authority.  The height of the proposed 
buildings has been reduced across the site and the tallest buildings (with a maximum 
height of 18 metres) would be located towards the centre of the site, away from 
neighbouring uses. The design of the access road has been considered by 
Highways officers and is acceptable.  The proposal is not for a one-way road through 
the site and therefore the no assessment has been made of whether this would be 
necessary or acceptable.  It would not be reasonable to place a restriction on the 
two-way nature of the access through a planning condition.  The request from the 
Parish Council to the applicant to provide access control on the existing gates for the 
Queensway HLC is noted.  It is important to note that this does not form part of the 
planning application that is being considered and there are existing gates at the 



 

 

 

Queensway HLC.  It is not considered that this would be necessary to make the 
application acceptable and therefore cannot be secured through the use of 
conditions.  
 
Eight additional letters of objection have been received from residents however no 
additional material planning considerations have been raised. 
 
================================================================ 
 
ORIGINAL COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
OBJECTIONS RECEIVED: Yes. 
 
This application is before Committee as the proposal is a departure from Policy, 
because the Council is the applicant and because a S106 agreement is required.   
 
1. PROPOSAL 
 
1.1 This is a hybrid application which is both an outline and a full planning 

application that is made up of the following elements:   
 
1.2 Part A of the development is an outline proposal for the construction of an 

employment park comprising of up to 54,404 sq.m of general industrial / 
warehouse and distribution floorspace (Use Classes B2 and B8) with ancillary 
floorspace comprising offices, retail, restaurant/café and hot food take away 
(Use Classes B1, A1, A3 and A5) with all matters reserved except for the 
means of access to the site.  

 
1.3 Part B is a full application for the construction of two general industrial / 

warehouse and distribution units with ancillary office accommodation (Use 
Classes B2, B8 and B1) along with infrastructure works including access and 
the internal estate road, drainage, earthworks and strategic landscaping for 
the whole of the site.  The two units that are included within this part of the 
application are Unit 9 (that would measure 6,400 sq.m) and Unit 10 (that 
would measure 3,156 sq.m). 

 
1.4 Occupiers have been identified for Units 9 and 10 which is why they form part 

of the full application whereas the future occupiers of the remainder of the 
development are not known at this stage.  By applying for a variety of uses for 
Part A it provides flexibility for the marketing and future detailed development 
of the site.   

 
1.5 An indicative masterplan plan has been submitted for the wider site showing 

how it could be developed.  This shows a total of 10 units that would range in 
size between 418 sq.m and 18,655 sq.m and with ridge heights between 8 
and 18 metres. Each of the units would have its own servicing and parking 
area.   Two vehicular access points would be provided into the site from 
Queensway (A442).  One of which would be at the western end of the site that 
would extend the existing access for the Queensway HLC.  The other access 
would be formed at the eastern end of the site.    



 

 

 

 
1.6 Units 9 and 10 would be located in close proximity to the A442 at the south of 

the site.  They would be accessed and serviced from the rear and a 
landscaped bund would be formed to the west of Unit 10 to partially screen 
the site from the Queensway HLC.  

 
1.7 There is scope for landscaping across the site and details have been provided 

that show a landscaped bund along the northern boundary of the site adjacent 
to Wheat Leasows as well as the retention of an existing hedgerow to the 
centre of the site.  

 
1.8 The application has been supported by the following documents:  

• Acoustic assessment,  
• Air quality assessment,  
• Arboricultural report and implications assessment,  
• Bat activity survey,  
• Breeding bird survey,   
• Framework travel plan, 
• Great crested newt survey, 
• Landscape appraisal, 
• Transport assessment,  
• Statement of community involvement,  
• Planning statement,  
• Geo environmental desk study, 
• Flood risk assessment,  
• Construction environmental management plan, 
• Design and access statement,  
• Elevations, floor plans, masterplans and cross sections. 

 
1.9 The proposals have been amended since the application was initially 

submitted at the request of officers in order to secure improvements to the 
scheme.  Improvements have been made to the external appearance of Unit 
9, a greater degree of separation between the proposed units and the existing 
houses to the north of the site has been provided and the maximum height of 
the tallest buildings has been reduced from 21 metres to 18 metres.  

 
2. SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
2.1 The site extends to approximately 21.5 hectares and is situated outside but 

adjacent to the Telford urban area as defined in the adopted Development 
Plan (incorporating the saves policies of the Wrekin Local Plan and the 
Telford & Wrekin Core Strategy).  Queensway (A442) forms the site’s 
southern boundary and links the site to the M54 motorway, the A518 and A5.  

 
2.2 The site is approximately 3kms to the north east of Wellington, and 1.8km to 

the south of Preston upon the Weald Moors.  The Hortonwood Industrial 
estate is located to the east of the site; the Queensway HLC and adjacent 
solar farm are located to the west of the site.  A British Gas valve station also 
forms part of the sites western boundary and part of the site falls within the 
Kynnersley/Wheatley Grange gas pipeline buffer.  The A442 forms the 



 

 

 

southern boundary of the site and there are employment / industrial uses on 
the opposite side of the road.  Wheat Leasows forms the northern boundary of 
the site and links the Leegomery Roundabout to the west with Humber Lane 
in the east.  There are existing houses on the opposite side of Wheat 
Leasows and to the north eastern boundary of the site.   

 
2.3 The site has previously been in agricultural use and is made up of a mixture of 

Grades 2, 3a and 3b agricultural land.  The majority of the site is defined as 
being Grades 2 and 3a which is defined as being the best and most versatile 
agricultural land within the NPPF.  There are trees and hedgerows to the sites 
boundaries and in small areas across the site including a group of trees to the 
south east.  

 
2.4 The site is not allocated within the adopted Development Plan for any 

particular use and is classified as being within the rural area as it is outside of 
the urban area.  It should be noted that the site is proposed to be included 
within the Telford urban area and for specific allocation as a Strategic 
Employment Site within the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan.  The A442 is 
designated as a main transport corridor within the saved Wrekin Local Plan.  

 
3. RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
3.1 EIA/2015/0006: Environmental Impact Screening Opinion.  Confirmed that the 

council does not consider the proposal to be an EIA development 16/11/2015. 
 
4. RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

• Core planning principles 
• Section 1: Building a strong, competitive economy 
• Section 4: Promoting sustainable transport 
• Section 7: Requiring good design 
• Section 11: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

 
4.2 Core Strategy: 

• CS2: Jobs 
• CS3:  Telford 
• CS12: Natural Environment 
• CS15: Urban Design 

 
4.3 Wrekin Local Plan:  

• UD2:  Design Criteria  
• UD6:  Major transport corridors and gateways into Telford  
• E6: Rural employment general 
• OL6:  Open land 
• OL11: Woodland and trees 
• T22: Planning obligations  

 
4.4 Telford & Wrekin Local Plan:  

• SP1: Telford 



 

 

 

• SP4:  Presumption in favour of sustainable development  
• EC1:  Strategic employment areas 
• EC2:  Employment in the urban area  
• NE1:  Biodiversity and geodiversity 
• NE2:  Trees, hedgerows and woodlands  
• NE7:  Strategic Landscapes 
• C1:  Promoting alternatives to the car  
• C3:  Impact of development on highways  
• C4:  Design of roads and streets 
• C5:  Design of parking 
• BE1:  Design criteria 
• ER12: Flood risk management  

 
5. SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES: 
 
5.1 Ward Member / Parish Council 
 
5.1.1 Hadley and Leegomery Parish Council:  Parish Council: With regard to the 

current application the Parish Council makes the following comments and 
requests: 
1. That the industrial unit closest to Queensway HLC in the original plan 

should be moved back to the position indicated at the meeting by a 
post in the field, making it less intrusive to Queensway HLC and the 
houses; 

2. That a large mound with planting should be created in front of this unit 
on the side facing Queensway HLC so the unit is less visible from the 
school and to provide an acoustic barrier; 

3. That additional car parking spaces will be created near Queensway 
HLC for visitors and the houses at the school (the current road is a cul-
de-sac and is used for overspill parking; this will obviously not be 
possible when the road is in use as the secondary access to the 
development); 

4. Signage will direct traffic for Hortonwood West to the traffic light 
controlled junction on the eastern side of the development and should 
indicate that  the main entrance/exit to the Hortonwood expansion is 
not the road giving access to Queensway HLC; 

5. That an acoustic fence will be erected at the Queensway HLC site to 
reduce noise and distraction; and 

6. That access control will be installed on Queensway HLC gates so that 
the school can ensure students are safe;  

7. It is the Parish Council’s understanding that the cost of the measures 
identified above to mitigate the impact of the development on 
Queensway HLC will be met in full by the Borough and that there 
should be no financial burden placed on the school as a result of the 
development; and 

 
The Parish Council requests that the above conditions be reported in full to 
the Planning Committee of Telford and Wrekin Council.  Subject to the above 
conditions being met to the satisfaction of Queensway HLC, the Parish 
Council has no objection to the proposed development.  



 

 

 

 
5.2 Standard Consultee Responses  
 
5.2.1 Highways England: Recommended that planning permission should not be 

granted until further information and clarification is provided by the applicant 
regarding the potential impact on the strategic road network and the 
necessary mitigation.  This issue is covered in more detail in paragraphs 6.3.1 
to 6.3.12 below.  

 
5.2.2 Shropshire Fire Service: No objection subject to an informative being added to 

the decision notice relating to fire safety guidance.   
 
5.2.3 Severn Trent Water: No objection subject to a condition relating to foul and 

surface water drainage plans. 
 
5.2.4 National Grid: No objection. 
 
5.2.5 Environmental Services (Arboricultural): No objection subject to conditions 

relating to tree protection and a landscaping scheme that includes 
replacement tree planting.  

 
5.2.6 Environmental Services (Drainage): No objection subject to conditions relating 

to details of the surface water drainage scheme, run-off rates, surface water 
treatment and the control of land levels adjacent to the Crow Brook. 

 
5.2.7 Environmental Services (Highways): No objection subject to conditions 

relating to the detailed design of the roads and footways etc, a phasing plan, 
Travel Plans details of the signalised junction, the provision of parking areas 
and to ensure that gates are set back from the carriageway edge.  Financial 
contributions will also be required towards the Transport Growth Strategy.  

 
5.2.8 Ecology: No objection subject to conditions and informatives.  
 
5.2.9 Public Protection (Pollution Control): No objection subject to the submission of 

a noise assessment and a construction environmental management plan.   
 
5.2.10 Public Protection (Contaminated Land): No objection subject to conditions. 
 
5.2.11 Telford and Wrekin Local Access Forum: No objection.  The development 

could provide a footway/bridleway route through the site and out onto the road 
to Horton to the north.  This would be a wonderful opportunity to provide off-
road access to and through the site allowing non-motorized users to avoid the 
A442.  

 
5.2.12 Telford and East Shropshire Ramblers: This development could incorporate 

an additional public right of way (either bridleway or footpath) that could link 
communities on the south of the main road to the countryside on the north of 
the main road. 

 



 

 

 

5.2.13 Preston Village Meeting: The development will have a detrimental effect upon 
the lifestyle of the inhabitants of properties to the north of the site. Noise and 
light pollution will be an inevitable result. It also brings industrial development 
into the countryside despite large tracts of brown field land lying idle within the 
Telford and Wrekin boundary. This development is a prime example of taking 
an easy option by removing farm land from future food production, instead of 
creatively utilizing the available non-productive land. There is concern that the 
proposed mound bordering the northern edge of the development will be 
inadequate to minimise intrusion to the residents, and should be considerably 
higher.  Additionally, this area should be increased in depth to create a larger 
wild-life corridor, with more trees and mixed shrubs. This would minimise the 
'hard edge' effect of industrial buildings intruding into the rural landscape. This 
development could be far more imaginative bearing in mind the sensitivity of 
its location and I hope that the planning committee share a sense of the 
legacy our Borough is laying down for the future 

 
5.2.14 Horton Action Group: Objection on the following grounds:  

• Road Safety at a known bottle neck section of the A442. This will 
increase the risk of accidents, serious injury and death, not only on the 
A442 but also on the surrounding roads and lanes through Hadley, 
Leegomery, Preston, Wheat Leasows and Horton.  No physical 
objective traffic survey has been carried out, only computer 
simulations.  Actual speeds and volumes of traffic are already reported 
to be high on side roads and lanes.  

• The site is not within the current Strategic housing land availability 
assessment (SHLAA) Plan.  

• The local development plan with regard to “Open Countryside” clearly 
states “ protect for its own sake – applicants to show NO HARM”.  

• The size of proposed buildings, with units up to c.19m, is far higher 
than anything on the existing Horton wood site. The density of buildings 
in the proposed area is far higher than the existing Horton Wood 
estate. Proximity to existing properties: - The current plan has buildings 
within 40m of existing residential properties. No current industrial 
buildings in Horton Wood are closer than 100m from any residential 
properties.  

• Loss of large established hedgerow and trees including oak. The plan 
clearly shows building over established existing hedgerow and trees.  

• The properties adjacent to the proposed development will be exposed 
to noise and pollution with the potential of 24 hour working, HGV 
movement, power for units HVAC and other industrial related noise. 
This will impact on local residents 

• Air Pollution and light pollution: 
• Loss of grade 2 and 3a Agricultural land.  
• Impact on bats and owls  
• HLC Queensway was specifically built to be in a semi-rural 

environment. This will be destroyed. 
 
5.3 Neighbour consultation responses 
 



 

 

 

5.3.1 Notification letters were sent to 150 neighbouring properties in the vicinity of 
the site and the application was also advertised within the local press and with 
site notices.  A review of the consultation process showed that approximately 
67 of those letters were sent to properties that are currently under 
construction within the residential development to the south east of the site on 
the opposite side of the A442 (Yew tree Crescent).  As a result of that 
consultation process 23 letters of objection have been received raising the 
following points:  
• Impact on residential properties through noise and disturbance;  
• Increase in traffic and highway safety concerns;  
• Noise and disturbance during construction;  
• A bund should be provided to screen the site;  
• Potential loss of property value;  
• Impact on quiet nature of surrounding rural villages;  
• There are a lot of available factories and sites in the surrounding area;  
• Impact on wildlife and habitats;  
• Overshadowing of neighbouring houses; 
• Out of character with the visual appearance of the area; 
• Concern over light pollution from security lights;  
• Impact from cooking odours;  
• Loss of green belt land;  
• Height restrictions should apply;  
• Lack of information about the proposed business types;  
• The site is outside of the existing development boundary;  
• If the companies are already local then this is not new job creation;  
• Concerns have also been raised regarding the consultation process.  

 
5.3.2 During the application process the plans were amended to reduce the overall 

height of a number of the buildings included within Part A of the application 
and to increase the separation distance between the existing houses on 
Wheat Leasowes and the consultation process was undertaken again.  During 
this second consultation the properties that are still under construction were 
not written to again and additional site notices were posted along Horton 
Lane.  As a result 3 letters of objection have been received raising the 
following points:   
• Unit 9 is too high in such close proximity to the A442 with no 

landscaped bund, this would create a tunnelling affect for motorists and 
would spoil the streetscape;  

• Concern raised that the development could prevent the future widening 
of the A442;  

• There are several empty properties within Hortonwood;  
• Concerns over noise and disturbance;  
• Traffic and highway safety issues;  
• Concern over flooding;  
• Buildings up to 21m in height would be invasive;  
• Ecology impact. 

 
5.3.3 The applicant undertook a period of public consultation including holding a 

public exhibition at the pre-application stage and the outcome of this has been 



 

 

 

included within the Statement of Community Involvement submitted in support 
of the application.   

 
 
6. PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
6.1 Having regard to the development plan policies and other material planning 

considerations, including comments received during the consultation process, 
the planning application raises the following main issues: 

 
• The principle of development, 
• Access and highways matters, 
• Layout and design, 
• Impact on neighbouring properties;  
• Landscaping and visual impact; 
• Ecology,  
• Flood Risk and drainage,  
• S106 contributions, 
• Other matters 

 
6.2 The principle of development 
 
6.2.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning applications must be determined in accordance with the adopted 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  In this 
instance the development plan consists of the Telford & Wrekin Core Strategy 
(CS) together with saved policies within the Wrekin Local Plan (WLP). 

 
6.2.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is the most up to date 

national policy guidance and states, at paragraphs 13 and 196, that it is a 
material planning consideration in the determination of planning applications.  
The Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (T&WLP) is currently at the Regulation 19 
consultation stage and is also a material consideration which can be given 
weight in the determination of planning applications.  

 
6.2.3 There are 12 core planning principles within the NPPF which state that 

planning should “proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development to deliver homes, business and industrial units…” and “seek to 
secure high quality design”.  The NNPF also advises at para 19 “significant 
weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth”. 

 
6.2.4 There is no specific allocation for the application site, it is situated outside of 

the current Telford urban area but immediately adjacent to it as urban fringe, 
as defined on the WLP proposals map and is therefore within the rural area, 
which includes all land not within the urban area.  The CS seeks to focus new 
development within the Telford urban boundary (Policies CS2 and CS3) and 
also states that development within the rural area will be limited to that 
necessary to meet the needs of the area with a focus on the settlements of 
High Ercall, Tibberton and Waters Upton (Policy CS7).  

 



 

 

 

6.2.5 The proposal is contrary to the adopted development plan due to the 
combination of the location and scale of the proposed development. Although 
the site is not designated for a particular use and the proposal is a departure 
from the development plan it does not automatically follow that the application 
should be refused on this basis alone.  None of the policies within the adopted 
development plan state that proposals for such development should be 
refused for that reason alone.    

 
6.2.6 The NPPF states that proposed development that accords with an up-to-date 

Local Plan should be approved and that proposed development that conflicts 
should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. It 
is necessary to consider whether there are any material planning 
considerations in favour of the proposal and whether any harm would be 
caused by the development.    

 
6.2.7 The NPPF is a material consideration that should be given significant weight 

in the determination of planning applications.  Paragraph 14 of the NPPF (and 
which para 197 reiterates) states that “at the heart of the National Planning 
Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making 
and decision-taking”.  The NPPF identifies three elements to sustainable 
development: an economic role; a social role and an environmental role.  

 
6.2.8 The Government is committed to securing economic growth in order to create 

jobs and prosperity and it is committed to ensuring that the planning system 
does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth.  Therefore 
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth 
through the planning system.  In order to help achieve this economic growth 
local planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the development 
needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century 
(paragraphs 18 to 20).  

 
6.2.9 The WLP, that establishes the Telford urban boundary, was adopted in 2000 

and covered the period 1995 to 2006.  The CS covers the period up to the 
end of 2016 and no alterations were made to the boundary at that time.  The 
T&WLP will replace both the WLP and the CS and will provide a framework 
for development in the borough until 2031.  This proposes alterations that 
would extend the urban boundary to include this site and to designate it as 
part of a wider strategic employment area in order to help meet the 
anticipated required delivery of 76 additional hectares of employment land 
over the plan period.   

 
6.2.10 Paragraph 216 of the NPPF states that weight may be given to relevant 

policies in emerging plans according to the stage of preparation of the 
emerging plan (the more advanced the preparation the more weight that may 
be given); the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant 
policies; and the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the 
emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF. 

 



 

 

 

6.2.11 The initial draft of the plan included the extension of the urban boundary and 
the allocation of this site as a strategic employment site and this was the 
subject of public consultation during August and September 2015.  No 
objections were received to that proposal.  The publication version of the plan 
is currently out to consultation (until March 15th 2015) that also includes this 
proposed change and no objections have been received regarding this to 
date.  Additional weight can therefore be given to Policies EC1 and EC2 in the 
T&WLP that allocate the site as part of a strategic employment area and seek 
to locate new employment sites within those areas.   

 
6.2.12 The proposed strategic employment areas (which incorporate the existing 

areas of Hortonwood, Halesfield, Stafford Park and T54) would create an arc 
of employment land to the north and east of Telford.  These broad locations 
would provide scope for the planned expansion of employment opportunities 
within the borough in accessible locations with excellent connections to the 
M54 and other main roads.  Their proximity to new housing proposals would 
also help to support regeneration in some of the most deprived parts of the 
borough.  

 
6.2.13 Whilst the proposal is contrary to the adopted development plan it is 

considered that there are significant material considerations that weigh in 
favour of this application, namely national planning policy as contained in the 
NPPF and the policies within the T&WLP and the investment and jobs that 
would be generated by the development.   

 
6.2.14 The NPPF places significant weight on the need to support economic growth 

through the planning system and advises that local planning authorities 
should apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The 
proposed development is in broad accordance with the guidance contained in 
the NPPF and in particular the strong focus on economic growth.   

 
6.2.15 The proposal would be delivered through the Marches Local Enterprise 

Partnership as part of their vision to create 70,000 new homes and 40,000 
new jobs across Telford, Shrewsbury and Hereford over the next 20 years.  
The proposed development would benefit from funding from the Telford 
Growth Package which is funded through the central Government Marches 
growth Deal.  The package will involve improvements to a series of junctions 
located along the strategic highway network in Telford.  The applicant has 
stated that the proposal could generate up to 1000 full time equivalent jobs 
across the whole site and this is a significant material planning consideration 
that weighs in favour of the application.       

 
6.2.16 The T&WLP has been written in light of the guidance contained within the 

NPPF and has been prepared in a greater degree of conformity with the 
framework than the adopted development plan as a result.  The proposed 
development is in accordance with the policies contained within the plan that 
seek to focus new employment development within the proposed strategic 
employment areas.  Therefore it is considered that the development of an 
employment use on this site is acceptable in principle despite some policy 
conflict with the adopted development plan.  



 

 

 

 
6.3 Access and highways matters 
 
6.3.1 The means of access to the site is being sought as part of the full application 

and includes two vehicular access points.  In addition the internal estate road 
is to be constructed under the full application.   A new signalised access point 
will be provided onto the A442 to the eastern end of the site frontage.  This 
will contain dedicated right and left turn lanes for vehicles exiting the 
employment park and the signals will include a dedicated pedestrian and 
cycling crossing phase.  The second point of access will be taken from the 
existing junction off the A442 that currently serves the Jigsaw School.   

 
6.3.2 The Council recognises that the amount of development proposed for the 

Borough over the T&WLP period (2011 to 2031) will necessitate 
improvements to the local highway network.  Areas of network constraint have 
been identified across the borough that requires improvements including the 
A442 and Junction 4 of the M54.  The Council has successfully bid for 
LEP/SEP funding but the required works will also require contributions from 
development that would be secured through S106 agreements as applications 
come forward.  The requirement for a highway funding strategy is recognised 
in the T&WLP and WLP Policy T22 (planning obligations) states that 
necessary improvements to meet the needs of the development will be 
provided and funded by the development. 

 
6.3.3 The Council’s Highway Officers consider that there would be a material 

impact on the local highway network arising from this proposal and that 
mitigation is therefore required.  This view is also shared by Highways 
England.  

 
6.3.4 The financial contributions to the highway strategy will be dependent on the 

final details of the development in terms of the size and use of the units and 
how they are operated.  The Council’s Highways Officers have calculated 
what the required contributions would be for both parts of the proposal.  For 
Part A the worst case scenario (approximately 55,000sqm of Use Class B8 
storage and distribution) a financial contribution of £540,919 would be 
necessary to mitigate the impact of the development and to make it 
acceptable in planning terms.  The S106 agreement would need to be drafted 
in a manner that would allow for the range of potential uses and scale of 
development proposed by the applicant to be considered as each reserved 
matters application comes forward. If other uses come forward that would 
have less of an impact on the highway network then the financial contributions 
would be less than this.  

 
6.3.5 For Part B the required contributions would be as follows: Unit 9 (5,574 sq.m 

of Use Class B8 and 688 sq.m of Use Class B1) would be required to make a 
contribution of £40,025.54.  Unit 10 (2,767 sq.m of Use Class B8 and 300 
sq.m of Use Class B2/B8) would be required to make a contribution of 
£22,748.94.  This would also need to be secured through a S106 agreement 
and would be payable upon the commencement of the development.     

 



 

 

 

6.3.6 This is based on the approach that has been taken to other developments 
across the Borough (including the recently approved application at T54 Plot 
6).  The contribution would be directed towards identified schemes in the 
LEP/SEP along the A442 corridor within the vicinity of the site. 

 
6.3.7 Highways England has reviewed the information submitted in support of the 

application which includes a Transport Assessment and Framework Travel 
Plan.  They have advised that in line with Department for Transport Circular 
02/2013 adequate consideration needs to be given to the traffic impact of the 
proposed development site on the Strategic Road Network (SRN), and that 
the required level of information has not been supplied with the application.  
Without additional information it is not possible to determine the need or 
otherwise for mitigation on the strategic road network.   

 
6.3.8 For this reason Highways England recommend non-determination of the 

application for a period of 3 months (beginning 27th January 2016) until the 
above detailed information is submitted and an agreement has been reached 
with the applicant on any improvements necessary to mitigate the traffic 
impact of the development on the SRN. 

 
6.3.9 Highways England have advised that once they receive written confirmation 

from the Council that the funding has been secured for the identified 
improvement works to Junction 4 of the M54 that this holding response will be 
withdrawn.  The written confirmation has been sent to Highways England and 
an update on their response will be provided to the Committee.  

 
6.3.10 A number of objections have been received based on the potential impact 

from additional traffic utilising Wheat Leasowes.  It is likely that some traffic 
currently uses Wheat Leasowes in order to avoid the A442 during peak times.  
The vehicular access for the development is focused on the A442 and there 
would be no vehicular access points onto Wheat Leasowes so the 
development should not result in any additional traffic using that road.  The 
application includes a new signalised junction and financial contributions to 
wider highway improvement works that are intended to improve the 
movement of traffic along the A442 corridor.  Even if the application resulted 
in a moderate increase in traffic along Wheat Leasowes as commuters seek 
to by-pass the signalised junction then this would not in itself be a sufficient 
reason to refuse the application.  The Council’s Highways Engineers have 
considered the application and have not raised any concerns regarding 
highway safety.  

 
6.3.11 As stated above the Transport Growth Strategy identifies improvements to the 

A442 between Leegomery roundabout and the Hadley roundabout.  Due to 
the level of funding required (approximately £16 million) this is regarded a 
longer term project within the plan period (2011 to 2031).  The applicant has 
sought to ensure that the proposed development would be able to tie into 
those works (which are likely to result in the A442 being made into a dual 
carriageway between the two roundabouts) when they do come forward.   

 



 

 

 

6.3.12 The development will be subject to a Travel Plan that would promote 
alternatives to the car.  The site would be linked into the existing pedestrian 
and cycle routes within the area and a potential pedestrian access point onto 
Wheat Leasowes has been indicated on the indicative masterplan.  Subject to 
the mitigation identified above the development would not result in a 
detrimental impact on the operation of the local or strategic highway network.  
The development is acceptable when assessed against Policies C1, C3 and 
C4 of the T&WLP and Policy CS9 of the CS. 

 
6.4 Layout and design  
 
6.4.1 Part A of the application, which is the majority of the proposed development, 

is an Outline proposal and the detailed matters of scale, layout, appearance 
and landscaping have been reserved for subsequent consideration.  Part B of 
the application includes the detailed design and siting of Units 9 and 10 but it 
also includes the layout of the internal estate road and elements of 
landscaping.  As the estate road forms part of the full element of the proposal 
the general layout of the estate is known at this stage as the buildings would 
need to relate to it.  The later reserved matters applications that relate to Part 
A would cover matters such as the appearance and scale of each of the units. 

 
6.4.2 The proposed estate road would loop around the site with the proposed plots 

being located within the loop with two other plots to the north of the site.  This 
configuration would enable the units towards the centre of the site to back 
onto one another in a cluster.  As the rear elevations of industrial units are 
generally blank this clustering would help to screen these elevations from the 
streetscene although the plans do show the servicing areas of the buildings 
facing the street.  

 
6.4.3 Units 3 to 7, which are those within the centre of the site on the indicative 

masterplan, would range in size between approximately 3,500 sq.m and 
18,650 sq.m and would have ridge heights of up to 18 metres in height.  Units 
1 and 2 at the northern edge of the site would be restricted to a maximum 
height of 8 metres.  They would also be set in from the edge of the site by 
approximately 30 metres.  This would provide space for a landscaped bund to 
be provided along the northern boundary to act as a visual buffer.  This would 
measure approximately 3.5 metres in height and would have  

 
6.4.4 It should be noted that these are maximum dimensions and that the 

development may come forward in a different format depending on the 
demands of the market, but the overall amount of floorspace would be limited 
to 65,000 sq.m (including Units 9 and 10) and the heights of the units would 
also be capped to those shown on the masterplan.   

 
6.4.5 Subject to an acceptable design for each individual unit being secured at the 

reserved matters stage it is considered that the general layout and overall 
design of the estate is acceptable.  In this regard the application would accord 
with the provisions of Policies UD2, CS15 and BE1.   

 



 

 

 

6.4.6 Full consent is sought for units 9 and 10 and they would be located in close 
proximity to the A442 at the southern edge of the site.  They would both be 
set approximately 15 metres back from the edge of the existing carriageway. 
There is an existing landscaped verge between the site and the highway that 
contains hedgerow and trees.  The Council’s arboriculturalist has requested 
that the conifer trees are removed as part of the development due to their 
close proximity to Unit 9 and the likely future pressure for works to be 
undertaken to those trees as a result.  It should be noted that the A442 may 
be widened in the future to a dual carriageway and that this work would be 
likely to result in the removal of the majority of the existing landscaping.  

 
6.4.7 The A442 is a main transport corridor and saved WLP Policy UD6 (Major 

transport corridors and gateways into Telford) is therefore relevant to this 
proposal in addition to Policies UD2, CS15 and BE1.  The policy states that 
the Council will expect development proposals on or adjacent to the main 
transport corridors and gateways through and into Telford to be of a high 
visual quality.  The design of new development along corridors should respect 
its role in the context of the corridor as a whole and relate positively to the 
corridor route in terms of scale, location, form and materials. Development 
should reinforce the sense of enclosure and existing views along and out of 
corridors. Buildings should be located positively to the route so as to make a 
positive contribution to the townscape quality of the area. 

 
6.4.8 Unit 9 would measure approximately 110 metres by 55 metres and would 

have a ride height of approximately 13.5 metres.  The building would be 
mainly warehousing and would include office accommodation in the north 
west corner.  The appearance of Unit 9 has been raised in some of the letters 
of objection and this view was also shared by officers.  The plans initially 
proposed a monotonous blank elevation facing towards the A442 and to the 
east which was not considered acceptable.  The applicant has engaged with 
the Council to improve the design and appearance of the building which was 
considered necessary given its prominent location next to a main transport 
corridor.  The south and east facing elevations have been improved through 
the insertion of glazing, contrasting coloured cladding and additional detailing.    

 
6.4.9 Unit 10 would measure approximately 60 metres by 50 metres and with a 

mono pitch roof that would measure between approximately 6.5 metres and 
10.5 metres in height.  The building has been specifically designed, with 
glazing included within the south and west facing elevations, to ensure that 
the building addresses the A442.  The mono pitch roof, feature glazing on the 
most prominent corner and overall design represents an improvement over a 
standard industrial shed type building.  The design of both Units 9 and 10 is of 
sufficiently high quality to ensure that they comply with WLP Policy UD6 as 
well as the more general design Policies UD2, CS15 and BE1. 

 
6.5 Impact on living conditions of neighbouring houses 
 
6.5.1 The houses that are most likely to be impacted upon from the development 

are those to the north of the site that are situated along Wheat Leasows.  
There are houses on the opposite side of the road from the application site 



 

 

 

and immediately to the north of the site, on the same side of the road.  The 
main impacts that are likely to arise from the development would relate to the 
visual impact of the development and from associated noise and disturbance.  

6.5.2 In terms of the visual impact from the development the layout plan that has 
been submitted as part of the outline element of the proposal shows that two 
units could be located towards the northern end of the site.  Whilst this plan is 
indicative it does demonstrate how the site could be developed to provide the 
maximum amount of floorspace applied for (up to 54,404 sq.m).  Due to 
concerns that were raised by both local residents and officers with the initial 
layout plan the application has been amended to improve the relationship 
between the existing houses and the proposed units.  The amendments have 
resulted in an increase in the separation distance from the proposed units and 
the existing houses along Wheat Leasowes to a distance of approximately 40 
metres.  A landscaped buffer would be created along the boundary which 
would further reduce the visual impact on the occupiers of those properties on 
the opposite side of Wheat Leasows.   

 
6.5.3 In addition the maximum height of the two units closest to the northern 

boundary has been reduced from 12 metres to 8 metres (approximately the 
height of a two-storey house).  There would be a change on the outlook from 
the houses along Wheat Leasowes out across the site however the impact 
from a development on a view from a house is not generally considered to be 
a material planning consideration.  The separation distance between the units 
and the closest houses would be sufficient to ensure that there was no loss of 
light to those properties. The bund would be approximately 3 metres in height, 
with landscaping on top of that would help to screen the development from the 
houses and would further reduce the visual impact.  

 
6.5.4 With regard to potential noise and disturbance from the units the end users 

are not known at this stage other than for Units 9 and 10 at the southern end 
of the site.  It would be reasonable to attach a condition to ensure that any 
subsequent reserved matters application was accompanied by a noise 
assessment to ensure that there would be no detrimental impact on the living 
conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring properties.  Similarly the operating 
hours of the units could also be controlled at the reserved matters stage when 
more details are known about how each individual unit would be operated.   

 
6.5.5 There would be a change in the local environment for the occupiers of the 

existing properties along Wheat Leasows but it is not considered that this 
change would result in such a negative impact that it would justify the refusal 
of the planning application.   

 
6.5.6 There are a number of other houses in the wider area, including those along 

Horton Lane to the north east of the site and within the housing estate 
currently under construction to the south west of the site on the opposite side 
of the A442.  Given the separation distance from the site to those houses (the 
units would be located 400 metres from the curtilage of the closest house on 
Horton Lane and the houses to the south west would be located 
approximately 360 metres away) there is unlikely to be any direct impact on 
the living conditions of the occupiers of those houses.  



 

 

 

 
 
 
6.6 Landscaping and visual impact 
 
6.6.1 The site is relatively flat and slopes from approximately 68m above ordnance 

datum (AOD) in the south-west corner of the Site down to approximately 60m 
AOD in the north-west corner of the Site and 61m AOD in the north-east 
corner of the Site, with a ridge at approximately 64m AOD running north to 
south through the centre of the site. Within the wider landscape of the study 
area the land gently undulates, with the height of the landscape varying 
between approximately 50 and 70m AOD. 

 
6.6.2 A hedgerow with trees running horizontally across the centre of the Site links 

into an established hedgerow with trees, along the north western edge of the 
Site. The northern boundary of the Site is edged with an established native 
hedgerow, whilst the southern boundary of the Site is edged with a mixture of 
native hedgerow and trees (both native and non-native). The eastern 
boundary is formed by Crow Brook, which is bordered by dense, 
predominantly native, vegetation. To the north and west of the Site the 
landscape is characterised by arable farmland, with occasional properties and 
farmsteads and immediately adjacent to the western edge of the site, are 
Jigsaw School and Wheat Leasowes Solar Farm. The fields are 
predominantly bordered by hedgerows, many of which have hedgerow trees 
within them. To the south of the Site, the land use comprises predominantly 
commercial and business estates including, Queensway Business Park. To 
the south-west and west of the Shropshire Union Canal, the land use is 
mainly residential, including the new Sutherlands development adjacent to 
Queensway. To the east of the Site are commercial and business estates, 
with the village of Horton to the north-east. 

 
6.6.3 The site is identified as being of medium sensitivity within the updated 

Landscape Sensitivity Study (2014) and a Landscape Appraisal was 
submitted with the planning application to address this.  This concludes that 
there will be major and moderate adverse effects during construction on 
landscape character.  These effects will dissipate to minor and negligible with 
increasing distance from the site.  There would also be major and moderate 
adverse impacts during construction and year one of operation on views from 
residential properties and public rights of way within 1km of the site.  More 
distant receptors will experience minor adverse or negligible adverse effects, 
due to their increasing distance from the site and/or the screening effects of 
existing intervening vegetation.  Once established the proposed bund, tree 
and shrub planting will screen most views of the development from properties 
within 500mm of the site, although the tops of buildings will remain visible due 
to their height from close distant locations including, Queensway HLC and the 
A442 Queensway. 

 
6.6.4 The height of the tallest buildings will also mean they will remain visible from 

longer distance views.  The proposed bund along the northern boundary and 
the associated planting, together with the additional tree and shrub planting 



 

 

 

along the other site boundaries and within the site will screen most views of 
the development from properties within 500mm of the Site. 

 
6.6.5 The appraisal concludes that only a very small number of locations are 

predicted to experience any potential adverse impacts from the development 
in terms of its visual impact; these effects are experienced predominantly to 
the south and east where views are more open and from elevated parts of the 
landscape.  Those affected include public footpath users, local road users, 
and isolated residents. The limited number of people that will experience 
effects will typically view the upper parts of the built development appearing 
above the tree cover surrounding the site, and breaking the skyline. These are 
often oblique, passing views. For the majority of these receptors, Stafford 
Park and other large industrial buildings associated with Telford already 
feature within the view and it is considered that the impacts will be minimal.   

 
6.6.6 The site is located approximately 1km away from the Weald Moors Strategic 

Landscape as identified in the T&WLP.  It is considered that the impacts 
identified above, combined with the separation distance, would ensure that 
there would not be a detrimental impact on the Strategic Landscape.  Whilst 
the site is open land adjacent to the built up area of Telford it is considered 
that the benefits that are associated with the development and its proposed 
allocation as a strategic employment site would outweigh this.  As such it is 
considered that the proposal is acceptable in terms of Policies OL6 and NE7.  

 
6.6.7 The development would result in the loss of approximately 21.42 hectares of 

agricultural land.  Approximately two thirds of this would be grade 2 and 3a 
(regarded as being best and most versatile land). Paragraph 112 of the NPPF 
confirms that local planning authorities should take account of the economic 
and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land.  Where 
significant development land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning 
authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to 
that of a higher quality.  

 
6.6.8 The loss of agricultural land is acknowledged but this has to be balanced 

against there being an identified need for additional employment land and 
buildings to 2031. It is also recognised that in order to meet the required 
employment land requirements, the boundaries of the currently adopted 
Proposals Map will have to be amended in order to accommodate the 
required employment growth over the plan period within the most appropriate 
areas of the borough (as states above the T&WLP seeks to promote the north 
and east of the Telford for as the borough main areas of growth).  The site’s 
allocation in the T&WLP as part of the Hortonwood strategic employment area 
is also a material consideration that can be given more weight due to the lack 
of objection to the relevant policies during the consultation period of the plan.   

 
6.6.9 An analysis of the land surrounding the built-up area boundary of Telford 

further highlights that in order to meet the required housing growth, the loss of 
some best and most versatile agricultural land will be necessary. It is 
therefore considered that the loss of approximately 21.42 hectares of 
agricultural land is necessary when viewed against the benefits of bringing 



 

 

 

forward the proposed development in accordance with Paragraph 112 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 
 
6.7 Ecology  
 
6.7.1 The site comprises arable fields with semi-improved grassland areas, hard 

standing, scattered broadleaved trees and semi-natural broadleaved 
woodland according. The site boundaries are narrow defunct hedgerows with 
standard trees on the west boundary, regularly managed hawthorn hedge on 
the north and south boundaries. The east boundary is treed and a tributary to 
the Crow Brook runs approximately 5m from the site boundary. 

 
6.7.2 A total of 9 ponds have been identified within 500m of the site and following 

surveys is considered unlikely to be impacted by the proposed development.  
The submitted Ecological Appraisal identified two potential badger outlier setts 
on the site but further assessments have concluded that neither of the 
locations are outlier badger setts.  There are badger latrines on the western 
edge of the site which suggests that the site is on the edge of a badger 
territory and may be used for foraging and commuting however the appraisal 
concludes that there will be no direct effect on badgers but recommends basic 
precautionary measures including a pre-commencement badger check 3 
months prior to the start of works on the site and then monthly monitoring, the 
covering of open trenches on the site or provision of mammal ladders to allow 
trapped wildlife to escape and minimal night lighting on the site and the 
retention of dark corridors along the retained hedgerows.  This can be 
controlled by condition.  

 
6.7.3 A Breeding Bird Survey was undertaken and the appraisal recommends that 

vegetation removal should be minimal and that most hedgerows should be 
retained with the exception of a small area where removal is required to 
facilitate access. Any vegetation removal should occur outside of the nesting 
bird season and rough species rich grassland should be provided on site to 
maintain the invertebrate interest of the site and support breeding birds. 
Native tree planting and hedgerow planting/gapping up should be provided 
along with a suite of bird boxes.  This can be controlled through condition 
along with the submission of a Wildlife Mitigation Strategy.   

 
6.7.4 The Crow Brook tributary runs along the eastern boundary about 5m from the 

site. It is heavily shaded and fast flowing. There is little habitat of value for 
water vole and no evidence was recorded. Otters are not considered likely to 
use the brook and no evidence of Otters was recorded. There is some 
potential for reptiles within the site but the appraisal concludes that only very 
low populations may be present and that basic precautionary methods of 
working should be sufficient to ensure protection of these species.  Reptile 
protection measures should be included in a wider Wildlife Mitigation Strategy 
for the site to ensure that they are compatible with all other wildlife protection 
measures proposed. 

 



 

 

 

6.7.5 There are a number of mature trees within the site boundaries and scattered 
across the open area of the site and they have been assessed or bat roosting 
potential.  The appraisal identified a roost of Common Pipistrelle bats 
although it is deemed to be a non-maternity summer roost of low conservation 
value. The removal of the tree will need to be under a European Protected 
Species Mitigation Licence from Natural England and mitigation will need to 
be provided. A European Protected Species 3 tests matrix has been 
completed and is attached to this report.  

 
6.7.6 Another tree contains a roost of at least 1 Common Pipistrelle and 1 Soprano 

Pipistrelle bat but is located near to the proposed entrance to the site and can 
be retained. There is another roost in a copse woodland which is proposed to 
be retained and protected within the site design. 

 
6.7.7 Transect surveys show that the site is used by Common and Soprano 

Pipistrelle bats for foraging and that occasional Noctule and Myotis species 
passes also occur. The proposed landscaping on the site will provide 
enhancements providing that impacts of lighting are carefully controlled. 

 
6.7.8 The development proposes the creation of new species rich grassland, new 

native species tree and hedgerow planting and a wetland with reed bed areas 
on the site.  A habitat management plan for the site covering at least a 20 
year period should be provided to show how the habitats will be created, 
established and managed in the long term and this can be controlled through 
condition. 

 
6.7.9 The Council’s Ecologist has considered the proposals and subject to 

conditions and informatives has no objection to the application.  It is 
considered that, subject to the necessary mitigation being provided, that the 
development is acceptable in terms of O11,C12, NE1 and NE2.  

 
6.8 Flood risk and drainage 
 
6.8.1 The proposal has been considered by the Council’s drainage engineers and 

the Environment Agency with regard to its impact on drainage and flood risk.  
Subject to conditions relating to the details of the surface water drainage 
scheme, run-off rates, surface water treatment and the control of land levels 
adjacent to the Crow Brook there are no objections to the development in this 
regard.   

6.9 Sustainable development  
 
6.9.1 The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to 

the achievement of sustainable development and that the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development is a golden thread that runs through both 
plan making and decision taking.  The NPPF also advises that there are three 
dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. 

 
6.9.2 As stated above there are significant economic benefits to the proposal.  The 

Council has identified in the T&WLP a need for 76ha of additional 
employment land to be provided up to 2031and this proposal would contribute 



 

 

 

towards that need.  The applicant has advised that the development could 
provide up to 1,000 jobs across the site and there are identified occupiers for 
Units 9 and 10 who have a desire to commence works on site as soon as 
possible.  This would contribute towards the vision of the Marches Local 
Enterprise Partnership of creating 40,000 new jobs over the next 20 years 
which would provide an uplift to the local and regional economy.  In terms of 
the social impacts the proposal would create a significant number of jobs and 
is within a location, on the edge of the urban area, that is well connected to 
existing infrastructure and housing which ensures that it is accessible by a 
variety of transport choices.  Whilst the development would result in the loss 
of an area of open agricultural land there would be no loss of protected 
species and the proposal provides opportunities for biodiversity 
enhancements.  It is considered that the proposal would be a sustainable form 
of development and it accords with the NPPF and T&WLP Policy SP4. 

 
6.10 S106 Contributions 
 
6.10.1 The Council has recently completed a Transport Growth Strategy that sets out 

the transport infrastructure and investment that is required to accommodate 
future housing, business and population growth within Telford & Wrekin.   This 
recognises that the quantum of development proposed for the Borough will 
necessitate improvements to the local highway network including the A442 
corridor and Junction 4 of the M54.  The Council has bid for LEP/SEP funding 
but this requires contributions from development.  The requirement for a 
highway funding strategy is recognised in the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan.  
Some of the funding towards the works has been secured through recent 
planning applications around the Borough.  The contributions requested have 
been based on the traffic generated to the highway network based on the 
scale of the particular proposal.   

 
6.10.2 The Council’s Highway Officers have calculated that works have been 

calculated that a financial contribution of up to £540,919.24 would be 
appropriate based on the worst case scenario of the proposed development.     

 
6.10.3 In identifying the required planning obligations on this application the following 

three tests as set out in the CIL Regulations (April 2010), in particular 
Regulation 122, have been applied (in addition to saved Wrekin Local Plan 
Policy T22) to ensure that the application is treated on its own merits and that 
the obligation is: 
• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
• directly related to the development; and  
• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 
6.10.1 In addition account has to be taken of the changes to the CIL Regulations in 

April 2015 that now restrict the “pooling” of financial contributions to no more 
than five contributions to a single type of infrastructure.  The Council’s 
Highways Officers have confirmed that although some contributions have 
been secured for the M54 J4 improvement works five contributions have not 
yet been pooled.   

 



 

 

 

7. Conclusions 
 
7.1 In conclusion, the erection of a new employment park on an un-allocated site 

outside of the defined Telford urban boundary is not in accordance with the 
provisions of the adopted development plan.  The site is proposed for 
allocation within the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan as a strategic employment 
site and within an extended boundary of the urban area and it is considered 
that this is a material planning consideration that weighs in favour of the 
application.   The development has the potential to provide up to 1000 jobs 
and it would contribute to the minimum of 76 additional hectares of 
employment land that is required within the borough to 2031.  The delivery of 
the site also forms part of the Marches LEP growth package and the proposal 
would be in accordance with the NPPF that seeks to encourage economic 
growth.  There is a presumption in favour of the proposal as it would be a 
sustainable form of development.  It is considered that these are significant 
material planning considerations that weigh in favour of the application and 
make the principle of the development acceptable despite some policy conflict 
with the development plan.  .  Subject to appropriate mitigation there would be 
no net loss of ecology and the proposal would not have a detrimental impact 
on any protected species. The design and layout of Units 9 and 10 (as 
amended) is considered to be acceptable and the design and appearance of 
the remainder of the development would be considered in detail at the 
reserved matters stage.  The impact from the development on the highway 
network can be mitigated through on-site works and through financial 
contributions towards the Transport Growth Strategy.  There would be a loss 
of agricultural land and there would be a visual impact from the development 
on the surrounding area however it is considered that these impacts would be 
minimal in the longer term and that they would not outweigh the significant 
benefits associated with the development.  

 
8. RECOMMENDATION:  
 

Based on the conclusions above, the recommendation to the Planning 
Committee on this application is that DELEGATED AUTHORITY be granted 
to the Development Management Service Delivery Manager to GRANT 
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION (Part A) for the construction of an 
employment park comprising of up to 54,404 sq.m of general industrial / 
warehouse and distribution floorspace (Use Classes B2 and B8) with ancillary 
floorspace comprising offices, retail, restaurant/café and hot food take away 
(Use Classes B1, A1, A3 and A5) with all matters reserved except for the 
means of access to the site and to GRANT FULL PLANNING PERMISSION 
(Part B) for the construction of two general industrial / warehouse and 
distribution units with ancillary office accommodation (Use Classes B2, B8 
and B1) along with infrastructure works including the means of access to the 
site, the construction of the internal estate road, drainage, earthworks and 
strategic landscaping for the whole of the site, subject to the following: 

 
a)      The applicant/landowners entering into a Section 106 Agreement with 
the Local Planning Authority (terms to be agreed by the Development 
Management Service Delivery Manager) relating to: 



 

 

 

(i)    up to £540,919.24 towards improvements to the local highway 
network in the vicinity of the site, 
(ii)   £10,000 towards the monitoring of a Travel Plan.  
The monies are to be indexed to start from the date of this Planning 
Committee and any unspent monies after 5 years refunded to the 
applicant.   

 
b)      Detailed conditions and informatives (with authority to finalise conditions 
and reasons for approval to be delegated to Development Management 
Service Delivery Manager).  

 
A full list of the necessary conditions and informatives will be provided to the 
Committee in an update sheet.  

 

  
 

EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES – The ‘three tests’ 

Application reference number, site name and description: 

 

TWC/2015/1064 

Land east of Queensway HLC, Queensway, Hortonwood, Telford, Shropshire 

Hybrid planning application. Part A: Outline planning application for the construction 
of an employment park comprising of up to 65,000 sq.m of general industrial / 
warehouse and distribution floorspace (Use Classes B8 and B2) with ancillary 
floorspace comprising offices, retail, restaurant/café and hot food take away (Use 
Classes B1, A1, A3 and A5) with all matters reserved except for the means of 
access to the site. Part B: Full planning application for the construction of two 
general industrial / warehouse and distribution units (Unit 9: 6,400 sq.m and Unit 10: 
3,156 sq.m) with ancillary office accommodation (Use Classes B2, B8 and B1) along 
with site-wide infrastructure works (access, drainage, earthworks and strategic 
landscaping 

Daniel Owen 

 
Date: 

15 January 2016 

 
Officer: 

Fran Lancaster 
Planning Ecologist (01952 384221) 
Fran.Lancaster@Telford.gov.uk   

 
Test 1 
Is the development ‘in the interests of public health and public safety, or for other 
imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or 
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 
environment’? 
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The proposal is of public interest and represents a sustainable form of development. 
There are significant economic benefits to the proposal.  The applicant has advised 
that the development could provide up to 1000 jobs across the site and there are 
identified occupiers for Units 9 and 10 who have a desire to commence works on as 
soon site as possible.  This would contribute towards the vision of the Marches Local 
Enterprise Partnership of creating 40,000 new jobs over the next 20 years which 
would provide an uplift to the local and regional economy.   
 

 
Test 2 
Is there ‘no satisfactory alternative?’ 

 
The Council has identified in the T&WLP a need for 76ha of additional employment 
land to be provided up to 2031and this proposal would contribute towards that need.  
The site is proposed as an extension to the existing Hortonwood employment area 
and is located on the edge of the urban area, and is well connected to existing 
infrastructure and housing which ensures that it is accessible by a variety of 
transport choices.  Whilst the development would result in the loss of an area of 
open agricultural land there would be loss of protected species and the proposal 
provides opportunities for biodiversity enhancements.   
 

 
 
Test 3 
Is the proposed activity ‘not detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of 
the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural 
range’?  

The Presence/Likely Absence Bat Survey by Mott MacDonald (October 2015) 
identified a roost of Common Pipistrelle bats (max count 1 bat) in T17 on the site – 
this roost is deemed to be a non-maternity summer roost of low conservation value. 
T17 is within the open area of the site and cannot be retained. Mott MacDonald state 
that its removal will need to be under a European Protected Species Mitigation 
Licence from Natural England and that mitigation in the form of bat boxes or 
potentially hanging the roost section of T17 in another onsite tree will need to be 
provided. This roost is a low conservation value roost and as such the basic 
mitigation measures proposed by Mott MacDonald are sufficient to ensure that 
favourable conservation status is maintained and can be controlled through the 
licensing process with Natural England. 
There are two other known bat roosts in trees on the site but these can be retained 
within the site design and protected from disturbance and lighting. 
The proposed development will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the 
populations of Common Pipistrelle bats at a favourable conservation status within 
their natural range provided that the following conditions detailed in the response 
from Fran Lancaster to Daniel Owen dated 15 January 2016 are on the decision 
notice and are appropriately enforced: 
3.European Protected Species Licence 
 
No development (including demolition or site clearance procedures) shall commence 
until a European Protected Species (EPS) Mitigation Licence with respect bats has 
been obtained from Natural England and submitted to the Local Planning Authority 



 

 

 

for the proposed work based on the proposed mitigation within the The 
Presence/Likely Absence Bat Survey by Mott MacDonald (October 2015). Works 
shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the granted EPS Mitigation Licence 
and the associated method statement and shall be supervised, where appropriate, 
by an experienced, licensed ecologist. 
Reason: To ensure the protection of bats, a European Protected Species 
 
Informative: Ecology – Bats 
 
All bat species found in the U.K. are protected under the Habitats Directive 1992, 
The Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2010 and the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 
 
It is a criminal offence to kill, injure, capture or disturb a bat; and to damage, destroy 
or obstruct access to a bat roost. There is a maximum fine of £5,000 per individual 
animal impacted and/or up to six months imprisonment for such offences. 
 
During all building renovation, demolition and extension works there is a very small 
risk of encountering bats which can occasionally be found roosting in unexpected 
locations. Contractors should be aware of the small residual risk of encountering 
bats and should be vigilant when working in roof spaces and removing roof tiles etc. 
 
If a bat should be discovered on site then development works must halt and a 
licensed ecologist and Natural England (0845 601 4523) contacted for advice on 
how to proceed. The Local Planning Authority should also be informed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 


