
43/11/0104

 BLOOR HOMES LIMITED

OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR THE DEMOLITION OF AGRICULTURAL BARNS,
FELLING OF 3 NO. CATEGORY R PROTECTED TREES AND DEVELOPMENT
OF LAND FOR UP TO 503 NO. RESIDENTIAL UNITS WITH ANCILLARY
INFRASTRUCTURE COMPRISING OF NEW JUNCTION WITH TAUNTON ROAD,
PART OF THE WELLINGTON RELIEF ROAD, SPORTS PITCHES, A CHANGING
FACILITY WITH CAR PARK, A PRIMARY SCHOOL, ALLOTMENTS, CHILDREN'S
PLAY AREA, INFORMAL OPEN SPACE, BALANCING PONDS, LANDSCAPE
PLANTING, DIVERSION OF PUBLIC FOOTPATH WG17/17 AND CREATION OF
NEW PUBLIC FOOTPATH AT LAND ON LONGFORTH FARM, WELLINGTON

Grid Reference: 313776.121498 Outline Planning Permission
___________________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION AND REASON(S)

Subject to the applicant entering into a Section 106 agreement (or other
mechanism) to secure the following:

Highways

The design, construction, and funding of the roundabout, its approaches and
the distributor road, which was subject to the Full Application (43/11/0105);
The construction of a distributor road through the development site to link the
B3187 to the existing employment development to the west (Relyon);
A contribution of £100k for Travel Planning and cycle improvements;
A toucan crossing to be constructed on the distributor road in accordance with
a location to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority. Such provision shall
be shown as part of the Reserved Matters application.

On site open space and maintenace

Provision of 2 LEAPs and 1 NEAP;
Transfer of 0.66 ha of serviced land for dedicated use as allotments;
Retained and enhanced orchard (approximately 1 ha);
Provision of 1.419 hectares of serviced land (to include water supply and
electricity to serve a potential future pavilion and car park) as shown on the
master plan for future use as sports pitches;
2.26 ha of incidental open space;
3.16 ha of proposed buffer / ecological  planting;
SUDS

Provision of a commuted sum for the future maintenance of the above, or to
be maintained by a separate management company.

Education

1.2 ha of serviced land for use as a primary school;



The applicant to tender for the highway works costed. Any cost savings
derived from the lowest tender against those costed in the viability report shall
be directed as contributions towards the capital cost of constructing the
primary school;

Affordable Housing

10% Affordable Housing provision which shall accord with the requirements of
the Housing Enabling Officer;

Footpath Diversion

The applicant shall use all reasonable endeavours to seek the diversion of
footpath WG/17 (in accordance with the master plan) prior to the occupation
of the 150th dwelling.

* The detail and triggers for delivering the above will be subject to further negotiation
with the developer. Final authorisation on such matters shall be agreed by the Head
of Planning and Chair of Planning Committee prior to the issue of the decision
notice.

Conditional Approval be granted for the following reason:

The application will deliver 503 residential dwellings and the first phase of the
Northern Relief Road. The site is allocated in the emerging Core Strategy and
accords with the Spatial Vision for Wellington. The site is well linked and integrated
with the existing built form of Wellington and will encourage travel within the town by
modes other than the private car. Any impact on wildlife will be adequately mitigated
and the favourable conservation status of European Protected Species will be
maintained. Having regard to Policy CP7 and the viability of the scheme submitted
the community benefits and infrastructure secured are considered acceptable in the
planning balance. The proposal is considered to result in a sustainable urban
extension to Wellington, contributing to maintaining a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites. The proposal would therefore be in compliance with Policy SP3 and
SS3 of Taunton Deane emerging Core Strategy which due to its advanced stage is
given significant weight in the decision-making process and having regard to the
policy guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framwork.

RECOMMENDED CONDITION(S) (if applicable)

It is anticipated that conditions will be imposed to secure the following:

Time Limit; Phasing; Design Codes; Site Levels; Landscaping; Tree Strategy;
Boundary Treatments; Details/Samples of Extenal Surfaces; Estate Roads; Lighting
Strategy; Surface and Foul Water Strategy (including maintenance); Ecological
Conservation Management Plan; Archaeology; Contamination; Noise Mitigation;
Highway Conditions (as considered reasonable and necessary); Cycle and Footway
Linkages.

Notes for compliance



PROPOSAL

Outline planning permission is sought for residential development of up to 503
dwellings. All matters are reserved for subsequent consideration. The scheme
includes balancing ponds, informal and formal open space and play, landscaping,
ecological mitigation and allotments. The master plan also identifies land for a
primary school and public playing fields with changing facilities. The Design and
Access Statement (DAS) states that the master plan includes:

13.7 hectares of residential development
1.27 hectare school site
0.66 hectare allotment site
2.2 hectares of playing fields
3.16 hectares of native planting
1 hectare retaining and enhancement of existing orchard

The building heights strategy has been designed with regard to the importance of the
distributor road through the site. For the most part, buildings would be two storeys
high, with a maximum ridge height of 8.7m. Two and a half storey buildings, with a
maximum ridge height of 9.0m are proposed along the distributor road. A small
number of three storey buildings, with a maximum ridge height of 9.6m are proposed
adjacent to the orchard. The site will be developed at a range of densities, from
26-31 dwellings per hectare adjacent to the retained farmland in the east to 42-46
dwellings per hectare in the north.

The scheme would deliver the first phase of the Wellington relief road from the
B3187 to the manufacturing facilities at Relyon. The final phase would be dependant
upon the relocation of both Relyon and Swallowfield to land to the east. The Core
Strategy allocation provides for that situation. Whilst access is a reserved matter the
application identifies a new junction with Taunton Road (B3187) to the south. Full
planning permission has been granted for a roundabout and the first part of the
Northern Relief Road up to the proposed built form, under decision notice
43/11/0105. This enabled the applicant to secure the necessary ecological licenses
necessary prior to the construction of the highway infrastructure.

There are two existing footways which run across the site from south to north. The
master plan identifies two diversions. The first is a minor deviation to the alignment
of the route to Nynehead to take into account the proposed built form. Secondly, in
order to avoid additional pedestrian traffic using the unmanned crossing over the
railway a diversion is proposed. The proposed alignment would travel west prior to
the crossing and users would be directed to use the existing old road bridge across
the railway. The route would then run east parallel to the railway line before rejoining
its original line north towards Nynehead.

Surface water run-off from the areas of proposed built development and highway will
drain via a series of ditches and swales to a balancing pond located adjacent to the
railway line.

Revisions to master plan

The master plan has been revised to relocate the play area to the west of the site
further north to allow natural surveillance from the residential areas. The revised



master plan also shows the 2.0m wide buffer areas from Network Rail land together
with the proposed footpath diversion route.

For clarity purposes it should be noted that (i) the listed farm house and its curtilage
(as shown on the submitted plan), (ii) land immediately to the east where there is a
maternity bat roost, and (iii) land to the south of the proposed sports pitches are
specifically excluded from the application site.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

Longforth Farm was de-allocated from the Taunton Deane Local Plan 2004 on two
main grounds (a) the scale of development at Wellington was excessive and likely to
lead to commuting from the town (b) the benefits accrued were insufficient to
outweigh the loss of best and most versatile land, particularly when alternative sites
could be developed. Cades Farm was therefore allocated in the Local Plan. The
strategic and local policy context has now changed. The Core Strategy identifies that
Wellington has a high level of self containment. Longforth Farm is now a Strategic
allocation in the Core Strategy, which seeks to deliver around 2,500 dwellings to
Wellington as the secondary focus for growth in the Borough over the period up to
2028.

The north boundary is delineated by the mainline railway. There are two existing
crossings over or across the railway line. The first is at the point of the old road
bridge in the north west corner of the site. The second is an unmanned pedestrian
crossing further to the east. Both footways intersect with the east-west long distance
footpath 8/19A which follows the line of the former Grand Western Canal. Further
north is the grade II* parkland at Nynehead Court.

To the east of the site is agricultural land reserved for the relocation of the
employment uses of Swallowfield and Relyon as provided for by Policy SS3 of the
Core Strategy. The application proposal specifically omits a parcel of land from the
developable area as an ecological buffer to an existing bat roost. This land will
remain as agricultural land. Further east is Nynehead Road which connects the
village of Nynehead to the B3187 and Wellington.

To the south the site abounds the B3187. St John the Baptist Church is located to
south west and beyond this the town centre of Wellington. The site is located
approximately 750m from the town centre. Further south east is the residential
development at Cades Farm. The town centre of Wellington is located to the south
west

To the west is residential development at Parklands Road. To the north west is
employment uses associated with Relyon and Swallowfield.

Full planning permission was granted (reference 43/11/0105) for highway works
comprising a roundabout and first part of the relief road. The application also
included landscape mitigation and drainage works.

CONSULTATION AND REPRESENTATION RESPONSES

WELLINGTON TOWN COUNCIL – Recommend that the proposal be granted. The
proposal complies with the emerging Core Strategy and was proposed to be on land
identified for development. Due to these reasons we have no objections to the



proposal.

NYNEHEAD PARISH COUNCIL – Object to the proposal for the following reasons:

The proposed ‘relief road is not adequate because it would not provide a by-pass of
the town centre for traffic from the Milverton direction wishing to go towards
Chelston, nor for Swallowfield traffic, and would not take traffic away from lanes
through Nynehead. Because of this long-term objective is not achieved by this
scheme it would be wrong to develop on high agricultural land merely to provide
more housing.

It was also agreed to make two additional comments:

That if the scheme should go ahead the industrial land at the Nynehead/Poole
junction should be served by a road from the new roundabout and;
That a footbridge over the railway should be provided rather than a long
diversion over the Longforth Farm bridge. The footpath from Wellington to
Nynehead, the medieval route, is well-used as a ‘utility’ path as well as for
recreation purposes.

Several representatives of the Parish Council visited the exhibition at the URC hall
and commented favourably on the quality of the displays and the useful discussions
they had with the applicants’ consultants.

Revised Comments – 03.07.12

The Parish Council continues to object to the closure of the public right of way
between Wellington and Nynehead where it crosses the railway line. The closure and
its replacement with a long diversion would be a serious inconvenience to the many
users of the path which has been in use since medieval times. The safety issue on
the railway crossing is recognised and the council would therefore press for the
provision of a footbridge. It is noted that while the applicants state that this would be
too expensive no details are given of the cost of the bridge itself nor of how these
relate to the cost of the total scheme. If the crossing is to be closed it is essential that
the diversion is provided before this is done and the path brought up to a good
standard before any houses are built. It was also noted that a formal diversion order
will be required and the Parish Council ask that it be notified of its publication.

The Parish Council still considers the proposed relief road to be inadequate.

PLANNING POLICY – response to 43/11/0104 and 43/11/0105 as follows;

These applications will provide for development of the first phase of the Longforth
strategic site allocated in Policy SS3 of Taunton Deane Core Strategy 2011 – 2028
published plan. The plan was submitted to the Secretary of State in mid November
2011. There were only six responses to the Regulations 27 public consultation in
July and August 2011. Five of these considered the policy sound and raised only
matters of detail. The only objection was from DW Alder on behalf of landowners
elsewhere, including Fox’s Meadow, to the north of Wellington. The Core Strategy
will be examined during the second week of February 2012, but the draft programme
does not propose to hold a public hearing on the Longforth site. Therefore the Core



Strategy has reached an advanced stage and is a material consideration. In view of
the lack of objection to policy SS3 in particular, it would be appropriate to attach
significant weight to it.

The proposals accord with Core Strategy Spatial Policy SP3 Realising the vision for
Wellington. This includes strategic sites and new green wedges at Longforth and
Cades/Jurston, provides for the relocation of Relyon and Swallowfield, a Northern
Relief Road for Wellington and sustainable transport measures including a town bus
service, re-opening of the railway station and a network of cycle and walking routes.

Core Strategy Policy SS3 allocates Longforth and sets out in more detail the
elements of the development and infrastructure required. The site is in a highly
sustainable location within easy walking distance of the town centre services and
facilities. For three decades Wellington has supported the development of Longforth
and provision of the Northern Relief Road to remove HGVs from the town centre.

The current proposals have evolved through many meetings over recent years with
Terence O’Rourke and Bloor Homes, including meetings with Wellington Town
Council, Urban Initiatives, Somerset County Council, Natural England, and Somerset
Wildlife Trust.

The applications provide for the first phase of the Core Strategy proposals. The
development includes 503 homes, of which 25% are affordable, primary school, a
green wedge with football and cricket pitches, pavilion and car parking, allotments,
and landscape buffers to mitigate wildlife impacts, together with the first stage of the
Northern Relief Road and sustainable transport measures.

The applications are supported.

HIGHWAY AUTHORITY – The access junction and first part of the Relief Road were
granted consent subject to conditions and a legal agreement to secure a suitable
design and implementation of the Roundabout and Relief Road.

The site is allocated for residential development in the Taunton Deane Core Strategy
under Policy SS3.

The applicants have submitted a full Transport Assessment and Travel Plan to
support the application. Both have been carefully scrutinised. The Transport
Assessment shows that the proposed site access junction is suitable in terms of both
capacity and geometry and this had a full consent granted.

The Transport Assessment shows that the development will have a negative impact
on the Chelston Roundabout and the Wellington Town Centre traffic signal junctions
of Longforth Road and North Street and South Street. Mitigating of these junctions is
therefore required.

In terms of the Chelston Roundabout the Highway Authority is requiring contributions
from this development to add those required from nearby development to secure
improvements to the Chelston Roundabout to increase capacity. A sum of 500k at a
rate of 1k per dwelling is sought.

There is very little physically that can be done to overcome the issues in Wellington



town centre. It is the Highway Authorities view that the installation of a MOVA, a
devise for maximising the capacity of congested junctions, will improve the situation.
A contribution of 50k therefore is required to deliver this.

Travel planning and the ability of the site to be sustainable from a transport viewpoint
is essential. The submitted Travel Plan is not yet satisfactory and my colleagues are
working with the developer in order to overcome this. It is the Highway Authority’s
view that Travel Plan measures including Residential Travel Vouchers, a Travel Plan
co-orindator, local Travel Plan initiatives, cycle infrastructure and cycle parking
together with a Travel Plan Management Fund are required. A contribution of
£330,000 is required to secure the above.

Although the application is in Outline, an illustrative Master Plan and draft Housing
layout have been submitted. These plans are from the Highway Authority’s
perspective generally acceptable. I would however expect discussions to take place
prior to the submission of Reserved Matters so that a development that is suitable in
all respects can be delivered. To this end conditions securing the Housing Estate
Road details will be required.

In conclusion I have no objections to the proposed development subject to a S106
Agreement to secure the following: -

1. The design, construction, and funding of the roundabout, its approaches and
the distributor road which was subject to the Full Application.

2. A contribution of £500k being £1k per dwelling towards improvements to
Chelston roundabout.

3. The sum of £300k for Travel Planning and cycle improvements.
4. The sum of £50k to install MOVA at both the Longforth Road and the North

Street/South Street Traffic Signal junctions.
5. A Toucan Crossing to be constructed on the section of Relief Road subject to

Reserved Matters. The location of this has yet to be agreed.
6. The construction of a Distributor road linking with that provided in (1) above

running through the development site to link with the existing commercial
development to the West.

Conditions sought to cover: estate layout; roads/footways/turning constructed to
ensure each dwelling is served by a properly consolidated and surfaced footway and
carriageway to at least base course level; development not brought into use until
service road constructed; no gradient steeper than 1: 10; no dwelling to be occupied
until a network of cycle way and footpath connections have been constructed and
including links to the adjacent highway network; street light specifications to be
agreed prior to occupation; siting of Toucan crossing.

HIGHWAYS AGENCY – The proposals will not have an adversely impact on the
Strategic Road Network.

LANDSCAPE OFFICER – Generally the Environmental Statement and master plan
proposals are well considered and acceptable. My two main concerns are:

1)      The landscape impacts from V8 do not consider railway passengers as visual
receptors. Given the elevated position of the carriages and embankment the impacts



will be very significant. This impact has been considered to some extent travelling
from east to west other than when adjacent to the proposed housing. The housing
has no proposed mitigation and this will have a significant impact both for residents
and rail users.

2)      Trees within the street scene as part of the main boulevard are very close to
proposed housing. This is generally not acceptable to the highway authority and may
cause longer term shading and rooting problems if not fully considered.

The arboricultural and landscape assessments are fine.

HERITAGE LEAD OFFICER

I am relatively comfortable with the curtilage left for Longforth Farmhouse, as shown
on the Plan. The curtilage however is less clear on the Indicative Housing Layout
Plan. The latter would also appear to show a main access to Relyon immediately to
the south of the farmhouse which is not shown on other plans. Clarification required.
It would also be helpful to have a more detailed plan, showing the farmhouse and the
intention for its immediate environs. In respect of the latter, I would expect
landscaping for the farmhouse to be outside its curtilage.

Revised Comments – 05.07.12. I note the response to my formal comments and
welcome the confirmation of the proposed position of the access road to Relyon.

ENGLISH HERITAGE

The development does not have a direct physical impact on any of the designations
for English Heritage has a responsibility. However, PPS5 Planning for the Historic
Environment makes clear that authorities and statutory consultees like English
Heritage should have regard not just to direct impacts on the historic environment
but to indirect impacts on the historic environment but to indirect impacts like
changes to setting. The setting of numerous heritage assets – including listed
buildings, a conservation area and a registered park and garden – could be affected
by this development. We have taken a view that the greatest impact is likely to arise
in relation to the park and garden at Nynehead Court, which lies just to the north of
the proposed development site and it is on this heritage asset that this consultation
response concentrates.

The landscape of Nynehead Court is included at grade II* on our Register of Parks
and Gardens. This means that it falls within the top 40% of parks and gardens in
England. PPS5 describes registered parks and gardens as a heritage asset, placing
them on the same footing as listed buildings, scheduled monuments and other
heritage designations. In development control they are what is known as a material
consideration in the determination of the planning application. PPS5 also English
Heritage’s own guidance, The Setting of Heritage Assets, 2011 (disappointingly this
appears not have informed the ES), emphasises that ‘it is important…that the
extended and remote elements of design are taken into account when the setting of
a designated landscape is being evaluated’. One of they key findings of recent
historic studies is that the designed (registered) landscape at Nynehead Court has a
strong relationship with the wider landscape, and most of the key designed views are
focussed south over the park towards Wellington and the Blackdown Hills beyond. It



is difficult to rank views, especially as many such views in designed landscapes are
kinetic (depending on movement for effect) but the studies indicate that many of the
most important views are to be enjoyed from the higher ground in the north park and
from the pleasure gardens close to Nynehead Court itself. Possibly the most
significant view is the one looking south from the Three Arch Bridge to the Wellington
Monument (this view is actually on the same alignment as the view from the pleasure
grounds). Despite being kilometres apart, the axial relationship of the bridge to the
monument is precise, the design is by the same architect and the owner of
Nynehead coincidentally was a leading promoter of the Wellington Monument In
garden society terms, the connection between near and far objects is known as
‘borrowed landscape’, in other words landscape that is appropriated to given an
exaggerated impression of the extent of an estate.  Of a similar level of significance
to the view from the Three Arch Bridge are views from the Grand Western Canal and
the Deane Way within the registered landscape. The canal is physically much closer
to the proposed development and the impacts likely to be more direct.

The Cultural Heritage and Landscape and Visual chapters in the Environmental
Statement rightly identify the view from the Three Arch Bridge as significant. It is also
of public amenity, coinciding at this point with a public footpath. The ES accepts
there will be some change to this view arising from edge of the town moving closer to
the park, but contends that at this distance it will be difficult to distinguish the new
from the existing urban edge.

Our response to this is informed by The Setting of Heritage Assets which accepts
that the ‘protection of the setting of heritage assets need not prevent change. Most
places within the setting of a heritage asset are subject to some degree of change
over time’. The townscape of Wellington has always occupied the middle ground in
views from the high ground of the north park and our judgement is that the change to
the view arising from the proposed development is a matter of degree only. If the ES
concludes that the more distant views from the core of the registered park will not be
significantly affected by the proposed development, it does accept that there will be a
significant impact from the Grand Western Canal and Deane Way, views 5 & 6 (still
within the registered park). The Non-Technical Summary states: ‘the greatest
change will be to views and the character of the park boundary along the Grand
Western Canal, as a result of increased development on the park’s margins’. In
attempting to place a magnitude on this change, the Non-Technical Summary says
that ‘in the context of the park as a whole, this will be a small adverse change. As a
result of the park’s high importance, the effect will be moderate or significant.

Out own judgement does not differ markedly from the assessment in the ES. Using
the terminology of PPS5, we have concluded that any harm to the setting of
Nynehead Park is ‘less than substantial’   and therefore we do not have an objection
in principle to the proposed development. (Underlining Planning Officer emphasis)

However, as our setting guidance makes clear, this isn’t the end of the process. In
section 4.2 of The Setting of Heritage Assets, five sequential steps are set out. Step
Four requires developers to explore ways ‘of maximising enhancement and avoiding
or minimising harm’. This should identify opportunities for changes in the setting to
enhance of better reveal the significance of a heritage asset.

It is in relation to Step Four that we consider more work remains to be done. As we
have said, the principal views from the park are from the pleasure grounds of
Nynehead Court, from the Three Arch Bridge and from the Grand Western Canal.



To take the view from the pleasure grounds/Three Arch Bridge first. This important
view corridor crosses directly over areas proposed for residential development in the
masterplan. Other plans indicate a maximum ridge height of between 8.7 and 9.0m,
depending on building type, and to this must be added the effect of rising ground. –
the development has a fall of more than 20 metres. In our consultation response to
the scoping opinion we stated that ‘we would expect to agree a number of
photomontage viewpoints to enable the visual impact to be fully and transparently
assessed’. Unfortunately this information has not been provided in the ES. The
reason given is that ‘there are currently no detailed proposals’. This is disingenuous.
If there are no detailed proposals then how is it possible to reach a conclusion, as
the Non-Technical Summary/Cultural Heritage chapter of the ES does, that ‘in the
context  of the park as a whole, there will be a small adverse change’?

We suggest that there is sufficient information in the public domain to allow
photomontages to be prepared: there is a master plan, there are proposed ridge
heights, there is a road layout and there are indicative landscape proposals. We
regularly comment on visualisations based on no greater level of detail than this. We
need to see visualisations of the proposed development from all the key viewpoints
in the registered park including from the Grand Western Canal if we are to contribute
meaningfully to the design process. Without such real engagement it is unlikely we
will be in a position to consider favourably any reserved matters or to support a
subsequent, full application.

The street layout, the orientation of housing, the nature of house types, the palette of
materials and colours used in external elevations, street lighting, the provision of
renewable energy (photovoltaics, wind power, biomass) and the location of green
space and landscaped corridors within the development all have the potential to
affect the setting of Nynehead Park. Intelligent design allows ways of ‘maximising
enhancement and avoiding or minimising harm’, as set out in Step Four.

In conclusion, we reiterate that we are not opposed to the principle of development
at Longforth Farm. However, we need the applicant to engage meaningfully with us
and to provide a greater level of detail, which is necessary to our final assessment. If
necessary, they should be prepared to modify their proposals. The illustrative
material we have already requested will assist in this process. 

Further comments 08.07.12

Our specialist staff has considered the information received and we do not wish to
offer any comments.

The application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy
guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.

COUNTY RIGHTS OF WAY - Comments as follows 

This application directly affects public footpath WG 17/16 & WG 17/17.  At this stage
it would appear that the route of WG 17/16 is taken into account, however WG 17/17
will require a diversion under the Town & Country Planning Act. The application for
this should be made to Taunton Deane Borough Council.  The proposed alternative
route would appear to be acceptable at this stage; however the applicant should



ensure there are plenty of links from the residential areas to WG 17/17.

The development is more than likely going to result in the increased use of both
footpaths, which means the existing level crossing on WG 17/17 will have a higher
frequency of use.  This issue was raised at the EIA Scoping Opinion consultation
with a request for a footbridge to replace the level crossing.   I understand that a
bridge could be prohibitive in terms of expense as well as having a landscape
impact, therefore if a bridge is not possible the applicant needs to seek written
assurance from Network Rail that they would be happy with the increased use on
this level crossing.  Any physical improvements that can be made to the crossing
should be implemented.

Whilst the proposed footpath link on the north side of the railway is welcomed (as it
creates a shorter community circuit), it is not a route that the County Council Rights
of Way would wish to become a definitive footpath.  It could be a non-definitive path
as part of the open space and managed by the Management Company or by the
Borough Council.

Footpath WG 17/16 connects the Longforth Farm site to an area of proposed new
housing (43/11/0080).  This footpath could be upgraded and serve as a useful cycle
track link from the Tonedale area to employment and services on the northern and
eastern sides of Wellington and Chelston.  I did not refer to this opportunity in my
response to 43/11/0080, but they could be asked to contribute to such a scheme.

The health and safety of walkers must be taken into consideration during works to
carry out the proposed development. Somerset County Council (SCC) has
maintenance responsibilities for the surface of the footpath, but only to a standard
suitable for pedestrians. SCC will not be responsible for putting right any damage
occurring to the surface of the footpath resulting from vehicular use during or after
works to carry out the proposal. It should be noted that it is an offence to drive a
vehicle along a public footpath unless the driver has lawful authority (private rights)
to do so.

Revised comments – 29.06.12

The proposed diversion (the concurrent stopping up and creation of public ways) of
footpath WG17/17 is in the interests of public safety given the proximity of the
development to the level crossing and therefore the stopped up section will need to
include the level crossing itself and any existing path up to the proposed new path so
that no cul-de-sacs are left. The master plan should be amended to reflect this.

Section 119a Highways Act is the preferred legislation, however Network Rail would
need to be the applicant and agree to defray costs incurred in the diversion process.
Therefore, Network Rail and the developer may need to come to an agreement as to
how this would work.

Section 257 TCPA 1980 could be used and applied for by the developer. However,
this legislation is used to ‘enable development to take place’ and is not directly
relevant to the safety of the level crossing. This could have consequences if the
Order was objected to and referred to the Secretary of State for determination.

Whichever legislation is used, we would require a risk assessment from Network Rail
to back up their initial objection to the development on the level crossing safety



grounds.

The attached map indicates the section of WG 17/16 that I request is improved to an
all-weather sealed surface and rights for cyclists secured between points A and B.
This would provide a valuable off-road link for walkers and cyclists between the two
developments and act as part of the wider network of sustainable access to jobs and
services within Wellington and Chelston. Further assessment is required as to what
works this would necessitate.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MANAGER – Comments as follows:

My concern relates solely to the provision of road infrastructure.

Wellington needs a relief road to remove traffic generated by Swallowfield and
Relyon from the town centre. In the same token Swallowfield and Relyon require
improved and more direct access to the M5; if that is not forthcoming in the next few
years either could relocate out of Wellington.

Whilst this application meets Relyon’s needs and should enable that company to
access the motorway better, in so doing it may compound the difficulties for
Swallowfield, particularly due to the residual value left in that company’s site. I would
therefore prefer to see a proper Relief Road, not the cul-de-sac proposed, which
serves Relyon and Swallowfield as well as the numerous other businesses and
investors located in the north west of the town, including at Tone mills.

A development that includes both of those large employers would enable the
relocation of both businesses to sites elsewhere in the town funded by a
comprehensive redevelopment of both sites together.

HOUSING ENABLING OFFICER

The Housing Enabling Lead supports this application based on need and the
comments do not reflect the suitability of the site in terms of planning.

In accordance with Local Plan Policy C4, provision for play and active recreation
should be made for the residents of these dwellings.

503 residential units should provide 3 hectares of public open space of which 0.925
hectares should be play and 2.075 hectares for outdoor recreation. Children’s play
area shown on the outline map behind the school should therefore be moved north
to be overlooked by the dwellings. The Parks Department should be asked to
comment on the actual design and content of the play grounds.

I note from the Design & Access Statement that 0.66 hectares has been set aside for
allotments. 15.4 square metres per dwelling of allotment land should be provided
on-site, 503 dwellings should therefore provide 0.77 hectares for allotments.

A contribution of £1,118.00 towards local community hall facilities should be sought
or a community hall incorporated within the proposed changing provision.

The Parks Department should be asked to comment on the location, size and layout



of the proposed football and cricket pitches.

A public art contribution should be requested, either by commissioning and
integrating public art into the design of the buildings and the public realm or by a
commuted sum to the value of 1% of the development cost.

COUNTY EDUCATION OFFICER – Comments as follows:

The contributions sought are:

Primary School Provision: 30 places per 150 dwellings.
503 dwellings: 503/150x30 = 100 places @ £12,257 per place = £1,225,700.

Secondary School Provision: 30 places per 210 dwellings:
503/210x30 = 72 places @ £18,469 per place = £1,329,768.

Pre-School Provision: 3 places per 100 dwellings
503/100x3 = 15 places @ £12,257 per place = £183,855

If the development is unable to deliver a new primary school and contributions for a
pre-school and the secondary tier, it would be unsustainable and unacceptable. If the
contributions are not secured, it is highly possible that children living in the new
development would not find a school locally. The development should not therefore
be permitted to proceed, possibly in order to achieve other objectives, if the
fundamental requirement for school places cannot be achieved.

NETWORK RAIL - After consultation with our Level Crossings Risk Control
Co-ordinator, Network Rail object to this application for 2 reasons as currently
proposed.

Objection No.1.

The proposed development will significantly increase the use of the pedestrian level
crossing in this area which may have safety implications due to the envisaged
increase in the usage. The increased use of the crossings cannot be looked upon
favourably by Network Rail and some form of mitigation may be justified to reduce
any safety concerns.  Should the Applicant/Council wish to discuss the matter of the
level crossing further with regard to minimising potential safety issues, please
contact the Level Crossing Risk Control Co-ordinator, Rob Aston at
Rob.Aston@networkrail.co.uk to agree potential improvements to the level crossing
and to minimise the risk of accidents from the envisaged increased use that will
result from this proposal.

Network Rail are disappointed that the application has been submitted without a new
footbridge to replace the level crossing.  Network Rail had previously discussed the
need for this infrastructure with the agent of the proposal.  This requirement should
therefore be no surprise to the applicant and note that the application site includes
land on both sides of the railway which would given them control to construct the
required footbridge.



Objection No.2.

The proximity of the buildings adjacent to the railway boundary gives us serious
concern for the safety of the railway and the stability of the embankment.  When
developing adjacent to the railway boundary, Network Rail suggests that all
structures are located at least 2 metres from the boundary fence to allow
construction and any future maintenance work to be carried out without involving
entry onto Network Rail’s infrastructure and also the maintenance of the adjacent
site.

Network Rail is likely to withdraw any objection if an acceptable solution can be
found on the issues outlined above to this proposed development which would
include:-

The potential safety issues associated with the increased use of the level
crossing would potentially include an alternative means of access i.e. a caged
footbridge which would be funded by the applicant/developer to mitigate the
safety concerns as a result of the increase in the use of the level crossings,
although a further safety appraisal of the level crossings would need to be
completed before concluding a footbridge is required.

The development is located 2 metres away from the rail boundary to allow for
future works and maintenance. 

The only other alternative to relocating the building would be for the developer to
enter into an asset protection agreement with Network Rail, contact Richard Selwood
at AssetProtectionWestern@networkrail.co.uk to submit structural and safety
evidence to demonstrate there will be no structural impact upon the railway
infrastructure and that it could be built and maintained without entering our land.

Revised comments – 24.06.12

Further to our comments supplied on 3rd November 2011 objecting on two counts,
after further consultation with our Level Crossing Co-ordinator, Network Rail
supports Bloor Homes proposal to divert public footpath WG17/17 to enable the
footpath to be closed.

Notwithstanding the above, in the event of the diversion order not being confirmed,
then Network Rail’s objection to this scheme will remain.

The revised plan does not show the housing layout to the boundary, therefore we are
unable to confirm that the buildings are shown with a 2 metre gap between the
proposed build and Network Rail’s boundary.

All other requirements previously set out for the safe operation of the railway remain.

NATURE CONSERVATION OFFICER – Comments as follows:

The scheme includes the planting of a 3 ha of native species 20 m wide landscape
planting belts, 902 m of new hedging, a community orchard and the creation of
balancing ponds with areas of marsh and swamp vegetation. The development is



expected to take ten years to complete and so this allows phasing of proposed
ecological mitigation.

The following species are present on site

Bats - Seven species of bats were recorded using the site. (Common pipistrelle,
soprano pipistrelle, noctule, natters, barbastelle, brown long eared and lesser
horseshoe bat). The main area of activity was found in the southern section of the
site around the mature trees near Drakes place and to the north of the site in the
vicinity of the Grand western canal.

The most significant find of surveys was the location of a barbastelle bat roost.
Monitoring of this roost in 2010/2011 confirmed the roost as a maternity roost and
the surveyor noted that the bats appeared to forage off site to the north. I support the
proposal to maintain a 125 m buffer zone of no development around the roost and
for woodland planting and fencing to provide a barrier. There should be no public
access to the roost and so the buffer zone should remain as agricultural land. I also
support the planting of wildflowers to attract moths. I note that construction works
within 200m of the site roost will be confined to winter months only.

The new road will cut through one established hedgerow that is known to be used as
a feeding and commuting route used by bats. The development of the roundabout
will require works close to a tree known to be used as a roost by common
pipistrelles. The creation of the sports pitches could affect another tree where
common pipistrelles have been recorded.

Development will increase the amount of lighting in a previously unlit countryside and
so must be sensitively designed. The buildings to be demolished do not contain any
bat roosts. Pipistrelle bats were found in the main roof void of the farm house. This
building is to be retained but if refurbishment is undertaken then I agree that further
emergence surveys should be undertaken.

Dormice - Surveys carried out in 2008 confirmed the presence of dormice on site,
particularly on the eastern part of the site in the vicinity of the new roundabout. This
roundabout will isolate the southern and northern section of the site and so limit
movement of dormice. Loss of hedgerows may also result in killing or injuring of
dormice and so an EPS licence is required.

Great Crested Newts - GCN were found on site in 2003. A repeat survey undertaken
in 2011 recorded breeding GCN in two ponds on the site. The other four ponds on
site were dry at the time of survey. The proposal, if unmitigated, will result in a loss of
a significant area of habitat that may be used by GCN for foraging and shelter. I
agree that an EPS licence is required.

I support the proposal to retain and enhance the ponds on site as well as the
proposal to construct two new attenuation ponds. The road tunnels and additional
landscaping will aid movement of GCN around the site.

Reptiles - A population of slow worms were recorded along the railway embankment
near to the area where the new balancing ponds are proposed. Another population
of reptiles on the eastern side of the site where a cutting enters the site from Taunton
road will be affected by the proposal



Badgers - The site appears to be used by three badger clans. The southern clan
close to Drakes place in the south of the site will be most affected by the
development by the loss of foraging habitat disruption of foraging routes and
potential road traffic mortality The initial phase of the development will include the
construction of the road  and housing close to this clan’s main sett. Proposed
mitigation includes the construction of three tunnels under the first road phase to
enable the badgers within the white sett to continue to access their foraging territory
to the north of the road. A badger chicane to allow and contain badger movement
along the edges of the sports pitch is also proposed and a planted earth bund to the
north of the proposed sports pitches. A further underpass is proposed to the north of
the site.

I support the proposal to carry out a bait marking survey in spring 2012.

Birds - The vegetation on site supports a variety of birds. Birds will be affected by the
development in the short term but in the long term the proposed landscaping will
increase available habitat for birds.

Any removal of vegetation should be carried out outside of the bird nesting season.

General Comments - There has been a lot of pre application meetings undertaken
with this application which I consider has resulted in a much improved masterplan.

The developer appears to have addressed ecological issues and recommended
satisfactory overview mitigation.

I support the updates made in the second Addendum to the Environmental
statement June 12 and the proposed additional mitigation measures.

I am very disappointed however to see that highways require a roundabout to access
the site. If this decision can be rethought it would improve the situation for dormice
considerably

To conclude I consider the mitigation proposed for species affected by the
development to be generally sound. To develop the site however the developer will
need to apply for EPS licences for dormice, great crested newts and possibly bats.
Further detail and up to date surveys, will be required at the detailed planning stage.

In accordance with the NPPF I would like to see wildlife protected and
accommodated in this development. As the development is planned to take place
over a ten year period changes to the use of the site by wildlife may occur. I agree
that further surveys and monitoring will be required to ensure that any agreed
proposed mitigation is adequate.

Condition recommended for details of a strategy to protect and enhance the
development for wildlife and habitats; updated wildlife surveys if commencement of
development exceeds 12 months; ecological monitoring for a period of ten years
after development has commenced. Informative note re: method statement relating
to condition; protection afforded to species irrespective to grant of planning consent.

NATURAL ENGLAND – Following comprehensive species surveys the detailed
reports confirm that the site is used by many protected species including dormice,



bats and great crested newts. All three species have European Protection and
Natural England has been working closely with the ecological consultants and
developer, the County Council, Borough Council, and Somerset Wildlife Trust aimed
at reducing the impacts upon the species as much and wherever possible. However,
there still is an impact on them and a European Protected Species license is needed
from Natural England before the development can proceed. This application if
approved will allow some of the mitigation to be put in place ahead of the
construction phase.

The hazel dormouse has been found in habitat in this part of Wellington on Cades
Farm phases 1 and 2, proposed Jurston Farm, and Chelston developments. The
species range over a large area and are known from recent research to cross some
roads such with widths as the B3187. In this case they are impacted upon more than
we had first envisaged because of the requirement by SCC Highways for the
developer to construct a roundabout. The impacts upon their habitat both sides of
the road is high, and will limit their movements within the site and beyond. The
habitat links will be severed and habitat connectivity broken. Natural England
supports an alternative option?

Taunton Deane Borough Council, as the planning authority, has to have due regard
to the requirements of the EC Habitats Directive when determining a planning
application, as prescribed by Regulation 9 (5) of the 2010 Habitats Regulations. In
determining the application, the authority must be satisfied that the proposed
development must meet a purpose of ‘preserving public health or public safety or
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the
environment’. In addition the authority must be satisfied that, (a) that there is no
satisfactory alternative and (b) that the action authorised will not be detrimental to
the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a favourable
conservation status in their natural range.

ARCHAELOGY

We consider there is enough information on European protected species for your
Authority to undertake the above assessment and to decide if Natural England would
issue a license. It should be noted that this advice given by the Land Use Operations
Team is nit a guarantee that NE’s licensing team will be able to issue a license, since
this will depend on the specific detail of the scheme submitted to them as part of the
license application. They will require a mitigation scheme that ensures no net loss of
habitat, maintains habitat links and secures the long-term management of the site for
the benefit of dormice.

The method of data collection to assess the heritage issues on this site has been
agreed with this office throughout the application process. The combination of desk
based assessment and field evaluation has produced sufficient results to afully
assess the significance of all heritage assets on the site. These represent assets of
local importance and so the appropriate response would be to ensure full
investigation and recording of assets. The Written Schemes of Investigations put
forward in the Cultural Heritage section as mitigation represent reasonable approach
to dealing with the archaeological issues on this site.

For this reason I recommend that the developer be required to archaeologically



excavate the heritage asset and provide a report on any discoveries made, as laid
out in PPS5 (Policy HE12.3). This should be secured by the use of model condition
55 attached to any permission granted.

COUNTY ECOLOGIST – Comments as follows:

I have attended several meetings with regard to wildlife issues on this site and
assume the agreed mitigation has been carried forward into this application. My
views echo those of the Nature Conservation of the Borough Council and that of
Natural England. I would like to be assured that public access to fields through the
woodland buffer planting would not be possible – currently the cross section in
43/11/0105 shows only badger proof fencing and as I understood it a meeting there
would be fencing to prevent access.

I would also emphasise the need for sensitively designed lighting scheme. Lighting
schemes for developments are usually designed by SCCs street lighting section and
the developer will need to stress the requirement for this due to the effects on
European protected species. It is also stressed that the complete buffer planting
scheme should be commenced as soon as possible.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER – Comments as follows:

Noise - The submitted noise report assesses the impact of road traffic noise
generated as a result of the proposed development. It concludes that there will be a
negligible impact on the surrounding area.

I note that the Land Use Plan shows areas of residential use, however, the northern
side of the development is adjacent to the railway line, and the western part of the
site is also adjacent to industrial premises. The noise from the railway is very likely to
impact on any residential premises close to the line and the industrial premises could
be a source of noise during both the day and the night.

The applicant should carry out a noise assessment in line with PPG 24, BS4142 and
any other relevant guidance to determine whether noise from any existing sources
would restrict development on certain parts of the site, or lead to noise mitigation
being required.

I would recommend that this work is carried out before permission is granted for
residential properties adjacent to a railway line.  Note that PPG 24 states that for
land in Noise Exposure Category (NEC) D “Planning permission should normally be
refused” and for NEC C “Planning permission should not normally be granted. Where
it is considered that permission should be given, for example because there are no
alternative quieter sites available, conditions should be imposed to ensure a
commensurate level of protection against noise”;

The developer should consider noise from the railway and other noise sources in the
initial design and layout of the development, and also in the design of the properties
closest to the sources of any noise. It should also be noted that a section of the
railway is on an embankment and so it is unlikely that acoustic barriers could be
used to mitigate the noise.



Contaminated Land - The contaminated land report is a desk top study for the site.
As this is a residential development covering a large area with history of commercial
uses I would recommend that a risk assessment is carried out regarding
contaminated land.

Air Quality - The report assesses the impact on air quality in the Wellington area. It
concludes that the impact from the development on air quality will be negligible and
that pollutant concentrations will remain below air quality objectives.

Conditions - It is recommended that condition be imposed to deal with: noise, and
contaminated land.

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY – No objection subject to the imposition of conditions re:
surface water drainage master plan; detailed drainage design; ecology (as per
consultation response of Nature Conservation Officer); contaminated land.
Informative notes requested to provide guidance on information required to accord
with above conditions.

The maintenance of all SuDs for the development will need to be confirmed prior to
the determination of this application. This includes the ponds and the underground
tank.

We also note that the ditch to the north west of the site will be culverted for access
and run alongside the new access roads within the development. TDBC have
powers to maintain this ditch (designed as an ordinary watercourse) and we are not
sure if this ditch serves any existing drainage purpose.

WESSEX WATER – Comments as follows:

Foul Drainage - The site will be served by separate on site systems of drainage.
Subject to agreement of flow rates and points of connection there is adequate
capacity within the foul sewerage network for foul flows from the development. Any
new connection to the public sewerage system under Section 106 of the Water
Industry Act 1991, cannot be made until the applicant has entered into a signed
Section 104 Adoption Agreement with the Water Company.

Surface Water Drainage - Surface Water strategy will need to satisfy PPS25 with
appropriate approval from the Environment Agency and Planning Authority.

Sewage Treatment - Improvements at Wellington STW will be growth dependent and
subject to review. Wessex Water will work with the developer of the site to ensure
the rate of development does not proceed ahead of planned investment.

Water Supply - Subject to agreement of flow rates and points of connection there is
adequate capacity within the supply network to serve the proposed development.

DEVON & SOMERSET FIRE SERVICE – Comments as follows:

Means of Escape - Means of escape in case of fire should comply with Approved
Document B1, of the Building Regulations 2007. Detailed recommendations



concerning other fire safety matters will be made at Building Regulations Stage.

Access for Appliances - Access for fire appliances should comply with Approved
Document B1, of the Building Regulations 2007. Detailed recommendations
concerning other fire safety matters will be made at Building Regulations stage

Water Supplies - All new water mains installed within the development should be of
sufficient size to permit the installation of fire hydrants conforming to British
Standards.

POLICE – Comments as follows.

Design & Access Statement - The DAS at para.6.21 headed ' Safety & Security'
states that there will be a clear distinction between public and private spaces i.e.
public fronts/private backs. Also, those dwellings will have active frontages providing
a high level of natural surveillance. Further, that there will be no 'hidden' or 'dead'
areas. All of these principles I would fully support.

At para.6.22, the DAS goes on to say that ' At the detailed design stage the
developer will seek to consult with the police liaison officer with a view to obtaining
the Secured by Design award'. This indicates to me that the developer has taken into
account potential crime and disorder or fear of crime issues that could affect this
development and has attempted to demonstrate how crime prevention measures
have been considered in the design of the proposal. Should planning permission be
granted, I look forward to working with the developer with a view to attaining Secured
by Design accreditation which should ensure minimum standards of security in
respect of this development.

Layout - The perimeter block layout and avoidance of blank gable ends should
ensure good natural surveillance of the streets and some of communal areas whilst
vehicular and pedestrian routes appear to be open, direct and not segregated. The
use of physical and psychological measures such as rumble strips, change of road
surface texture/colour, pillars and similar features can help define defensible space
giving the impression that the area beyond is private. A large number of the
dwellings are orientated to face one another, which is also beneficial, allowing
neighbours to watch over one another and create conditions which will make the
potential offender feel liable to detection. If possible, rear access paths should be
avoided, as this is where the majority of burglaries occur.
Communal Areas have the potential to generate crime, the fear of crime and ASB
and should be designed to allow good supervision from nearby dwellings with safe
routes for users to come and go. The proposed NEAP and LEAP included in the
Orchard appear to be well overlooked from surrounding buildings. However, I have
some concerns regarding the play area proposed adjacent to the primary school,
which appears to have very limited surveillance opportunities and I would
recommend that it be re-sited. Boundaries between such public and private areas
must be clearly defined and features incorporated to prevent unauthorised vehicle
access. Adequate mechanisms should also be put in place to ensure future
management and maintenance to prevent fly tipping and other anti-social behaviour.

Dwelling Boundaries - Dwelling frontages should be kept open to view with boundary
treatments a maximum height of 1m, be they walls, fences, hedges or similar, to
assist resident surveillance. More vulnerable side and rear boundary treatments



should be minimum height of 1.8m.

Car Parking - A mixture of car parking is proposed including on plot garages/drives,
on street and parking courts. The recommended option is on plot garages/drives;
however, if parking courtyards are unavoidable, they should be in small groups,
close and adjacent to owners' homes and within view from active rooms in owners'
premises. Such parking courtyards are discouraged because they allow
unauthorised access to the rear of premises, which can result in burglary and ASB,
in addition, in private developments they are often unlit increasing the fear of crime
for residents.

Planting/Landscaping - Should not impede opportunities for natural surveillance and,
in general, where good visibility is needed, shrubs should have a mature growth
height of no more than 1m. Mature trees should have no foliage below 2m, so
allowing a 1m field of vision.

Street Lighting - For adopted highways and footpaths, private estate roads and
footpaths should comply with BS 5489.

Physical Security - of the dwellings and school i.e. doorsets, windows, security
lighting etc - as stated above, I look forward to working with the developer to seek to
attain SBD accreditation in respect of both types of development. In this regard, I
would refer the applicant to the SBD website - www.securedbydesign.com where
additional comprehensive information is available.

Revised comments received 27.06.12

The majority of my previous comments remain applicable. In this regard, I note the
proposed Play Area, which was to be located adjacent to the Primary School and
which I expressed some concerns about, has now been relocated further north to an
area with improved surveillance from adjacent dwellings which I would fully support.

I look forward to working with the developer to seek to attain Secured by Design
accreditation in respect of the residential development and primary school.

HEALTH & SAFETY EXECUTIVE –  does not advise, on safety grounds, against the
granting of planning permission in this case. 

TAUNTON DEANE RAMBLERS – We have reservations to this proposal, in
particular footpath WG17/17 from the development over the railway line. New homes
will produce more walkers in this area and the safety of people crossing a very busy
railway line must be a priority.

Representations

8 letters confirming NO COMMENTS/OBSERVATIONS has been received and one
further letter confirming NO FURTHER OBSERVATIONS to the amendments.

3 letters of SUPPORT has been received. Summary of support:



Any relief from the large lorries passing along the Highway Street and
Taunton Road is most welcome;

7 letters of OBJECTION have been received. Summary of OBJECTIONS:

Principle / Policy

Is there a linked stage 2 plan to move Relyon & Swallowfield factories and
then use brownfield land for housing? – If so this would be environmentally
retrograde – making it harder for people to walk or cycle to work. In this
respect it would be a backward step for Wellington.
Is there sufficient land for the relocation of the Relyon and Swallowfield
facotries?
In view of the large number of houses in the process of being built at Cades
Farm and Victoria Green does the Council appreciate the impact of this
development and the proposed development on the character of Wellington?
This will mean for thousands more residents for the community to absorb;
This in turn will attract the chain stores who will push out the local traders;
Where are all these new residents going to find employment? – many will use
the congested A38;
What evidence is there to support the need for this housing in the first place;
Cannot see the two main employers relocating – not commercially viable;
Not allocated in Local Plan and specifically removed from the draft Local Plan
Inspector in view of its unsuitability. ‘I am not persuaded that the advantages
of the road would be sufficient to outweigh the loss of such a large area of
best and most versatile agricultural land ‘and’ a scale of development is not
appropriate to Wellington’;
Proposal conflicts with and is contrary to Para 69 of PPS3: Housing in that it is
not environmentally sustainable;
The site contains a number of protected species – bats, great crested newts,
dormice, badgers, slow worms, grass snake, adder and breeding birds.
Mitigation measures necessary to protect these species means that a larger
part of the site has to be kept free from built development. The development
will deliver the housing target of 900 dwellings which is part of the justification
of the site as a Strategic Site.
Conflicts with and is contrary to emerging Government Policy as set out in the
draft NPPF in that it would fail to protect and enhance the natural resource.
The Council’s draft Core Strategy has not been the subject of an Examination
and has not been tested. Therefore little weight should be afforded.
Proposal does not comply with Policy SP3 in that it fails to ‘Provide a Northern
Relief Road (NRR); as an integral part of the development and as part of its
initial phases. The NRR is reliant upon the relocation of Swallowfield and
Relyon which is unlikely due to economic reasons. The provision of the NRR
is a key justification for the identification of the site and bringing forward only
part of the NRR would be contrary to Policy SS3.
The Core Strategy identifies elements of infrastructure that should be
provided. These include:

A Local Centre
G.P Surgey
Community Hall
Places of Worship



Local Convenience Shopping
Bus loop linking the site to the Town Centre and Railway Station
11 ha of employment land

These elements have not been provided for and there is no guarantee that
they will be provided in the future.

Highways

A ‘Relief Road’ is an ‘A’ road that takes heavy vehicles and through-traffic
away from housing and built up areas, with reasonable speed i.e. 40-70mph.
This proposal is intentionally routing heavy vehicles and, eventually
through-traffic, through a housing estate along a residential sized road lined
with trees, at a speed of 20-30mph; How is this environmentally or child
friendly?
How long before new residents object to heavy vehicles trundling past their
front doors? What else is possible?
Inadequate provision for dropping off and picking-up children by car at the
primary school, assuming this new school will also provide for children from
the Cades Estate.
Any benefit of replacing HGV’s from the site will be countered by the cars
from 500 new homes;
Authority should source the money for the relief road from the governments
infrastructure plan and save this land;
The site is poorly served by public transport and will not encourage travel by
sustainable modes;
It is not possible for buses to serve the site until the NRR is completed;
Walking distances would therefore exceed the 400m (5 minute) walk distance
if bus stops on Taunton Road and Station Road, with some in excess of 1km.

Ecology

The site supports a number of European Protected Species (EPS). It will be
necessary to obtain the requisite licenses from Natural England. The Authority
are required to consider the derogation tests under Regulation 9(5) of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, in determining a
planning application. The application fails two of the three tests ‘imperative
reasons of public interest’ and ‘no satisfactory alternative’ to the development.

Heritage   

Proposed ‘potential industrial area’ too close to Nynehead Park Grade 2
Listed historic features of fates, lodge, railway bridge, aqueduct, canal, lift and
carriageway and open parkland;

Character and appearance of the landscape

Detrimental to the character of the landscape;
Shouldn’t this type of development be sited on a designated
industrial/business park?
Proposed development would adversely affect the character of the Farmed
and Settle Low Vale Landscape (Policy EN12), and the landscape setting and



character of the approach route into Wellington on Taunton Road (Policy
W14). In addition the proposals will have a visual effect on the Nynehead
Court registered park and garden (Policy EC20).

Flooding / Drainage

Flooding and pollution concerns ref runoff to tributaries of the River Tone –
impact on water quality reduce by run off of urban area;
Increased pressure of Tonedale STW from more dwellings;
This STW discharges to River Tone directly above our farm;

Other matters

Hope various conditions will be enforced e.g. playing field proposals state no
flood lights (as already light pollution from Cades Farm).
The proposed development will significantly increase the use of the existing
pedestrian level crossing which would be detrimental to the safety of users.
Network rail has objected.
The proximity of buildings adjacent to the railway boundary gives rise to
problems relating to the safety and stability of the embankment.
Loss of ancient footpath that runs from the Parish Church to Nynehead.
Sports pitch dimensions are not adequate for all three pitches;
The proximity of the buildings to the railway line will result in an unacceptable
impact in relation to noise and vibration. This was a determining factor in land
to the east of Longforth Farm (26/08/0011). To permit this scheme would be
inconsistent with that decision.

PLANNING POLICIES

CP6 - TD CORE STRATEGY - TRANSPORT AND ACCESSIBILITY,
ROW - Rights of Way,
EN12 - TDBCLP - Landscape Character Areas,
NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework,
CP7 - TD CORE STRATEGY - INFRASTRUCTURE,
SP1 - TD CORE STRATEGY SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS,
SP3 - TD CORE STRATEGY REALISING THE VISION FOR WELLINGTON,
SS3 - TD CORE STRATEGY WELLINGTON LONGFORTH,
DM1 - TD CORE STRATEGY - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS,
DM4 - TD CORE SRATEGY - DESIGN,

DETERMINING ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Policy

The Core Strategy is now at an advanced stage. The Planning Inspector has
submitted his final report on the examination of the Core Strategy to the Council. The
Inspector finds the Plan to be sound, subject to the proposed main modifications.
The Core Strategy should therefore be afforded significant weight in the
decision-making process. The Inspector addressed alternatives for the expansion of
Wellington and commented as follows:



Realistic alternatives for the development of Wellington are more limited than for
Taunton.  Ten possible small sites were considered through the SA at the issues and
options stage.  Those chosen as strategic sites have been shown to be the most
sustainable with a longer term option (Longforth North-East of railway) not required
during this plan period.  The approach taken is sound.

Longforth Farm is an allocated site within the Core Strategy. Policy SP3 of the Core
Strategy sets out the vision for Wellington, as the secondary focus for growth within
the Borough. The Spatial Vision, reflected in Key Diagram 2: Wellington includes
Longforth Farm as a strategic site.

Policy SS3 sets out the site specific policy for Longforth as follows:

Within the area identified at Longforth, a new compact urban extension to the north
of Wellington will be delivered including:

Delivery of around 900 new homes at an average of 40 dwellings per hectare;
A new local centre with associated social infrastructure including a single form
entry primary school, GP surgery, community hall, places of worship,
sheltered housing and local convenience shopping;
11 hectares of employment land for general industrial (B2) and storage and
distribution (B8) at the eastern edge of the allocation. This area is designated
for the relocation of the two biggest employers in Wellington;
Land released by the relocation of the two biggest employers to be used for
mixed use development including part of the new local centre, re-opening of
Wellington railway station, new homes and small business start-up units along
the railway line;
Developer contributions towards (a) studies to establish the engineering,
operational and commercial feasibility of a railway station for Wellington and,
(b) subject to approval by the rail industry, towards capital costs;
Developer contributions for other infrastructure delivery in line with Policy
CP7: Infrastructure;
A Northern Relief Road in the initial phases of the development between
Taunton Road and the existing employment area, alleviating HGV traffic in the
town centre and residential areas;
A local bus loop to provide public transport access to the residential areas and
link with the town centre, railway station and inter-urban bus services between
Wellington and Taunton; and
A green wedge of 18 hectares between the residential area and the
employment area.

The development form and layout for Longforth should provide:

A new neighbourhood that reflects the existing landscape character and the
opportunities and constraints provided by natural features to create new
neighbourhoods that are distinctive and memorable places;
Easy access to the town centre and a connected street network which
accommodates pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles and promotes a viable
public transport system;
Well-designed public open spaces (including playing fields, children's play,
allotments, and associated community facilities such as changing facilities)
which are enclosed and overlooked by new development, create a  green
necklace around the town, and promote a positive relationship between new



housing and existing communities.

Development will be further guided by a masterplan and design code to ensure a
coordinated approach to the delivery of this site.

This proposal brings forward residential development of up to 503 dwellings and the
first phase of the Northern Relief Road. The relocation of the two major employers,
(Swallowfield and Relyon) is dependant upon the commercial viability of doing so.
The Core Strategy does however provide for their relocation. The deliverability and
position of the local centre is also dependant upon the relocation of Swallowfield and
Relyon, as the most sustainable and viable location for its provision. This proposal
would not prejudice the delivery of the Northern Relief Road. Indeed it will deliver the
first phase of the relief road from the B3187 up to the existing premises of Relyon.
This will deliver important highway and amenity benefits by re-directing HGV traffic
from the town centre. 

It is considered that the proposal is broadly policy compliant with Policy SS3.

Community Benefits and Infrastructure

As expanded upon within the ecology section of this report the master plan for
Longforth has evolved significantly. Indeed the master plan has to some degree
been ecology led. The siting of a maternity bat roost in the centre of the site has
resulted in a requirement for a buffer around this with additional woodland planting.
This area is now outside the red line and will have no public access. It will remain as
agricultural land. The Core Strategy also identifies a green wedge running through
the allocation. The east sector of the wider allocation is reserved for relocation of
Swallowfield and Relyon.

The reduced developable area in combination with costly highway infrastructure and
ecological mitigation has impacted on the scheme's viability. The Highway Authority
requires the width of the road to be constructed to distributor road specifications. The
Highway Authority has also requested that the junction on the B3187 to serve the
site is a roundabout. Further S106 contributions have also been sought from the
Highway Authority and are addressed in the highway section.

In order to inform the process an independent viability assessment was carried out
on behalf of the Council. The assessment found the methodology to be sound.
Officers have sought verification on the costings submitted. The applicant has
identified savings of £700,000. In line with the Council's Corporate Priorities officers
have prioritised those savings to increase the level of affordable housing provision
from 8 to 10%. The Highway Authority has also given a strong steer that the costings
attributed to the highway works are too high. The Highway Authority have indicated
that they may, in the future, be able to deliver the scheme but are unable to meet the
developer timescales for delivering this Core Strategy site. However, the developer
has offered a solution in that they will go out to tender on the detailed design and will
accept the lowest tender. Any further savings identified from this process will be
directed to the capital cost of delivering the Primary School. The application currently
provides a serviced site for the school. It would then be for the Education Authority to
use other funds e.g. contributions from Cades Farm to deliver the school. If no
further savings from the highway works are achieved from the tender process then
the Education Authority, other residential development or CIL would need to fund the
shortfall. At this stage, it is important that the land is secured for the provision of the



Primary School.

The proposed community benefits and infrastructure that will be delivered are set out
in the 'heads of terms' at the start of this report. Officers consider that having regard
to the viability of the scheme the contributions put forward are appropriately
prioritised.

Agricultural land

The site was assessed in 2004 against the Agricultural Land Classification. There
are 10.4 hectares of grade 1 (excellent quality), 10.4 hectares of grade 2 (very good
quality), 1.1 hectares of grade 3a (good quality) and 4.7 ha of grade 3b (moderate
quality) agricultural land. The site is therefore within the grades 1-3 (a) that are
referred to as being the ‘best and most versatile agricultural land’ as set out in Annex
2: Glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework).

Paragraph 112 of the Framework states:

Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant
development of agricultural 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.

This calls for a balanced approach in whether there is an overriding need for the
development having regard to sustainability considerations and the suitability of the
site for housing. It must be noted that Longforth is a Core Strategy site identified as a
strategic and sustainable extension compliant with Spatial Vision for Wellington. It is
therefore considered that the loss of high quality agricultural land does not outweigh
the overriding requirement for sustainable housing development which is in
accordance with the Core Strategy.

Landscape

This is a Core Strategy site and therefore the principle of residential development is
accepted. The application is also in outline where all matters are reserved for
subsequent consideration.

The Environmental Impact Assessment identified that the proposal will lead to a
moderate, adverse, significant effect on the landscape character of the site. The
introduction of new built development onto the site will also affect the rural qualities
of the local landscape character areas. In response mitigation is proposed in the
form of new dense woodland belts along the east boundary and north of the railway
line. There will also be landscape planting within the site to break up the built
development and mitigate potential ecological effects. Key hedgerows will be
retained and development restricted to two storeys in sensitive views from Nynehead
estate. The built form is set back circa 280m from the B3187.

The landscape officer considers that the overall strategy is acceptable. However,
concern is raised to the visual impact from the railway line as a visual receptor. The
applicant notes the concern. However, in response states that screening immediately
to south of the railway line would be limited due to Network Rails requirements in
terms of tree planting. The applicant highlights that any views would be transient due



to the high speed of the trains at this point. The only alternative would be to set the
development further back which would impact upon the viability of the scheme
further.

The application provides significant ecological and landscape mitigation in the form
of 3.16 ha of native planting (6.2 ha of combined woodland planting and pond
creation). It is therefore considered that the proposed mitigation measures for what is
an allocated site are acceptable. The detail of which will be formally considered as
part of the Reserved Matters. The proposed buffer planting and its maintenance to
mitigate impacts on ecology will be secured through legal agreement.

Heritage

The proposal has the potential to impact on heritage assets in the form of a grade II
listed farmhouse and the historic parkland of Nynehead Court which is designated
grade II*. The Council’s Conservation Officer is satisfied that the proposal would
have no adverse impact on the heritage asset subject to the detailed consideration of
Reserved Matters.

English Heritage specifically addresses in their consultation response the potential
impact of development on the historic parkland. They do not raise any objection in
principle. The response sets out further information that should be submitted to
evaluate the impact of the development. The applicant has advised English Heritage
that the points are noted and that further information will be submitted at ‘Reserved
Matters’ stage to take account of the comments made. The response has been
acknowledged by English Heritage who do not wish to make further comments.

Ecology

Longforth Farm provides habitat for number of European protected species as set
out in detail by the Council’s Nature Conservation Officer. The development at
Longforth Farm has to a degree been ecology led due to the ecological constraints.
The applicants have engaged with the Council’s Natural Conservation Officer,
County Ecologist and Natural England to develop a master plan that would respect
ecological interests and provide appropriate mitigation and enhancement of habitat.
The scheme would provide 3ha of native planting and woodland and a range of
mitigation measures. There will be no public access to the field containing the
maternity bat roost and substantial planting to prevent such access. The field will
remain in agricultural use.

In accordance with the Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) the proposal will
result in ‘deliberate disturbance’ of protected species, which is an offence under
these regulations, unless a license is first obtained from Natural England. However,
under Regulation 9(5), the Local Planning Authority is a ‘competent authority’ and
must have regard to the requirements of the Regulations in the consideration of any
of its functions – including whether to grant planning permission for development
impacting upon protected species. In order to discharge its Regulation 9(5) duty, the
Local Planning Authority must consider in relation to a planning application:

Whether the development is for one of the reasons listed in Regulation
53(2). This includes whether there are “…imperative reasons of overriding
public interest including those of a social or economic nature and
beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment” (none



of the other reasons would apply in this case);
(i) That there is no satisfactory alternative;
(ii) That the Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) of the European protected

species in their natural range must be maintained.

These tests are considered below:

(iii) The proposal is considered to be in the public interest, delivering a
sustainable and strategic housing development in compliance with the
Spatial Vision for Wellington;

(i) There is no satisfactory alternative.  The Core Strategy Inspector notes
that realistic alternatives for the development of Wellington are more
limited than for Taunton. Those chosen as strategic sites have been
shown to be the most sustainable with a longer term option (Longforth
North-East of railway) not required during this plan period. The approach
taken is sound. The Inspector’s position confirms that Longforth Farm is a
sustainable location as an urban extension which cannot be delivered
anywhere else.

(ii) It is considered that the proposed ecological mitigation strategy and
measures will ensure that the FCS of protected species will be maintained.

Highways

The Highway Authority considers that the principle of the master plan and indicative
layout are acceptable.

The Highway Authority response indicates no objection subject to securing
contributions towards a raft of highway infrastructure requirements. As referred to
previously viability is an important matter in the context of bringing forward the
proposed development. The development would deliver significant highway
infrastructure in the form of a new roundabout junction and first phase of the
Northern Relief Road. The first phase of the Northern Relief Road would benefit the
wider community by removing a significant proportion of HGV’s that serve Relyon
without using the town centre junctions. 

The Highway Authority have requested contributions to both the town centre traffic
lights and Chelston roundabout. Officers consider that in balancing and prioritising
the S106 contributions any long term impact on Chelston roundabout and works to
the town centre would be better directed through CIL or contributions from other
developments in Wellington. This application provides important highway
infrastructure that will benefit not only future residents but existing businesses and
local communities through the delivery of a significant proportion of the Northern
Relief Road. This will have a positive impact in re-directing large vehicles from using
the town centre junctions and benefit residential amenity.

Public footpaths and the crossing of the railway

Officers have been in dialogue with the applicant over concerns to the intensification
of usage of the unmanned pedestrian rail crossing. The issue has also been raised
by Network Rail and the County Rights of Way Officer.



There are three options available. The first option would be to provide a new
footbridge across the railway. However, this would require a contribution of circa
£750,000 from the monies available for community benefits and infrastructure. The
second option would be to ‘do nothing’ and leave the crossing in situ. The third
option would be to seek a Diversion Order to realign the footpath, prior to the
crossing, to run west through the development and to cross the railway line over the
existing bridge. The footpath would then run east parallel to the railway line before
re-joining its original course.

The Core Strategy does not require the provision of a bridge across the line. In
addition it is considered that the costs associated with providing this piece of
infrastructure is prohibitive within the overall scheme. However, officers and the
applicant agree that an alternative solution is preferential due to the proximity of
development to the railway. Whilst the crossing is currently used by local residents
they have become accustomed to its use. The proposal will introduce new housing in
this location where future residents may be less so. The preferred option therefore is
to divert the footpath as set out in the preceding paragraph. This will enable the
public to safely cross the railway line whilst accepting it will result in a less direct
route.

The applicant is therefore agreeable to seeking a diversion. Officers consider that it
is reasonable that the diversion order is made prior to the occupation of the 150th
dwelling. However, in the event that the application for a diversion was unsuccessful
the unmanned crossing would remain in situ and development would proceed on
such basis. This is because the safety merits of crossing the railway would form part
of the proposed diversion application. This provision would be secured by way of
legal agreement.

Noise

The applicant has submitted further information in respect of noise from both the
railway and existing businesses. The response of the Environmental Health Officer is
awaited and will be reported to Members.

Conclusion

 It is considered that the proposed scheme is generally policy compliant having
regard to the viability issues discussed. The development has been subject to
viability testing and officers set out in this report the community benefits that will be
delivered.  The development will deliver a sustainable development within close
proximity to the services and amenities of the town centre with dedicated cycle and
footway links. The proposed development would bring forward residential
development in line with Core Strategy Policy SS3 and in accordance with the
Spatial Vision for Wellington. Officers therefore consider the proposal is acceptable
subject to securing the appropriate S106 obligations.

In preparing this report the Planning Officer has considered fully the
implications and requirements of the Human Rights Act 1998.
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