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Introduction
The Waters Upton Neighbourhood Plan (‘the Plan’) is being produced by Waters Upton Parish
Council under the Government’s Localism Act. This Act has a set of regulations which Waters Upton
Parish Council must follow.
This formal Consultation Statement complies with requirements of Regulation 15 (2) of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 (the Regulations) and provides the response to
Regulation 14 of the Regulations (pre-submission statutory consultation). It has been prepared by
Waters Upton Parish Council to fulfil its legal obligations under these Regulations.
The Regulation 14 consultation on the Plan was carried out between 14th April 2014 and 6th June
2014.
This report sets out what a formal Consultation Statement should contain:
• Details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood
development plan;
• explains how they were consulted;
• summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;
• It describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
A much greater level of consultation has been undertaken than the legislation requires. During the
Consultation period Base Architecture held a public meeting on the 14th May 2014 to present their
proposed development scheme, which was outside of the original SHLAA sites. This was to run
parallel to the village road, in Waters Upton, and would more than double the number of houses in
the village. On 28th May 2014 a Shaping Places public meeting was held to consult on a revised
SHLAA proposal which was identical, in size and shape, to the site included in the Base Proposal. The
responses to both of these meetings are listed separately in the tables below.
This Regulation 14 Consultation Statement summarises all statutory and non-statutory consultation
undertaken with the community and other relevant statutory bodies and stakeholders on the pre
submission draft. In particular it describes how concerns have been addressed and what changes
have been made to the Plan as a result of the consultation.
The formal consultation carried out by Waters Upton Parish Council involved the following:
•

Placing a hard copy of the Plan and supporting documents at the local Parish Centre.

•

Publicising the Plan by writing to all households in the Parish, with a summary of the Policies,
and encouraging people to feedback comments using a supplied form to be handed to Parish
Councillors or handed in at the parish shop.

•

Receiving e-mail comments via “watersuptonpreservation”.

•

Contacting organisations within the Parish and the Village School.

•

Discussions with the Ward member

•

Conducting an exit poll at a Base Architecture presentation on 14th May 2014 held at the
Village Hall

•

Recording comments at a Shaping Places Consultation on 28th May 2014 held at the Village
Hall
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Summary of the responses from residents to the consultation.
In total, 20 specific comments, not covered by Waters Upton Neighbourhood Plan policies were
received, following the mail circulation promoting the Consultation Period. These came from total of
37 respondents. These are listed in detail in the table below along with the specific policies in the
Plan that they relate to and the response action determined
Of the responses received:
1

Was against the Plan – concerns and actions taken are tabled below.

5

Supported part of the Plan – concerns about the Policies and points not covered under
Policies are tabled below including actions taken.

31

Were in full support of the Neighbourhood Plan

Written comments received from residents during the Consultation period
14th April to 6th June 2014
Resident

Support

Comment

N & L Gatley
No
There is too much traffic locally now. This is a rural area
which is why we bought our property and do not want to see it turned into another Telford overspill.
Possible increase in crime, vandalism and the general destruction of the peaceful environment and
charm of a small village. Action = Noted, no policy changes needed, relevant TWC personnel will be
advised of concerns.
Mr& Mrs Hemmings
some
Agree on WUH1, WUH2, WUGS1, WULC1, WULC2, WULC4,
WULC5. In the last few weeks there has been some activity on the corner of Catsbritch Lane and the
B5062; it would appear that someone has ideas to alter the shape of the corner. If this was done and
the traffic coming down Catsbritch Lane was allowed to speed up, it would cause accidents at the
junction, at the moment it is not a problem. In this SAT NAV world if a new Highway was created
between the two main roads it would be a rabbit run between the B5062 and the A442. We definitely
do not want another road leading into Catsbritch Lane. It would have been nice to have been informed
about the discussions which started in 2012 or at least be informed of what was said or decided.
Action = Noted, no policy changes needed, relevant TWC personnel will be advised of concerns.
Nigel Owen
some
Policy WUH3 whilst we agree with developing the Dairy Crest
site and therefore building on a brown field site, we don’t feel that building on site 551 will be in
keeping with the size of the village or preserving greenfield sites. Action = re site 551 this was arrived
at by a parish wide consultancy and was chosen, after Dairy Crest, as the least damaging option. No
policy changes.
Mr& Mrs Painter
some
as stated in the Neighbourhood Plan, the main problem is
traffic congestion; the village was never designed for this amount of vehicles. Action = Noted, no policy
changes needed, relevant TWC personnel will be advised of concerns.
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Mr& Mrs Porter
some
we agree with the vast majority of the plan but would like
extensions. We would like to see a network of interlinking footpaths between Waters Upton parish and
neighbouring parishes and along existing routes without recourse to using the busy lanes and thus
avoiding dangerous traffic collisions. We would like to see orchard trees protected WULC2 and the UK
biodiversity action plan 2008 priority habitat safeguarding and recognising the importance of old
orchards recognised and implemented. Action = TWC current policy does not recognise the
importance of orchards. The scale of footpaths requested is outside the scope of the Neighbourhood
Plan. No policy changes needed, relevant TWC personnel will be advised of concerns.
Mr& Mrs Vincent
some
the pedestrian and cycle way route needs to be extended
south along the A442 to the parish boundary at Long Lane, as a minimum. This was a request we
made to W.U.P.C. in 2012 but no action has followed since that time. The scale of footpaths and cycle
ways requested are outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan. No policy changes needed,
relevant TWC personnel will be advised the request.
The residents who acknowledged their agreement to the Neighbourhood Plan are listed below.
Comments made on topics not covered by policies are also summarised.
Resident
K Baker
D Bell
}
S Chisholm
}
D& J Bennett
Chris Chambers
Mr& Mrs Curran
Tom Davis
R & A Eade
A& M Edwards
Anthony Holworth
A & M Jones
Mr & Mrs M Law
B & K Lister
H & K Mc Dowell
David Oliver
Mr & Mrs M Osborn
K & S Pedley
D &M Peever
A & R Reed
H Revitt & T Irwin
Mr & Mrs T Revitt
Mr & Mrs E Roberts
D & H Sandall
D & S Sanders
Mr N Stein
P Stubley
Mr& Mrs Thornton
R & S Wall
G Williams
Mr& Mrs Williamson
Mr& Mrs Wyatt

Support
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Comment
High level of traffic on local roads
High level of traffic on local roads

2 weeks wait for Doctors appointment
High level of traffic on local roads

Complete existing sites with planning permission

High level of traffic on local roads
High level of traffic on local roads
Parking area for the Church parking
High level of traffic on local roads
High level of traffic on local roads
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Action taken in response to comments on topics not covered by policies.
7 residents identified = High level of traffic on local roads. Action = outside scope of the plan. Relevant
TWC personnel will be advised of concerns.
1 resident raised = Parking area for the Church parking. Action = included in planning approval
TWC/2011/0575.
1 resident raised = Complete existing sites with planning permission. Action = Outside scope of plan
1 resident raised = Complete existing sites with planning permission. Action = Outside scope of plan
There are no changes that are required, to policies, following the comments of residents.

Consultation held by Base Architecture 14/05/2014 on their proposals for
SHLAA site numbers 43, 635, 406 & 404
The Parish Council conducted an exit poll, outside the meeting, and recorded the names of the
residents that attended. A List of the residents who attended the consultation on 14/05/2014 is listed
below.
Some 110 residents, representing 81 households in the parish, were questioned on their exit from the
meeting and all were against each of the three proposals made for development of sites 43, 635, 406
and 404.
Residents confirmed their preference for the sites listed in the Neighbourhood Plan i.e. Dairy Crest
and 551 if development on this scale has to be accepted in the parish. The general opinion was that
Dairy Crest, at a proposed 130 dwellings, would increase the number of dwellings in the parish by
35% and this would more than fill any conceivable requirement for houses up to 2031. This new
development on the Dairy Crest site would also become the largest settlement in the parish. There
was also concern about the 37 houses with planning permission still to be built. The combination of
the Dairy Crest houses and the 37 to be built will increase the parish housing numbers by 45%.
Copies of some of the letters sent to Base, in response to the meeting, are included in the Evidence
Base folder.
The responses given after the meeting, and the copy letters, have been considered by the Parish
Council and there is no evidence that policies require amendment.
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Consultation held by Telford & Wrekin Council officers and Waters Upton
Parish Council 28/05/2014 on the Shaping Places proposed Housing and
Employment Sites.
The proposal presented to the residents, and later to the Parish Council, involved the sites from the
original SHLAA 43, 404, 406, & 635. Changes had been made to the sites, originally outlined in the
2012 SHLAA, with only part of 404 included but both 406 & 635 had each trebled in size. This created
a new configuration joining up all four sites, which were originally separate, in exactly the same
profile as the Base proposal from two weeks earlier.

Mr M Barker, The Assistant Director: Planning Specialist, stressed that this was a consultation process
and that all views would be considered. Although the Base proposal was the same profile as Shaping
Places, Mr Barker insisted that decisions had not been made and again the sites were subject only to
consultation at this stage. He also confirmed that the 500 houses, to be built at Allscott and the 130 at
the Dairy Crest site would be considered as part of the number required, identified by the SHMA, until
2031 in the rural area.
Many strong arguments were offered against the new proposed sites including, need of so many
houses, the loss of agricultural land, suitability of sites, loss of parish character, and the apparent lack
of regard for the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which reflects the wishes of the parish. Many other
points were raised and these will be put in writing, by residents, in response to the consultation.
There were no residents offering support for the proposals and, as the suggested sites are only at the
consultation stage, the Parish Council decided there was no need to make amendments to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Listed below are the names of the 45 residents who attended the meeting, in addition to the Parish
Council, and comments made on the night as they left the meeting.
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12

13

14
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Consultees who were contacted in addition to residents
Consultees contacted under regulation 14b of the Town & Country Planning Neighbourhood Planning
(general) regulations2012.
Consultee

Method

Response

Crudgington school
A T Brown Coaches Ltd
Base Architecture
Severn Trent Water Ltd
Arriva Midlands
Dairy Crest
Telford & Wrekin Borough Council

Letter 18.04 2014
Letter 18.04 2014
Letter 18.04 2014
Letter 18.04 2014
Letter 18.04 2014
Letter 18.04 2014
by hand

No response
No response
Letter Received
No response
No response
No response
E-mail received

TWC policies referred to by Base and TWC in their responses.
For ease of reference the main policies refered to in the Base and TWC responses are outlined
below.
Saved from the Wrekin Local Plan and forming part of the Core Srategy.
H9 Location of new housing
New residential development will be permitted only within the following suitable
settlements: High Ercall, Tibberton, Waters Upton. All proposals for new development
within these villages must accord with policy H10. Elsewhere in the Rural Area, there will be
a policy of refusing proposals for new residential development except that permitted under
the exceptional circumstances detailed in policies H11, H18, and H24.
H10 Scale of development.
Within the suitable settlements identified in policy H9, development will be permitted
where:
a) it involves one or two dwellings on a suitable infill plot within the existing built up
frontage,
b) the site does not cause the loss of an important area of open space, nor cause an
extension of the village into open countryside.
c) the proposal conforms with policy EH2 of the Plan, and
d) the proposal conforms with policies H12, H14 and UD2 of the Plan.
Current from the Core Srategy.
CS7 Rural Area.
Development within the rural area will be limited to that necessary to meet the needs of the
area. It will be focussed on the settlements of High Ercall, Tibberton and Waters Upton. New
housing development will be expected to deliver affordable housing to the level of 40% of all
such development. Outside of these settlements development will be limited and within the
open countryside will be strictly controlled.
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Telford and Wrekin response to consultation on the Neighbourhood
Plan
For easy reference the TWC comments are referenced as TR and the general comments are
referenced as TRG. The actions taken and any changes to the Plan are recorded alongside
the Comments. These are detailed on pages 19 - 26.
The Base Architects response was in the form of a letter. The letter is copied below and
comments are referenced BR. A list of actions taken and any changes to the plan are
recorded below the Base letter. Where comments raised by Base are simmilar to TWC
comments these are cross referenced with the TR or TRG action on pages 27 - 35.
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

BR01

BR02

BR03

BR04

BR05

BR06

28

BR07

BR08

BR09

BR10

BR11

BR12

BR13

BR14

BR15

29

BR16

BR17

BR18

BR19

BR20

BR21

BR22

30

BR23

BR24

BR25

BR26

BR27

BR28

BR29

BR30

BR31

BR32

31

BR33

BR34

BR35

BR36

BR37

32

BR38

BR39

33

34

Responses to the Base Architects comments.
Ref
BR01
BR02
BR03
BR04
BR05
BR06
BR07

BR08
BR09
BR10
BR11
BR12
BR13
BR14
BR15
BR16
BR17
BR18
BR19
BR20

BR21
BR22
BR23
BR24
BR25
BR26
BR27
BR28
BR29
BR30
BR31
BR32
BR33
BR34
BR35
BR36
BR37
BR38
BR39

Observations & Recommendation
Dairy Crest is a TWC prefered site. SHLAA551 is not in the village of Crudgington.
Residents choice of employment is outside the scope of the Plan.
Houses are not selling and so are being rented. More houses will make this situation worse.
Residents identify “rural feel” as being surrounded by open farm land and the associated
views.
The Plan is in line with TWC policies.
Noted.
Parish room croft is still subject to an agreement of the S106, before planning is granted,
how has this been sold? Current TWC policy for Waters Upton is for infil of 1 or 2 houses
only. The Shlaa sites have been amended and are undergoing a consultancy perion as part of
Shaping Places and will not be confirmed for many months. No changes made to the Plan.
See TR3.
Noted.
Shaping Places is only at consultation stage. No changes required.
New development will reduce green spaces not create them.
There is no evidence of this in our surveys. No changes required.
All residents were oposed to development in these areas. The PC spoke in favour in
exchange for the S106 agreement.
The residents have not requested a new centre during the creation of the Plan. No action.
The loss of Public Houses in the urban areas do not confirm this idea.
From the responses in the evidence base you will see that the residents value highly the
character of the villages and do not want to loose this important feature. No changes.
This was not raised during the creation of the Plan.
Noted. Dark skies are a valued feature of rural areas.
The future of the school, and it’s pupil base, is outside the scope of the Plan.
It is not concievable that the rural area will support sufficient demand for regular public
transport or the sort of infrastructure that urban areas have. The Evidence Base has a large
number of comments confirming that residents would live in the urban area if they wanted
facilities on their door step. No changes to the Plan.
Pedestrian and cycle access in new developments would not benefit the parish as a whole.
This objective complies with existing TWC policies. No changes.
As BR22.
Noted.
The NPPF requires “a mix of housing based on current & future demoraphics” paragraph 50
Since your letter measures have been taken by the government to priorities brown field.
See TR6
TWC support the Green and Public Spaces Objectives.
Noted.

Noted.
TWC have agreed with these objectives.
This was a major concern of residents and TWC agree with objectives.
See TR5, TR8, TR9.
See TR10, TR11.
See TR12, TR13, TR14, TR15, & TR16.
See TR19,TR20.
See TR21
See TR36
See TR37
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Outcome of Statutory Consultation
Following statutory consultation, a number of changes were proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
Each comment and the proposed response have been identified in this document. A number of nonplanning issues were raised which did not fall within the remit of the Plan. In these cases, the matter
were noted and forwarded to the appropriate officer/Committee to consider an appropriate
response.
The revised Plan was presented to the Parish Council on the 25th June 2014 and it supported the
submission of the revised Plan to the Local Planning Authority for examination.

Further details on the SEA assessment (and the comments on page 25 from TWC)
Some confusion was experienced over the SEA screening process as detailed in the TWC response on
page 25. In August 2014 as requested by TWC, the consultation agencies were consulted by WU
Parish Council. In September it was determined that TWC had to conduct this process. TWC
confirmed on 13/11/2014 that they had received notification that the agencies had determined that
there were no significant environmental effects resulting from the WUNP. Waters Upton Parish
Council has confirmed, at a full council meeting on 26/11/2014 that the WUNP will not be subject to
an SEA. Details of this process are in the Evidence Base.

Conclusion
This Regulation 14 Consultation Statement and the supporting consultation statement are
considered to comply with Section 15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulation.
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