To whom it may concer,


I wish to submit my objection to the David Wilson Housing Development on Abbey Park Golf Course, planning application reference 21/01830/FUL

In relation to paragraph 11 of the NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework), the harm this development will inflict upon the proposed site and extensively into the surrounding areas  both in terms environmental, infrastructural, and social impact, significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of which there are few and temporary in nature.

Why is this development needed? And whom will benefit from it?
David Wilsons Homes’ states that ‘The proposals will deliver much needed homes for Redditch Borough Council’ & ‘216 high quality new homes to meet local need’
(https://www.landwestofhithergreenlane.co.uk/)
However, sufficient land has already been identified to meet Redditch housing needs up to 2030, therefore there is no local need.
David Wilsons Homes’ goes on to say, ‘enabling the existing golf club to make significant investment to secure changes and enhancements to its facilities.’
Which enlightens us to the benefactors of this development; Michels Ventures Limited. This is a cash generating exercise (a view which is further supported by the ambitious density of the planned housing) which if permitted to continue on this parcel of land, will set a precedent and become an enabler for further development and loss of open space, biodiversity, and surely as the exclusivity of the golf club increases fewer local people will the disposable income to make use of the facilities.

How will residents, the wider community, local services, wildlife and the environment pay to maximise  Michels Ventures’ and their investors return on their investment? This is how;

(Data taken from the planning application)
Landscape and Visual Appraisal: Hither Green Lane
(21_01830_FUL-LANDSCAPE_AND_VISUAL_APPRAISAL-1001314)
Table B4: Assessment of Landscape Effects, sets out a single positive change as a result of the development, 2 neutral and 7 Negative changes (Duration and Reversibility of changes: Permanent)
Duration and Reversibility of changes are classed as Permanent
Enclosed tall grassland and scrub:	Negatively Impacted
Enclosed golf course fairways with mature tree groups:	Negatively Impacted
Existing pond:	Positively Impacted (N.B I do not agree with this).
Hedgerow network with hedgerow standards and small woodlands:	Negatively Impacted
Enclosed car parking and maintenance depot:	Negatively Impacted
Enclosed, medium scale:		Negatively Impacted
Generally simple and still with influence from nearby built form, noise and light:	Negatively Impacted
Transitional area between Wooded Estatelands (sic) and urban/suburban areas (the character of the site itself and its immediate context):	Negatively Impacted
Urban and suburban areas (south and east of the site):	Neutral
Wooded Estatelands (sic) (west and north of the site):	Neutral


Table C3: Assessment of Visual Effects sets out the Receptors to the change this development will force upon;
Walkers will be impacted by 11 changes all permanent and negative, 0 positive or neutral changes
Residents will be impacted by 5 changes all permanent and negative, 0 positive or neutral changes
Vehicle users will be impacted by 10 changes all permanent and negative, 0 positive or neutral changes
Hotel Residents / guests will be impacted by 3 changes all permanent and negative, 0 positive or neutral changes
Spectators/informal will be impacted by 1 change permanent and negative, 0 positive or neutral changes


21_01830_FUL-CONSTRUCTION_ECOLOGICAL_MANAGEMENT_PLAN-1001278
Drawing C153160-06-01 – Biodiversity Protection Zones, illustrates that a tiny fraction of the proposed site is classified as ‘Habitat of low value’ the remainder is either, ‘Habitat of Moderate to high value’ or Habitat that requires protection.
How is it possible that the destruction of land already identified as ‘Habitat that requires protection’ is being considered? 

Flawed surveys and data.
As with all of the surveys relating to noise, pollution, light pollution, traffic and travel, the results and required mitigations have only been considered in isolation of, and not cumulatively with the planned impending impact of the housing development(s) opposite Abby Stadium. The application in respect to traffic management accepts no responsibility for improving the road network instead preferring to rely upon the housing development opposite Abby Stadium to fix the issues of substantial additional load upon the network that this development will bring. This in itself is abhorrent and flawed thinking. The development opposite Abby Stadium would not have taken into consideration the additional needs of another housing development in its own planning activities. While each development may not breach any requirements or thresholds, can this be said for the cumulative impact of all of the developments in the area?

Open Space
In addition the obvious loss of open space which has contributed enormously to my own mental wellbeing, this development will also set a precedent that covenants that restrict land from being used for building can easily be disregarded and are of no utility in protecting cherished sites.
The planning application states that this site represents one of the only remaining opportunities for development as the ward has a lot of green belt land. This is a treasured and intrinsic characteristic of our ward and should not be used to apply pressure to build on every other parcel of open space within the borough. If the precedent is set that this site can be paved over with disregard, what else are we set to lose in the future?
The plan states that to offset the damage done to this site, a contribution to the improvement of Arrow Vally will be made (no details of the contribution or improvements has been provide). However, referencing the 20 min walk isochrone analysis in the Transport Assessment, loss of this open land will force me to drive to Arrow valley to reach open space for my physical and mental wellbeing. How is this aligned to reducing our carbon foot print? 
Redditch planning guidance set forth a pertinent aspiration, ‘Redditch has a lot of distinctive green features which define Redditch as unique, such as open spaces and Green Infrastructure network which needs to be protected. How does this plan align to this underpinning aspiration?
Redditch is located within a highly sensitive landscape with the town’s growth now nearing its natural limits. Is there a point at which we accept that Redditch is full, or is the plan to concrete over every blade of grass?

Public accessibility
The planning application seeks to paint the impression that the site is not accessible to the public therefore we derive no benefit from it. However despite the very recent efforts of the land owner to frustrate the enjoyment of this land by the construction of large obstructive earth works and the burning of hotel waste such as hotel room fridges, mattresses, display and audio, only the TRAVEL_PLAN-1001321 admits to the public accessibility of the site;
“Immediately to the south of the site, a publicly accessible path provides a connection from Hither Green Lane through the golf course, towards the A441. 
The residents of Bordesley do access this site, do derive benefit from its accessibility and do care deeply for its continue existence. Besides, the benefits of the site are felt (local wildlife included) well beyond its boundaries.

Public Transport
The travel planned is floored in its reference to good local public transport, the plan makes heavy reliance on the bus service which it fails to mention provides a single bus once a day. There are no other public transport options, no cycle ways, and connecting road infrastructure that cannot be modified and are unsuitable for alternative modes of transport such a cycling. This is contradictory to the statements contained in TRANSPORT_ASSESSMENT-1001323.pdf;
Improving the sustainability of transport provision;
Enhancing the levels of accessibility;
Creating a choice amongst different modes of transport;
Improving health and well-being;

Why this site?
Why is the sites proximity to the hotel important? Why not locate and utilise previously developed Land? Or, there are areas in Redditch Town Centre that are in decline and need regeneration. Why not utilise this significant investment opportunity to develop these areas bringing much needed improvements without the cost to the environment?

In summary the residents, wildlife and fauna will pay for this development with;
A loss of biodiversity (the surveys were wholly inadequate in their identification of wildlife supported by this land).
A loss of breeding and feeding space for wildlife.
A loss of open space
Increase in river pollution
Increased risk of flooding
Increase in traffic
Increase in traffic related incidents
Increase Light pollution
Increase in traffic pollution
Decrease in mental health
Loss of hunting feeding and breeding grounds for wildlife from adjacent areas.
Additional pressure on local services
Loss of trees covered by protection orders
Loss of confidence that land usage covenants are actually affective.
Future loss of open space owing to the next development phase.

I vehemently object to planning application 21/01830/FUL

The pictures of the Land provided in the planning application were unflattering and so I have provided some examples of my own (all images © Richard Truman).
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