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 1.0  Background and Purpose  
  
1.1  This Statement of Common Ground for Accessibility (SoCG) has been jointly 

prepared by Shropshire Council (‘the Council’), Marrons on behalf of Boningale 

Developments Limited (the ‘Appellant’) and Albrighton Development Action Group 

(ADAG) (‘the Rule 6 Party’) in relation to an appeal against the refusal of planning 

application ref: 24/02108/OUT.  

  

1.2  It is agreed that the planning application is an Outline application with all matters 

reserved with the exception of access which is included in detail. It is proposed to 

provide a mixed-use development comprising up to 800 no dwellings, a care 

home of up to 80 units, a secondary school and local centre with associated 

access, infrastructure, landscaping and drainage.   

  

1.3  The application was refused planning permission at the Shropshire Council 

Southern Planning Committee of 16th December 2025 with two reasons cited.  

  

1.4  It is agreed that there are no reasons for refusal that specifically relate to 

accessibility or highways matters. The Council and the Rule 6 Party consider that 

the benefits of access, public transport and active travel routes are as yet to be fully 

formed for the proposed development.   

  

1.5  The Appellant considers that the application comprehensively addresses matters 

relating to access, public transport and active travel routes.   

  

  

  

 2.0  Matters of Agreement Between The Parties  
  

 2.1  The three parties agree on the following:  

  

1. That in accordance with paragraph 110 of the NPPF, the planning system should 

actively manage patterns of growth in support of the objectives set out in 

paragraph 109 to promote sustainable transport.  
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2. That in accordance with paragraph 110 of the NPPF, significant development 

should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through 

limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. 

However, parties acknowledge that opportunities to maximise sustainable 

transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be 

taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making. The NPPF provides 

no definition of rural or urban areas. Active Travel England “Rural Design Guide” 

(July 2026) states that rural areas include hamlets, villages, small market towns 

and the countryside between them. 

 

3. That in accordance with paragraph 115 of the NPPF specific applications for 

development should ensure that a) sustainable transport modes are prioritised 

taking account of the vision for the site, the type of development and its location, 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users, and d) any 

significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of 

capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated 

to an acceptable degree through a vision-led approach.   

  

4. That the ‘Planning for Walking’ Guidance (CIHT, 2015) and ‘Providing for 

Journeys on Foot’ Guidance (CIHT, 2000) cited at paragraphs 3.26 and 3.27 of 

the Transport Assessment are widely recognised as guidance documents for 

designing and evaluating pedestrian travel.    

  

5. Final consultation comments on the planning application were issued by SC 

Developing Highways on 28th February 2025 stating that, ‘whilst a formal 

highway objection is not being raised at this stage based on the information 

submitted, we consider that in order to fully understand the likely impact of the 

development further information should be submitted prior to determination.’  

  

6. The additional information requested from SC Developing Highways comprised a 

phasing plan to inform how highways infrastructure will be delivered, and how 

access will be maintained to existing properties.  

  

7. A phasing plan (Drawing Number PP01 Revision C) was submitted as part of 

TN01 – Response to ATE Consultation Comments (October 2024)   

  

8. Final consultation comments on the planning application were issued by Active 

Travel England (ATE) on 6th December 2024 with a formal recommendation for a 

Conditional Approval, subject to the agreement and implementation of planning 

conditions and/or obligations as set out in their response.  

  

9. That ATE have identified that a suitable Public Transport Strategy should be 

brought forward at the earliest opportunity as it will influence travel patterns from 

the development and dictate how ambitious travel plan targets might be met.  

  

10. That ATE have identified that a revised Travel Plan to include clear provision for 

ongoing monitoring and setting out affective actions to be taken in preparation for 

the results of post-occupation baseline surveys can be secured by condition.  
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Primary School 

Albrighton Medical 
Practice 

1830 4 1500 4 2480 6 

Albrighton Railway Station 
1840 4 1510 4 2490 6 

1st Albrighton Scout Group 1870 4 1540 4 2520 6 

Cosford 3350 8 3000 7 3700 9 

Codsall  7600 18 7250 17 7950 19 

Shifnal 7800 19 7450 18 8150 19 

 
28. That existing eastbound and westbound bus stops on Albrighton High Street are 

located 810m walking distance from the closest development parcel, and 1140m 
from the centre of the site.  

  

29. That the existing 891 Bus Service between Wolverhampton and Telford currently 
travels via the Albrighton High Street bus stops every 60 minutes in each 
direction on weekdays, every 120 minutes on Saturdays, and there is no service 
on Sundays.  

  

30. That the nearest rail link is at Albrighton Railway Station located 1510m walking 
distance from the closest development parcel, and 1840m from the centre of the 
site.  

 

31. Cosford railway station can be accessed from Albrighton via National Cycle 
Route 81.  

  

32. That currently, the weekday train service east to Birmingham New Street and 
west to Shrewsbury stopping in Albrighton operates hourly.  

 

33. That SC Developing Highways stated improvements to existing public transport 
services including bus routes require further consideration in terms of likely  

necessary infrastructure, phasing of the development and level of financial 
contribution to be secured through a S106 Agreement. There are currently no 
public transport services serving the site. 

  

34. A plan providing an overview of walking routes and distances to facilities shown 

in the Connectivity and Accessibility Plan is included at Appendix 1.   

  

2.2      The Council and the Appellant, agree on the following:  

 

1. That in accordance with NPPF paragraph 115 point b), the proposed 

development would provide safe and suitable access for all modes.   
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 3.0  Matters of Disagreement Between the Parties  
  

 3.1  The three parties disagree on the following:  

  

a) That the proposed development site is well-related to the existing built up area of 

Albrighton.  

  

b) That in accordance with NPPF paragraph 110, the proposed development is 

located in a location which is or can be made sustainable.  

  

c) That the relationship with Albrighton results in the credible prospect of future 

residents accessing Albrighton, the existing range of services and facilities via 

walking of cycling is reduced, and that residents are offered a genuine choice of 

transport modes.  

  

d) That acceptable travel distances from the proposed development site to a range 

of services and facilities within Albrighton itself can be suitably achieved from the 

whole site.  

  

e) That in accordance with NPPF paragraph 115 point a), the proposed 

development prioritises sustainable transport modes.   

 

f) That it has been demonstrated in terms of active travel that the significant 

impacts of the proposed development can be acceptably mitigated, as the 

Council and the Rule 6 Party do not consider that the full impacts have been fully 

assessed.  

  

g) The weight that can be afforded to a new or re-routed bus service to travel 

through the site and link with key facilities.  

  

h) That the benefits of transport and active travel routes for the proposed 

development are yet to be fully formed.   

  

i) The level of mitigation in relation to Active Travel is sufficient to mitigate the likely 

impact of the development. Shropshire Council Developing Highways note that 

the ATE have agreed a package of off-site works to support active travel, and the 

Council agree this package in principle. However, the scope and scale of this 

package of mitigation does not appear to be commensurate with the scale of the 

proposed development.   

  

j) That the off-site attraction of the site as a safe route to school has been fully 

addressed.  

 

 

  3.2  The Rule 6 Party disagrees with the following:  

 






