From:





Date: 12th July 2008.

Panshanger Residents Group.

c/o 77 Hardings 

Welwyn Garden City

Herts

AL7 2HA.

To: Chris Conway, Robert Jewell, Tracy Harvey.


CC: Welwyn Times news desk, The Welwyn Hatfield Forum. Councillor Darren Bennett.

We local residents of Panshanger write this open letter to you, WHBC leaders, in order to make clear our opposition to the recent development of large illuminated signage to advertise the Lidl shop at Moors Walk.

We believe these two large advertising flagpoles are out of character and inappropriate for the area.  The ongoing facelift to the shopping precinct continues to be controversial and this latest development serves to detract from the area rather than enhance it. For local residents who use the area daily these garish and large signs give the impression that the area is moving downmarket, rather than being made a more attractive place in which to live. This would seem to be in direct opposition to the rationale behind the £5.5 million upgrade of Moors Walk shops.

We have looked at all documentation available regarding the planning application and consent, as well as the local and national planning guidelines applicable to advertising. We have also seen the “standard” letters WHBC has already sent back to those who have complained, which includes the erroneous statement that the signs have express consent for five years, when in fact consent was granted for three years. Based on our findings please see below our list of detailed objections. We believe that there is provision in the Town and Country Planning Regulations (2007) empowering WHBC to revoke planning consent if they so desire. We strongly urge you to do so; there is a far wider audience of support for this action than is represented by the signatories of this letter. Correspondence printed in the Welwyn Times over the last month also demonstrates the strength of feeling on the matter.

Grounds for Objection:

1) Welwyn Hatfield has six large neighbourhood shopping centres as listed in the district plan section 13.10. No other centres currently have similar or equivalent signage. This sets a dangerous precedent.

What will now prevent a proliferation of such signs?

2) The WHBC Delegated Report claims the Oak Tavern pub sign as an existing equivalent sign. It is not, their sign is a few feet from the pub and is not illuminated, is smaller, and is in keeping with national pub tradition. 

This is wholly different to the Lidl signage.

3) The Delegated Report states “In terms of visual amenity of the surrounding area, it is not considered that the addition of two illuminated flagpole signs would be visually intrusive to such an extent to warrant refusal and cause overall harm to the area but would respect the character of the immediate surrounding area”

We strongly disagree with this statement; they are very intrusive and eye-catching because they are vastly different in colour and design to anything else in the locality. We cannot comprehend how large blue flagpoles and red/blue/yellow signs respect the character of the area? In addition, at night one of the illuminated signs is clearly visible from almost 1000 feet away towards Herns Lane.

We hold that they are detrimental to the character of the area.  

4) The WHBC Delegated Report states “It is considered that additional advertising would not clutter the area and be out of keeping with the character of the area”.

We strongly dispute this statement for reasons stated in points two and three above. 

5) The Delegated Report states  “With one sited adjacent to the roundabout and at the entrance to the parking area it serves to highlight this access point and the other denotes the new access to the site developed as part of the new scheme.  The advertisements could be said to aid the circulation of traffic.”

Included in the file is a copy of the Moors Walk Proposals Site Plan (Wastell and Porter Architects) dated and stamped by the planning office 26th June 2007, and showing the locations of the proposed signs.  This plan clearly shows the old entrance off the roundabout as closed, with the words “exist. entrance moved” clearly legible.  The planning officer seems to have been careless of this fact in her report.

In fact the sign adjacent to the old entrance is likely to distract and confuse.

6) Incorrect adjacent notifications; the flats adjacent to the Lidl shop were notified of the planning application, but they are not adjacent to the signage. The signage is approximately 200 feet away from the shop. Several properties are adjacent to the signage but they were not notified of the application (and would have objected to it). 

In our view this makes the express consent given invalid as it was based on a process contrary to section 5 of the Advertisement Consent Guidance Notes.

7) The signage is illuminated outside of shop hours and throughout the night, causing light pollution and electricity wastage and therefore carbon emissions. The Advertisement Consent form asks in section f3 whether the illumination will be static or intermittent. Details of illumination times do not appear anywhere in Lidl’s completed application form.

8) In Lidl’s application document pack they included copies of an appeal case they won against the planning refusal of similar signage in Leasowe Road, Wirral. This was presumably to highlight to WHBC that they would appeal if consent was not granted, thus causing more expense to WHBC. They won the appeal in that case but only the express condition the signage was not illuminated outside shop hours. WHBC made no such conditions and subsequently the signs are lit all night.

In addition, the Wirral Lidl shop is in an industrial area beside a busy dual carriageway, and a new development on a derelict site – a very different environmental proposition to that of Moors Walk, where the signage is wholly inappropriate. 

The Wirral Council originally refused consent stating the following on 06/10/2006:

“In the interests of amenity and in particular because the advertisement forms an unduly obtrusive feature by reason of its size and height which the Local Planning Authority considers detrimental to the visual amenity of the area and the residential amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring dwellings and is therefore contrary to Policy HS15 of the Wirral Unitary Development Plan.”

This is precisely the kind of statement we would have expected WHBC to make, instead of immediately capitulating to the business interests of a large multinational with deep pockets.

9) The application pack submitted by Lidl is based on the old entrance/exit to the car park being in place. They seemed unaware that this was to be blocked off when they made the application. In their application Lidl claim the rationale for the signage is “to give clear and safe guidance to the access/egress point for visitors to the Lidl store”. 

The application pack included two photographs of the original entrance/exit with a mock up sign beside it. The application pack did not include any mock up of the new entrance/exit arrangement at Moors Walk, which is itself highly controversial and the subject of a petition.    

Express Consent should not have been given as the application pack was factually inaccurate in this respect. One of the signs is nowhere near the access/egress point, and they submitted no mock up of the other sign beside the new entrance.

10) The Delegated Report states that signage will comply with the District Plan and Supplementary Design Guidelines 2005. We strongly feel that is does not comply for the multitude of reasons stated above and would challenge WHBC to justify that statement.

11) The WHBC Planning website states that it follows the department for Government and Local Communities national planning document “Planning Policy Guidance:19 Outdoor advertisement control”. This document applies nationwide criteria to control the use of advertising. On review of that document the Lidl signage clearly does not comply with section 11 and 12 and we again challenge the validity of the local planning process in granting consent.

As you can gather we strongly object to the imposition of these inappropriate signs on our community and would like them removed now. We do not want to wait until the three year express consent period granted expires in two years time.

We look forward to your considered evaluation of all our points raised, and expect more than a standard letter in response.

Signed,

	Name:
	Address:
	Signature:

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


