
 

Table 1: SA-related consultation comments (Regulation 19 consultation) 

Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

Historic England 

(SLP341) 

Site H2: The SA should be updated to reflect the findings of the 

Historic Environment Assessment (LUC, December 2017).  The 

Historic Environment Assessment indicates that development 

would have a “significant negative effective” (highest level of 

concern - red) on designated heritage and non-designated heritage 

assets including the setting of the Coventry Canal, its listed locks, 

bridge, Whittington Farmstead, and considerable below ground 

archaeology; however this does not appear to be reflected in the 

SA and therefore may result in an incorrect assessment of the 

relative impact/sustainability. 

 

The same comments as noted for H2 also apply in relation to H5, 

H7, H10, H15, H19 and H24. 

As explained in paragraph 2.54 of the SA report, the SA findings 

for all site options (including those now allocated in the Publication 

Draft Local Plan) have already been updated to reflect the findings 

of the Historic Environment Assessment carried out by LUC in 

December 2017.  The assumption that has been used to transpose 

the Historic Environment Assessment findings into the scores for 

SA objective 8 (cultural heritage) is set out in Appendix 6 of the SA 

report.   

 

Site Code: PS213 (Part) – Land to the north-west of Atherstone, 

off Whittington Lane (site allocation H2 in Draft Submission Local 

Plan) is already scored in Appendix 7 of the SA report as having a 

significant negative (--) effect on SA objective 8.  This is also 

reflected in Table 6.12 in the main body of the SA report.  The 

reasons for the significant negative effect are set out in detail in 

Appendix 7, and directly refer to the findings of the Historic 

Environment Assessment. 

 

The scores in the SA report for the other sites referred to by 

Historic England have also been checked and all reflect the findings 

of the Historic Environment Assessment. 

Dr J M Doggett 

(SLP278) 

The SA notes that the indices of health deprivation for North 

Warwickshire indicate that areas of deprivation are found in the 

East of the Borough, including Polesworth and Dordon and 

Atherstone.  It is therefore unsound for the draft local plan to go 

for a very large increase in housing around these three 

communities without first ensuring that the finances and resources 

for a very significant improvement in health and community 

services and facilities and infrastructure are definitely in place, and 

not just aspirational. 

 

Consultee also attaches response provided during the previous 

consultation in March 2017. 

Comment does not relate directly to the SA process; rather it 

refers to the SA report in the context of a wider objection to Local 

Plan policies. 

 

Consultee’s previous comments were already responded to in 

Appendix 1 of the SA Report for the Draft Submission Local Plan. 

Hartshill Parish 

Council (SLP20) 

SA objectives 11 and 15: Hartshill Parish Council wishes to be 

assured that mitigating measures to deter traffic from 

Comment does not relate directly to the SA process.  The SA 

appraises policies and sites in the Local Plan against a range of 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

developments to the south of Hartshill accessing the A5 through 

the village will be implemented.  Failure to undertake these 

measures make the SA unsound because of the increase in traffic 

congestion, dangers of traffic collisions and a reduction in air 

quality because of the increased air pollution.   

objectives, including SA objectives 11: pollution and 15: 

sustainable transport.  The role of the SA is to identify the likely 

effects of policies and site allocations in relation to these 

objectives, but does not determine which approaches should and 

should not be taken forward in the Local Plan or dictate the 

mitigation that must be included.  The SA is one of a range of 

evidence documents informing the preparation of the Local Plan, 

including any mitigation that may be required. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

Consultee states that their client’s site (DLP86) was not considered 

as a reasonable alternative prior to the December 2017 SA report, 

despite being promoted at every public consultation opportunity.  

As a result, consultee feels that policy decisions were made based 

on incomplete evidence. 

Site DLP86 is listed in the audit trail of sites in Appendix 8 of the 

SA report.  It is stated that this site was previously submitted at 

Site Allocation Stage under the code PS32/SLA10, but that it was 

not treated as a reasonable alternative at that time as it was in the 

Green Belt.   The site was resubmitted for consideration in the new 

Local Plan and it is now included as a reasonable alternative and 

subject to SA (at this stage, the Council had decided to consider 

sites in the Green Belt as reasonable alternative options for the 

purposes of SA).   

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

Consultee feels that there has been a retrospective attempt to 

justify the choice of site SLA40 in the settlement summary 

assessment of the reasonable alternatives on page 86 of the SA 

report.  Consultee states that the weight attached to the negative 

effects versus positive effects of proposed development on site 

DLP86 compared to SLA40 appear weighted in favour of SLA40. 

As explained in paragraph 2.49 in the SA report, a set of 

assumptions was used in the appraisal of all reasonable alternative 

site options (including SLA40 and DLP86) in order to ensure that 

the sites were appraised on an objective and consistent basis.  The 

summary of effects on page 86 which the consultee refers to 

reflects accurately the SA findings for these two sites, which are 

described in detail in Appendix 7 of the SA report.  The summary 

text reflects the fact that site DLP86 performs less well in relation 

to the SA objectives than the other site options at Kingsbury, as 

shown in Table 5.8. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

Consultee states that the 2006 SA Scoping Report (and its 

revisions) does not provide detailed information on where 

measurements are taken from when calculating distance to 

services and facilities.  This is particularly relevant when assessing 

sites which cover a large area i.e. land west of Tamworth Road 

(SLA40) which is proposed to be safeguarded for future 

development if required following a Review of the Local Plan.  A 

significant proportion of the site furthest from the settlement 

boundary will be far less sustainable than the southern most parts 

of the site. 

Paragraph 2.58 in the SA report explains that measurements in 

the SA have been taken from the closest point of each site 

boundary to the feature in question.  This approach has been 

taken consistently in the appraisal of all sites and is considered to 

be appropriate at this strategic level of assessment.  Attempting to 

score different parts of larger sites separately would be overly 

complicated and could lead to inconsistencies in the appraisal of 

sites. 

Tyler-Parkes Consultee criticises the SA scores for sites DLP86 and SLA40, Consultee’s specific objections to scores are addressed below. 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

stating that they are very similar for most SA objectives and that 

where there are differences, they are open to interpretation and 

not clear cut.  Consultee provides a detailed summary of the 

differences between the scores against SA objectives 1, 6, 9 and 

20 and identifies what they consider to be errors that require 

amending (see below).   

 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

SA objective 1: Consultee argues that only part of site SLA40 is 

within 600m of both schools, two churches and the small range of 

shops and so only part of the site would have a significant positive 

(++) effect. 

 

Consultee disagrees with minor negative (-) effect for DLP86 as 

the site is within 600m of Kingsbury Primary School.  Also states 

that the south western corner of the site is actually only just 

outside the 600m walking distance from the shops, nursery school 

and church. 

As explained in paragraph 2.58 of the SA report, scores for all sites 

have been based on the closest part of each site to the features in 

question.  Separate scores for different parts of sites have not 

been attributed for any of the sites. 

 

The SA score for site DLP86 in relation to SA objective 1 has been 

checked and the consultee is correct that, as the site is just within 

600m of a primary school (this was already recognised under SA 

objective 20), the score for SA objective 1 should be negligible 

rather than minor negative.  This minor change does not 

significantly alter the SA findings for this site and NWBC has 

confirmed that this minor change would not have affected its 

decision not to allocate the site, which was made on the basis of 

other factors. 

 

In the case of many sites there are likely to be features that are 

just outside the 600m buffer distance applied, but the scores have 

been applied as per the assumptions set out in the SA report in 

order to ensure consistency and because it is necessary to define 

and apply a consistent walking distance. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

SA objective 6: Consultee states that the significant positive 

(++) effect for SLA40 only applies to the southern part of the site 

and a minor positive effect for the site would be more appropriate. 

As explained in paragraph 2.58 of the SA report, scores for all sites 

have been based on the closest part of each site to the features in 

question.  Separate scores for different parts of sites have not 

been attributed for any of the sites. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

SA objective 9: Consultee agrees with scores for sites SLA40 and 

DLP86 and states that there are likely to be overall benefits to 

biodiversity from development at site DLP86 because measures to 

enhance and protect biodiversity within the site could be 

incorporated within the development scheme. 

Noted.  Biodiversity enhancement measures could potentially be 

incorporated into development proposals at any of the site options, 

which is one of the reasons that all scores for this SA objective are 

uncertain.  This is recognised in the assumptions table in Appendix 

6 of the SA report. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

SA objective 20: Consultee states that the significant positive 

(++) effect for SLA40 only applies to the southern part of the site 

as much of the site would be more than 600m from schools and a 

As explained in paragraph 2.58 of the SA report, scores for all sites 

have been based on the closest part of each site to the features in 

question.  Separate scores for different parts of sites have not 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

minor positive effect for the site would be more appropriate. been attributed for any of the sites. 

Tyler-Parkes 

Partnership Ltd. 

(SLP35) 

Summary of SA findings for Kingsbury, page 86: Consultee 

feels that the SA report is misleading in its reporting of the SA 

findings for the Kingsbury sites.  Site DLP86 should not be 

excluded from the summary in paragraph 5.48 of sites that would 

have significant positive effects on SA objectives 1, 6 and 20 as 

the site is closer than parts of SLA40 to services and facilities.   

 

Consultee states that paragraph 5.50 is incorrect in stating that 

SLA40 would have a significant positive effect on SA objective 3 

(health) as it has the same minor positive effect as DLP86. 

 

Consultee states that the SA report does not attach sufficient 

weight to the fact that all sites, with the exception of DLP86, are 

likely to have a significant negative effect on SA objective 9 

(biodiversity).  It is misleading that the SA says DLP86 has ‘…the 

least significant positive effects…and is considered to be the worst 

performing site (in terms of proportion of significant positive 

effects versus significant negative effects)…’ when compared to the 

other RA sites promoted in Kingsbury.  Consultee argues that 

much of SLA40 will perform worse against the SA objectives than 

DLP86. 

As explained in paragraph 2.58 of the SA report, scores for all sites 

have been based on the closest part of each site to the features in 

question.  Separate scores for different parts of sites have not 

been attributed for any of the sites. 

Paragraph 5.50 refers to site SLA40 (Part) as having a significant 

positive effect on health.  Site SLA40 is recorded as having a minor 

positive effect, but the separate option SLA40 (Part) does have a 

significant positive effect. 

 

The SA report clearly reflects the fact that DLP86 performs better 

than the other Kingsbury site options in relation to biodiversity – 

this is noted in paragraph 5.49.  The summary of effects quoted by 

the consultee is correct – site DLP86 does have the fewest 

significant positive effects of the Kingsbury sites, as shown in 

Table 5.8. 

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

Consultee states that the decision to accommodate so many 

houses from the Birmingham housing market area and distribute 

them in market towns along the A5 was made months before the 

SA became available.  Alternative strategies for the higher level of 

growth (than the Core Strategy) should have been considered and 

consulted on. 

 

The systematic appraisal of other possible green belt sites 

identified in the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study 

(April 2016) does not appear to have been undertaken - nor does 

the opportunity to spread the distribution of housing to all 

Category 1 settlements i.e. Coleshill.   

 

Consultee states that the option of creating a new settlement 

closer to motorway and road networks and railway stations and 

the cities from which this extra housing need originates does not 

Broad options for the distribution of growth within North 

Warwickshire were appraised by LUC and the findings provided to 

the Council officers preparing the Local Plan during May/June 2016 

and the findings are presented in Chapter 4 and Appendix 5 of the 

SA report (this work was previously presented publicly in the SA 

report for the Draft Local Plan (February 2017)). 

 

The Council’s reasons for taking forward the Growth Options 

selected are set out in Table 4.4 in the SA report. 

 

NWBC has confirmed that, where appropriate, Green Belt sites 

were included in the SA, particularly around Coleshill; however the 

Council’s decision was not to enable significant Green Belt release.  

The Green Belt Study was not a site assessment tool, but a more 

area-based assessment looking at performance against the Green 

Belt Purposes and was not specifically for identifying sites for 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

appear to have been seriously considered even though, according 

to the SA, this option scored significantly higher on a number of 

the objectives.   

 

Consultee states that priority weighting appears to have been 

given to landscape and protection of Green Belt sites over any of 

the other sustainability criteria. 

development opportunities. 

 

The SA did not weight the various sustainability topics considered,  

or give greater significance to any topics over others.   

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

Consultee notes that site POL/DOR1b (allocated) performs more 

negatively in the SA than most other sites at Polesworth and 

Dordon.  Consultee disagrees with positive effects identified for 

that site on a number of the SA objectives (see below). 

The SA findings are not the only factor taken into account by the 

Council when determining which sites to allocate.  The reasons for 

NWBC’s decision to allocate site POL/DOR1b are given in Appendix 

8 of the SA report. 

 

Consultee’s points about specific SA scores are addressed below. 

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

SA objective 2: Consultee disagrees with the minor positive effect 

identified for POL/DOR1b.  Consultee feels that development will 

result in a new shopping centre within the new development as too 

much investment is required to create a new central high street or 

cultural centre that brings all the communities together.   

The criteria used to score each site against SA objective 2 are set 

out in the SA report (Appendix 6) and relate to the services and 

facilities that are located within walking distance of each site 

option.  The minor positive effect for this site has been identified 

on that basis. 

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

SA objectives 3 and 6: Consultee states that the loss of 

enjoyable walks in open countryside and threat to the ancient 

woodland are more likely to harm the physical and mental health 

of local residents than improve it and that there will be a loss of 

the sense of calm. 

The criteria used to score each site against SA objectives 3 and 6 

are set out in the SA report (Appendix 6) and relate to the health 

and recreation facilities in proximity of each site option.  The 

positive effects for this site have been identified on that basis. 

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

SA objectives 19 and 20: Consultee disagrees that site 

POL/DOR1b will significantly improve employment opportunities 

and skills – any new jobs created will be low skilled and low paying 

positions.  Consultee also argues that the site does not provide 

good opportunities to other types of employment opportunities via 

sustainable transport. 

The criteria used to score each site against SA objectives 19 and 

20 are set out in the SA report (Appendix 6) and relate to the 

public transport links, employment opportunities and existing 

schools within proximity of the sites.  The positive effects for this 

site have been identified on that basis. 

Dr Jacky Chambers 

(SLP48) 

SA objective 9: Consultee states that site POL/DOR1b represents 

a very serious threat to ancient woodland in the middle of this site. 

The SA has already identified a likely significant negative effect on 

biodiversity (SA objective 9), noting the presence of ancient 

woodland within the site. 

Ansley Parish 

Council (SLP62) 

Consultee notes that one pub and the social club in Ansley have 

been lost and that only one pub remains. 

Noted.  The site appraisals have been checked and although these 

facilities are referred to in relation to a small number of sites, 

removing them from consideration does not affect the SA scores 

identified for the sites in question as there are other services and 

facilities within the defined distances which justify the positive 

scores given. 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

Dordon Parish 

Council (SLP71) 

Consultee states that the increased housing target from the Core 

Strategy has not been assessed in sustainability terms, and that 

the Council is seeking to distribute this substantially higher 

housing requirement in line with the strategic approach set out in 

the Core Strategy and has not adequately considered whether 

alternative strategies might be more appropriate and sustainable. 

 

 

Options for the distribution of growth within North Warwickshire 

were appraised by LUC and the findings provided to the Council 

officers preparing the Local Plan in May/June 2016 and the findings 

are presented in Chapter  4 and Appendix 5 of the SA report (it 

was previously presented publicly in the SA report for the Draft 

Local Plan (February 2017). 

 

The Council’s reasons for taking forward the Growth Options 

selected are set out in Table 4.4 in the SA report. 

 

Dordon Parish 

Council (SLP71) 

Consultee notes that the SA report provides the justification for the 

selected growth option in Table 4.4 but disagrees with the 

statement that the strategy is a combination of three options – 

OUT1, OUT2 and OUT3.  Consultee suggests that in effect the 

adopted strategy is OUT3 with some minor variations. 

NWBC considers that the strategy taken forward in the Local Plan 

does represent a combination of the three options OUT1, OUT2 

and OUT3 as stated in the SA report. 

Dordon Parish 

Council (SLP71) 

Consultee disagrees with the allocation of site POL/DOR1b due to 

the higher number of negative effects identified in the SA 

compared to other options at Polesworth and Dordon.   

The SA findings are not the only factor taken into account by the 

Council when determining which sites to allocate.  The reasons for 

NWBC’s decision to allocate site POL/DOR1b are given in Appendix 

8 of the SA report. 

John Moore 

(SLP89) 

Consultee disagrees with the statement in the SA that there will be 

significant social and economic benefits to the strategic transport 

corridor that connects the Borough to the regional centre of 

Tamworth and refers to traffic and congestion along that route. 

It is assumed that the consultee is referring to paragraph 8.4 of 

the SA report, in the Conclusions chapter.  In context, the 

sentence reads ‘These larger ‘sustainable urban extensions’ will 

meet a significant proportion of the Borough’s housing and 

employment needs with significant social and economic benefits 

along a strategic transport corridor that connects the Borough to 

the regional centres of Tamworth to the west, Birmingham to the 

south west and Coventry, Nuneaton and Bedworth to the south 

east’.  The SA is not, therefore, stating that the Local Plan will 

have significant social and economic benefits to the transport 

corridor itself. 

Denise 

Shakespeare 

(SLP123) 

Consultee’s comments do not relate to the SA. N/A 

Mr Matthew 

Williams (SLP130) 

Consultee states that no assessment of airport car parking has 

been undertaken within the SEA process, yet a decision to wholly 

restrict airport car parking has been introduced as a policy 

position. As a minimum reasonable alternatives need to have been 

considered including considering allowing some airport car parking 

As shown in Appendix 4 of the SA report, the policy covering 

airport parking (LP36) has evolved from policy DM5: Development 

Matters in the Draft Development Management Plan.  The SA 

report for the Draft Development Management Plan (September 

2015) stated that the Council did not consider there to be any 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

where this uses a park & ride model.   reasonable alternative options, other than the ‘no policy’ option.  

NWBC maintains its position that there are no reasonable 

alternative options that are appropriate for appraisal through the 

Local Plan preparation process.  A policy approach facilitating or 

encouraging car travel to the nearby airports would not be in 

keeping with the aims of the Warwickshire Local Transport Plan 

and national policy to promote more sustainable transport use.   

Polesworth Parish 

Council (SLP157) 

Comment appears to be a duplication of SLP71 above, submitted 

by Dordon Parish Council. 

 

 

NA 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

Consultee reiterates points raised during the previous consultation 

in relation to the timing of SA production (after completion of Draft 

Local Plan).  Consultee dissatisfied with response to this in most 

recent SA report, in particular the statement that ‘the delay in the 

publication of the SA allowed time to reflect the content of the 

Draft Local Plan’.  Consultee requests further explanation of this. 

 

Consultee also queries timings of the preparation of the most 

recent version of the Local Plan and SA report.  Consultee notes 

that the Local Plan was published for consultation following a Full 

Council meeting on the 7th November 2017, following other 

Council meetings in September and October 2017, meaning that 

the plan must have been completed, at the latest, at the beginning 

of September 2017.  The date of the SA which accompanies the 

Local Plan is December 2017.  Consultee therefore questions 

whether the SA had the chance to genuinely influence the policies 

of the plan and whether or not members made a decision on the 

submission version of the plan in full knowledge of the SA 

implications of the plan.   

 

Consultee disagrees with scores for site PS187 against various SA 

objectives, as detailed below. 

The statement in Appendix 1 of the most recent SA report that 

‘The delay in the publication of the SA allowed time to reflect the 

content of the Draft Local Plan published for consultation’ refers to 

the fact that the SA report had to be updated to reflect the Local 

Plan as it was published for consultation so that the two 

documents were consistent.  The two reports were published 

alongside one another for the required length of time so that they 

could be viewed together. 

 

Similarly, SA work on the Draft Submission Local Plan was 

undertaken over time, and the SA could only be finalised after the 

Local Plan document was final in order to sure that it accurately 

reflected its content.  The SA process has, however, been 

undertaken iteratively at each stage of plan preparation and 

recommendations made through the SA have fed into the 

development of the Local Plan as described in the SA report. 

 

Consultee’s comments on specific SA scores for site PS187 are 

addressed below. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

SA objective 1: PS187 scores negatively for access to services.  

Consultee lists a number of facilities within 1.5 miles of the site 

and states that there are bus services into Atherstone and 

Mancetter. 

 

The criteria used to score each site against SA objective 1 are set 

out in the SA report (Appendix 6) and relate to the services and 

facilities that are located within walking distance (taken to be 

600m) of each site option.  The negative effect for this site has 

been identified on that basis.  The facilities referred to by the 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

  

 

 

consultee are more than 600m from the site. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

Consultee states that the site has been scored down on the basis 

of being a greenfield site, in relation to the natural environment 

category.  Consultee understands the rationale but states that this 

must be set in the context that to meet the identified housing 

needs it is inevitable that there will need to be greenfield sites 

released.  

It is not clear which SA objective(s) this comment relates to, but 

the comment is noted.  As recognised by the consultee, in principle 

development on greenfield land is less sustainable than brownfield 

sites and so greenfield sites such as this one score less well in the 

SA against the relevant SA objectives (in line with the assumptions 

set out in Appendix 6 of the SA report).  This does not mean that 

greenfield sites will not in any case be allocated. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

SA objective 8: Consultee notes that site PS187 scores negatively 

due to the proximity of Mancetter Roman Camp Scheduled 

Monument and the Mancetter Conservation Area and that the 

Council’s reasons for rejecting the site are related to potential 

archaeological issues.  Consultee has commissioned consultants to 

undertake a desk-based assessment of the site and states that 

Historic England considers the harm of development at this site to 

be at the upper end of less than substantial.  Consultee does not 

therefore believe that archaeological issues should prevent the site 

from being allocated. 

Information such as the desk-based assessment carried out for 

this site is not available for all site options; therefore all sites have 

been appraised on the basis of the assumptions set out in 

Appendix 6 of the SA report in order to ensure consistency and 

fairness in the appraisal.  As stated in Appendix 6, the Historic 

Environment Assessment that has been undertaken on behalf of 

the Council has informed the SA scores for all sites against the 

heritage SA objective. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

SA objective 9: Consultee states that the only biodiversity 

designation in close proximity to the site is the local wildlife site 

and that development of site PS187 actually has the potential to 

enhance the local wildlife site and that any potential impacts could 

be mitigated. 

Noted.  Biodiversity enhancement measures could potentially be 

incorporated into development proposals at any of the site options, 

which is one of the reasons that all scores for this SA objective are 

uncertain.  This is recognised in the assumptions set out for SA 

objective 9 in Appendix 6. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

SA objective 10: Consultee again notes that this site is greenfield 

but states that there is a clear need to develop on greenfield land. 

 

 

 

The SA scores reflect the fact that in principle development on 

greenfield land is less sustainable than the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites, even if it is in some cases necessary. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

SA objective 16: Consultee states that any allocation within the 

Local Plan will score the same negative effect on waste simply 

because it is new development, and that there is clear need for 

new housing and a need for development on greenfield sites. 

The SA notes that all new development will inevitably result in 

increased waste generation, but the SA scores are based on the 

size of the site and whether it is on greenfield or brownfield land, 

as stated in Appendix 6.  As explained in Appendix 6, not all site 

options are scored as having negative effects. 

Gladman 

Development 

(SLP330) 

Consultee is promoting land at Green Lane, Tamworth for 

residential development.  Consultee notes the current proposed 

designation of the Meaningful Gap but feels this should not be a 

NWBC has confirmed that it does not consider this site to be a 

reasonable alternative option for the purposes of SA.  This is 

because the site is within the Meaningful Gap; it was assessed as 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

restriction on development, given the shortfall of provision in the 

plan and the lack of evidence to underpin the proposed 

designation.  Consultee believes this site is highly sustainable, well 

located to access the wide range of services on offer in Tamworth 

and represents a further option for dealing with both the housing 

needs of North Warwickshire and Tamworth.   

 

Consultee notes that the Council has already followed a similar 

logic in allocated site H13 for residential development.  The site is 

partially assessed in the 2016 SHLAA under site reference PB031, 

where it is considered not suitable and scored red.  Given that the 

site is on the edge of Tamworth, and that the Council has allocated 

a similar site to the north, the consultee would at least consider 

that the site should have been assessed in the SA as a reasonable 

alternative and requests an explanation as to why the site was 

considered unsuitable and was not considered to be a reasonable 

alternative development option. 

‘red’ in the SHLAA process, and it does not adjoin a ‘current’ 

settlement development boundary (previous local plan strategy).  

Barton Willmore on 

behalf of Stoford 

Properties 

(SLP335) 

Consultee states that the SA does not explore the alternative of 

providing additional employment land to meet needs beyond the 

local level.  Consultee refers to paragraph 4.19 which states all 

options would deliver the same amount of employment land, but 

that providing it in differing locations would have different results 

for accessibility.  Consultee feels that the SA should also be looking 

at the implications of not capitalising on the advantageous 

economic geography of the Borough in terms of delivering 

strategic employment growth and the sustainability impacts of 

relying on other sites which are suboptimal from a market demand 

perspective, i.e. unsustainable patterns of travel and reduced local 

economic growth.  Consultee considers the SA process is deficient 

in this respect. 

As described in paragraph 4.5 of the SA report, the amount of 

employment development to be provided is based on the most up 

to date evidence, with additional provision being made to support 

the housing development that is being allocated to meet unmet 

need from Birmingham.  Some additional provision is also being 

made to meet the shortfall in employment land in Tamworth 

District.  

Fisher German on 

behalf of Mrs A 

Arnold (SLP340) 

The representation supports the proposed development for 

residential use at land south of Shuttington Village Hall (SHUT1). 

To support the allocation of this land the consultee has provided a 

review of the appraisal of this site against the agreed SA objectives 

and has also presented the subsequently updated SA scores for 

this site in comparison to those for other sites in close proximity to 

Shuttington. 

 

With regards to SA objective 1, community facilities considered 

were schools, GPs and community centres/village halls (public 

houses were not included).  This is made clear in the assumptions 

(see Appendix 6). 

 

The assessment of SA objective 2 has already been updated to 

reflect the fact that the site is adjacent to the Village Hall. 

 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

[Comments appear to duplicate those already submitted and 

responded to in Appendix 1 of the SA Report]. 

SA objective 6 has already been updated to acknowledge the sport 

pitches provided by Shuttington Village Hall. 

 

Each option has been appraised using clearly defined and 

consistently applied assumptions set out in Appendix 6 of the SA 

Report. These assumptions are based upon an agreed SA 

Framework that has been subject to consultation and is set out in 

Table 2.2 of the SA Report. This ensures that all sites are assessed 

in the same way, as required by the PPG. 

 

Mitigation is likely to depend on development design and there is 

no guarantee of possible mitigation measures coming forward.  In 

addition, site-specific surveys, details of developmental design and 

proposed mitigation are not available for all sites.  In order to 

ensure consistency and transparency in the SA process a 

precautionary approach has been taken in the SA; therefore 

potential mitigation measures have not been taken into account. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

Consultee disagrees with various SA scores in relation to site PS62 

(see below). 

See responses to specific points below. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

SA objectives 7 and 10: Consultee disagrees that site PS62 is 

mainly greenfield and states that it is previously developed land 

when having regard to the definition in the NPPF’; therefore the 

scores for these objectives should be more positive. 

This site appraisal has been reviewed and the site is approximately 

half greenfield and half brownfield; therefore it is agreed that the 

scores for SA objectives 7 and 10 could be amended from 

potentially significant negative to negligible (SA objective 7) and 

from significant negative to minor positive (SA objective 10).  

NWBC has confirmed that this change would not affect the 

Council’s decision not to allocate the site as it does not consider 

that very special circumstances exist to warrant Green Belt release 

for unconstrained development at this site. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

SA objective 9: Consultee states that site PS62 is scored 

inconsistently with the assumptions as the assumptions state that 

‘housing sites that are within 250m of an international, national or 

local designated conservation site have the potential to affect the 

biodiversity or geodiversity of those sites...’ but the SA for this site 

confirms the site is not within 250m of such a site and still 

concludes a minor negative effect.  Consultee states that 

The quote provided by the consultee is from the introduction to the 

assumptions for SA objective 9, which go on to explain that sites 

with biodiversity designations within 250m would have potential 

significant negative effects, while sites with designations 

within250m-1km would have a potential minor negative effect.  

The site has therefore been correctly identified as having a 

potential minor negative effect.  All scores for this SA objective are 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

development could bring about biodiversity enhancements and SA 

score should be adjusted. 

uncertain and the assumptions recognise that enhancements may 

be able to be incorporated into development in any location. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

SA objective 11: Consultee disagrees with the statement that site 

PS62 is on Grade 3 agricultural land, stating that the site is 

previously developed land and/or unmanaged scrub.  Consultee 

also notes that no distinction is made between grades 3a and 3b 

such that the agricultural value of the site is likely misinformed. 

The site falls within a broad area of Grade 3 agricultural land and 

is partially greenfield; therefore the site has been scored correctly 

in line with the assumptions set out in Appendix 6 of the SA 

report.  It is recognised that not all sites that lie within broad areas 

of high quality agricultural land will in fact be suitable for 

agricultural use, but the scores have been generated as per the 

assumptions at this strategic level of assessment as detailed site 

survey work has not been undertaken for all site options.  GIS 

data distinguishing between Grade 3a and Grade 3b land was not 

available; therefore the SA has taken a precautionary approach 

and assumed that any Grade 3 land could be high quality (Grade 

3a). 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

SA objective 14: Consultee states that the negative score for this 

objective for site PS62 has been arrived at without recognising the 

previously developed nature of the site and its limited size making 

it already unfeasible to extract minerals/already sterilised.   

As set out in the assumptions in Appendix 6 of the SA report, the 

scores for all sites for SA objective 14 are based on the proximity 

of the sites to minerals safeguarding areas or minerals 

consultation areas.  Whether or not the site is brownfield or 

greenfield does not influence the scoring against this objective. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

SA objective 16: Consultee states that the SA fails to recognise 

the current industrial use of site PS62 and uncontrolled waste 

outputs from it.  

As noted above, the site is approximately half brownfield and half 

greenfield; therefore it is agreed that the score for SA objective 16 

could be amended from minor negative to negligible.  NWBC has 

confirmed that this change would not affect the Council’s decision 

not to allocate the site as it does not consider that very special 

circumstances exist to warrant Green Belt release for 

unconstrained development at this site. 

CN Planning on 

behalf of 

T.Summerfield/ 

B.Chatburn 

(SLP362) 

Consultee states that there are inconsistencies in the SA because 

site DLP292 has been recognised as brownfield but this is not the 

case for PS62.   

As noted above, it is accepted that a small number of the SA 

scores for site PS62 could be amended on the basis that the site is 

approximately half brownfield and half greenfield.    NWBC has 

confirmed that these changes would not affect the Council’s 

decision not to allocate the site as it does not consider that very 

special circumstances exist to warrant Green Belt release for 

unconstrained development at this site. 

Indigo Planning on 

behalf of Hodgetts 

Estates (SLP429) 

Consultee is promoting site DLP299 for allocation in the Local Plan.  

Consultee has provided an assessment of the sustainability of the 

site; however this does not follow the methodology used in the 

Local Plan SA (for example, features are listed as being within ‘five 

Site option DLP299 has been subject to SA in line with the 

methodology used for the appraisal of all site options, and the 

findings are set out in detail in Appendix 7 of the SA report.  It is 

important that the sustainability of each site option is assessed on 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

minutes easy walk’ rather than the 600m walking distance used in 

the SA). 

 

Consultee refers to paragraph 5.17 of the SA report which 

summarises the effects of site options at Polesworth and Dordon.  

Consultee argues that, as three sites have now been allocated in 

combination as H7, it is a flaw of the SA methodology that they 

were initially assessed separately as this resulted in more positive 

effects and fewer negative effects on the environmental SA 

objectives in particular, compared to larger site options. 

a consistent basis, which is why the SA applied a clear set of 

assumptions as detailed in Appendix 6 of the SA report. 

 

The consultee incorrectly states that the proposed allocation H7 is 

a combination of site options POL/DOR1B, DOR25 and POL3.  H7 

includes POL/DOR1B, while DOR25 and POL3 are allocated as H11 

and H10 respectively.  In any case, Chapter 6 of the SA report 

includes an updated appraisal of the site allocations, taking into 

account any changes to sites (and additional mitigation proposed) 

since they were appraised at the options stage. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd 

(SLP439) 

Consultee reiterates various comments made during the previous 

consultation. 

Comments submitted in the previous consultation are listed and 

responded to in Appendix 1 of the SA report. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee reiterates points made previously, stating that NWBC 

had failed to accurately scope the nature and content of the SA 

process by not publishing a revised and accurate SA Scoping 

report.   

As stated in Appendix 1 of the SA report in response to consultee’s 

earlier comments, it is recognised that the original SA Scoping 

Report for the LDF was carried out some time ago; however 

elements of the Scoping work, such as the policy review and 

baseline information, have been regularly updated during the 

preparation of various SA reports which have been subject to 

consultation. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee repeats points made previously regarding perceived 

inaccurate and out of date baseline information.  Consultee notes 

that the baseline has since been updated but feels that this is too 

late to have had meaningful impacts on the process. 

The baseline information has been regularly updated throughout 

the SA process, including most recently during the preparation of 

the SA report for the Draft Submission Local Plan.  The baseline 

situation is constantly evolving and it is to be expected that some 

new and updated sources of data and information may only 

become available during the later stages of plan preparation. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee raises concerns about the appraisal work that was 

undertaken in relation to the growth options, in particular the 

timing and whether the SA influenced decision making.  Consultee 

refers to paragraph 4.46 of the SA report which states that ‘the 

Growth Options were disseminated to all Borough Parish Councils 

and Area Forums for consultation.  Consultation comments and the 

SA findings on the growth options were considered by Members in 

April 2016 and a new pattern of growth was identified based on a 

mixture of growth options IN1 and IN2 and OUT1, OUT2 and 

OUT3’.  Consultee states that this is incorrect and that no SA or 

consultation was undertaken on the reasonable alternatives for 

It is accepted that paragraph 4.46 of the SA report incorrectly 

states that the SA findings for the growth options were presented 

to the Council April 2016.  The purpose of the 25th April 2016 

‘Local Development Framework Sub Committee’ was to present the 

growth options and to gain the agreement of the Sub Committee 

to subject these to Sustainability Appraisal in order to inform the 

preparation of the Local Plan.  This decision is recorded in the 

minutes of that meeting “Members resolve: That a Sustainability 

Appraisal be carried out on the Growth Options for North 

Warwickshire Paper and that the information be fed into the 

emerging Local Plan”. 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

strategic growth prior to the selection of the preferred option and 

that this statement is supported by NWBC’s response to the March 

2017 SA Representations which confirmed that the SA of the 

Growth Options was presented to NWBC in June, 2016 and 

therefore not April, 2016.  

 

Consultee also notes that whilst the SA indicates that the preferred 

Growth Option is a combination of IN1, IN2, OUT1, OUT2 and 

OUT3, there is no definitive description of the preferred growth 

option nor a corresponding assessment within the Draft 

Submission SA of the preferred option against the 10 reasonable 

alternatives.  

 

No decisions were made at this Sub Committee as to which of the 

options was the preferred approach.  Decisions were taken at a 

later date on the preferred approach, informed by the SA and 

other evidence. 

 

As stated in Appendix 1 of the SA report (response to consultee’s 

previous comments), the Growth Options Paper was subject to SA 

in May/June 2016 and it is the results of this SA that were 

reflected in Chapter 4 of the SA Report for the Draft Local Plan 

(and now presented in Chapter 4 of this updated SA report).  A 

copy of the Growth Options SA can be found online.  The Growth 

Options were assessed according to the methodology and SA 

framework set out in the SA report.  The SA has assessed all 

options in the same level of detail, which is proportionate to the 

scale of the options considered.  Table 4.4 in this SA Report 

presents the Council’s rationale for selecting the growth options 

included in the Local Plan and not selecting other options.  It is the 

role of the Council, not the SA, to select the option deemed most 

appropriate.  The SA is an independent process, carried out by 

external consultants and that a number of factors may influence 

the Council’s decision-making, alongside SA.  The preferred 

Growth Option was selected from the findings of the analysis of the 

alternative growth options and used as the basis of the policies in 

the Local Plan which has been subject to detailed SA. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee notes that paragraph 1.4 of the June 2016 SA of the 

growth options suggests that the SA was undertaken on the 

assumption that 60 hectares of employment land was needed – as 

100 hectares is required in the Draft Submission Local Plan, 

consultee considers that this is a change of such significance to 

warrant a review of the sustainability performance of the growth 

options. 

The growth options appraisal was undertaken at a strategic level 

and considered the principle of the alternative options for 

distributing development within the Borough.  During the plan 

preparation process the evidence base was continually updated 

and the updated information continued to feed into the SA process 

as it progressed. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee states that their response during the previous 

consultation was repeatedly omitted from Council papers and so 

their response was not able to be considered. 

NWBC disagrees that the consultee’s response was not able to be 

considered – the Council has confirmed that the response was 

initially missed from those presented to the LDF Sub Committee on 

Monday 11th September 2017, but that it was added along with 

other omissions to the documents presented to Executive Board on 

Wednesday 18th October 2017 and Full Council on Tuesday 7th 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

November.  Omissions were brought to Members’ attention 

through a “Revised Appendix D”.  The Council considers that there 

was no repeated omission and that the consultee’s response was 

clearly and proactively highlighted and considered. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Consultee states that its March 2017 SA representations raised a 

number of concerns with regards to the inclusion and subsequent 

assessment of Green Belt which appears to have informed the 

assessment of impact despite Green Belt consisting of a policy 

designation as opposed to a physical characteristic that can be 

assessed against the SA Framework.  IM Properties are 

disappointed to note that no reference to this error nor any 

clarification is contained within the Draft Submission SA.  

 

Consultee also states that paragraph 4.49 of the Draft Submission 

SA confirms that several growth options were rejected because of 

their impact upon the Green Belt. Consultee maintains their view 

that Green Belt should not have influenced the SA assessment 

process given that the sustainability performance of any Green 

Belt sites vary markedly depending on their characteristics and 

location. 

As noted in Appendix 1 of the SA report in response to the 

consultee’s previous comments, reference to the location of Green 

Belt has been used to help describe the differences between the 

ten Growth Options and the potential loss of Green Belt has been 

referenced in the appraisal of some of the Growth Options. 

However, with regards to the appraisal of significant effects 

generated by the various Growth Options, reference to Green Belt 

land loss has only been made in so far as it is relevant to SA 

objective 8: Landscape and SA objective 10: Efficient use of land, 

i.e. effects on landscape and greenfield land loss not effects on the 

Green Belt.  The SA Framework and the associated assumptions 

make no reference to Green Belt and therefore whether a site was 

in the Green Belt did not influence the SA scores. 

 

Paragraph 4.49 of the SA is reporting the outcome of the decisions 

of the Council on which options to pursue, rather than the outcome 

of the SA process. 

IM Properties 

Development Ltd. 

Despite a number of meetings with NWBC, a submission to the 

Borough Councils Call for Sites and the submission of extensive 

technical studies and supporting materials, IM Properties are 

disappointed to see that their land interests at Junction 9, M42 has 

not been assessed within the SA as a reasonable alternative to 

meet the significant demand for new employment land. 

NWBC considers that the site referred to by the consultee is not a 

reasonable alternative option for the purposes of SA.  This is 

because the site is in the Green Belt, it does not immediately 

adjoin a current Development Boundary, and is of such scale that 

it would be inappropriate to the size, scale and character of 

existing settlements in the area (Curdworth, Wishaw, Lea Marston 

etc.).  The Council considers that there are insufficient exceptional 

and very special circumstances established to warrant Green Belt 

release (as per the NPPF and current local plan/Core strategy 

policy) on the scale proposed.   

CPRE Warwickshire 

(SLP447)  

Consultee states that there is no SA of the overall housing figure 

for North Warwickshire (including the provision made for 

Birmingham), and the consultee feels that there are other areas in 

the Birmingham HMA that have better transport links to 

Birmingham than North Warwickshire. 

Paragraphs 4.3 and 4.4 in the SA report explain the background to 

the Local Plan housing figure and explain why NWBC considers that 

this is evidence-based and therefore that there are no reasonable 

alternatives to the level of housing provision that should be 

assessed in the SA.  Policy LP6, which specifies the amount of 

development that will take place in the Borough, has been subject 

to SA and the findings are presented in Chapter 6 and Appendix 9 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

of the SA report.  

  



Table 2: HRA-related consultation comments (Regulation 19 consultation) 

Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

Natural 

England 

(SLP314) 

Natural England welcomes the production of the submitted HRA report 

and agrees with the report’s conclusions.  However, Natural England has 

some comments on the narrative relating to the evidence base: 

 

Air quality (paras 3.25-3.35) – Likely significant effect test – Natural 

England notes and agrees with the conclusion of uncertainty regarding 

potentially significant air quality impacts upon the Cannock extension 

Canal Special Area of Conservation (SAC). 

 

Recreation (paras 3.36 – 3.40) - Likely significant effect test – Natural 

England notes and agrees with the conclusion of no likely significant 

effects in respect of the Cannock Chase SAC. 

 

However para 3.39 refers to outdated information.  Updated visitor 

survey evidence has been gathered by the Cannock Chase SAC 

Partnership authorities and a revised scheme of mitigation measures 

together with a different zone of influence (0-15km) have been 

identified.  The following link provides access to relevant information 

from one of the partner local planning authorities: 

https://www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-

policy/evidence-base-documents-websites 

 

Relevant titles of documents as follows: 

 Cannock Chase Visitor Survey Report 2012 – parts 1 and 2 

(separate PDFs) 

 Cannock Chase SAC Mitigation Report 2012 

 Cannock Chase SAC Evidence Base Report 2017 

 

Water quantity and quality (paras 3.41-3.50) - Likely significant effect 

test - Natural England notes and agrees with the conclusion of no likely 

significant effects in respect of the Ensors Pool SAC and Cannock 

Extension Canal SAC. 

 

Air quality - Appropriate Assessment (paras 5.11-5.24) – Natural 

England concurs with the report’s conclusion of no adverse effect on the 

Natural England’s comments are noted.  The HRA report refers to a 

larger zone of influence than the one referred to by Natural 

England; therefore has taken a more precautionary approach than 

was necessary in light of the recent evidence referred to.  Natural 

England supports the conclusions of the HRA report. 



Consultee  Comment (summarised) LUC/Council Response 

integrity of the Cannock Extension Canal SAC.  This conclusion reflects 

the absence of definitive critical load thresholds for the designated 

feature (floating water plantain – Luronium natans) in the context of the 

canal’s mesotrophic water status. 

Cannock 

Chase 

Council 

(SLP110) 

Cannock Chase Council refers to its representation made in 2017 which 

highlighted that there was no Habitats Regulations Assessment and that 

the advice of Natural England would be necessary.  Consultee is pleased 

to see that HRA has been undertaken and notes the work undertaken in 

relation to the Cannock Extension Canal SAC in relation to the cumulative 

impacts upon air quality on the A5 corridor.   

 

In terms of the Cannock Chase SAC, whilst the consultee notes that it is 

concluded that there would be no impact with the Borough lying beyond 

the 15km Zone of Influence, there are some minor inaccuracies in the 

descriptions of the SAC, the Zone of Influence and the Mitigation 

measures.  Consultee refers to a recently published report which 

consolidates and clarifies the evidence base relating to the matter: 

http://www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cannock_chase_sa

c_evidence_base_report_september_2017_0.pdf 

Consultee has not specified what the minor inaccuracies referred to 

are.  The availability of updated evidence is noted; however as 

stated above, Natural England has confirmed that it is satisfied 

with the conclusions of the HRA. 

 


