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Dittman, Mike

From: Joseph Sheare  

Sent: 15 February 2018 11:52

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Mark Rose

Subject: Re: NWBC Draft Submission Local Plan - Ciel Property Holdings Limited - 

Representations

Attachments: Ciel Property Holdings Ltd - Policy LP6 - Amount of Development 150218.pdf; 

ATT00001.htm

Sue, 
 
Please see attached the amended representation for Policy LP 6. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Joseph 
 
Joseph Shearer 
Planner 
 

        |     
 

        
 
Any views or personal opinions expressed within this email may not be those of Define or its employees. The content of this email message and any files that 
may be attached are confidential, and for the usage of the intended recipient only. If you are not the intended recipient, then please return this message to 
the sender and delete it. Any use of this e-mail by an unauthorised recipient is prohibited. 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Steve Jones 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Ciel Property Holdings Limited 

Address: C/O Agent 
 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

Please note that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations at a postal 
address. Anonymous representations will not be accepted.  

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Mark Rose 

Company Define Planning & Design Ltd 
 

Address  
 

 
 

 
Telephone  

 
Email  

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

Completed representation forms can be emailed to; planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk 
or posted to the Forward Planning Team at; Forward Plans, North Warwickshire Borough 

Council, The Council House, South Street, Atherstone, CV9 1DE 
 

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

Please use a separate representation form for each paragraph, policy, site 
allocation that you wish to comment on 

 
Representations received after 31/1/2018 will not be considered  

 
The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 

which it considers offensive or defamatory 
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 
 

2.1 Please indicate which part of the Draft Submission Local Plan this representation 
relates to? 

Paragraph 
reference  

Policy 
reference 
number 

H14 Site 
Allocations  Sustainability 

Appraisal 

 

Please use a separate representation form for each paragraph, policy, site allocation that you wish to 
comment on. 
 

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

2.3 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant? 

 

Yes X No  

 
 

2.4 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 

 

Yes X No  

 
 

2.5 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound? 

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

2.6 If you think that the Draft Submission Local Plan is not sound, this is because it is: 
 

Not Positively 
Prepared  Not Justified  

 
Not Effective  Not Consistent with 

National Policy X 

 
The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (March 2012).   
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2.7  Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible. 

 
POLICY H14: SITE AT LINDRIDGE ROAD, ADJ LANGLEY SUE, WISHAW 
 
In order to meet the identified housing needs in the Borough and wider Housing Market Area (HMA) in the 
plan period, the Local Plan seeks to facilitate a continual supply of both market and affordable housing 
from a “portfolio” of deliverable development sites, based on a robust spatial development strategy.   
 
It is recognised within the Draft Submission Local Plan that this requires the release of sites from the 
Green Belt.   That is supported as it reflects the reality that the capacity of the available land within the 
urban areas and outside of the Green Belt in sustainable locations is ultimately limited. The “exceptional 
circumstances” required by the NPPF to do that clearly exist in these circumstances.   
 
The removal of the site to the north of Lindridge Road, Wishaw from the Green Belt and its allocation for 
residential development as a fundamental part of that strategy is very much welcomed and supported by 
Ciel Property Holdings Ltd Ltd (CPH) who have a controlling interest in the site. 
 
Indeed, the Lindridge Road site is an anomaly in that it is a lone parcel of land located to the west of the 
A38 and M6 Toll Road, yet it still lies within the Borough of North Warwickshire.  The site is, however, 
closely related to the urban form of the city, and located immediately adjacent to the Langley sustainable 
urban extension (SUE) site that has been released from the Green Belt and allocated for development in 
the, now adopted, Birmingham Development Plan.  
 
The Birmingham Development Plan highlights that the limited capacity of the urban area to meet the 
needs of the City’s growing population represents the exceptional circumstances that justify the release of 
land from the Green Belt for housing development.  Following a number of detailed assessments, the City 
Council concluded that the Langley SUE represented the most sustainable option to accommodate 
additional housing growth and would have the least impact on the Green Belt.  It is considered that those 
conclusions can also be extended to the Lindridge Road site and, indeed, that the site would already be 
allocated for development if it was not for the peculiar administrative boundary in this area.   
 
The very substantial scale of unmet housing need arising in Birmingham has been robustly evidenced.   
Given the confirmed extent of the HMA and the close physical relationship and links between the Borough 
and the City, the Borough Council have entirely appropriately sought to address some of that unmet need 
in the Submission Draft Local Plan.  Clearly given its location and the relationship with the City’s urban 
area, the Lindridge Road site has unique attributes as a future development site that could and should 
make a valuable contribution to addressing the housing needs of the Borough, whilst also addressing 
unmet needs arising in Birmingham (as recognised in the Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Local Plan – 
para. 5.177 & 6.66).  That would help to relieve the pressure for development in these locations without 
any adverse impact on the objectives of the Borough Council. 
 
A Masterplan Report for the Lindridge Road site has been previously submitted to the Borough Council.  
That summarised the various site assessments that had been undertaken by CPH and set out a 
development masterplan that would deliver 120-140 dwellings in this sustainable location within walking 
distance of a range of local services and facilities, where the development can be co-ordinated with the 
planned growth of Birmingham.  In doing so the Masterplan Report clearly demonstrated the site’s 
suitability, availability and achievability for development (in NPPF terms), and the significant contribution it 
can make to meeting market and affordable housing needs in the plan period, and provide competition 
and choice in the housing market.   
Notably a Green Belt Assessment of the site was undertaken using the same methodology as the LUC 
Green Belt Review to allow a comparison with other sites.   That study concluded that the location and 
aspect of the site, its relationship with the existing urban form and proposed Langley SUE, the existing 
landscape structure, and the containment provided by the A38/M6 Toll Road mean that it does not form a 
particularly sensitive part of the Green Belt.  The site relates well to an established urban area and the 
allocated Langley SUE site to the south.  Its development would not, therefore, result in an unnatural or 
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sprawling urban form, but will instead form part of a logical and consistent settlement edge.  Moreover, 
there is no risk of physical coalescence with other settlements and in visual terms it is extremely well 
contained by a combination of the urban form, topography and existing vegetation, so the perception of 
encroachment or coalescence would be very limited.  The site could, therefore, be released from the 
Green Belt with new boundaries clearly defined by recognisable and permanent features (notably the A38) 
and without undue harm to the wider purposes of the residual Green Belt.  It can, therefore, be concluded 
that it is entirely appropriate to remove the Lindridge Road site from the Green Belt and allocate it for 
residential development. 
 
The site does not contain any other significant environmental constraints and is ideally placed to meet the 
Borough’s identified development needs and/or, given its relationship with the existing urban area and its 
anticipated expansion, the unmet needs arising in Birmingham. It is, therefore, entirely appropriate to 
remove the Lindridge Road site from the Green Belt and allocate it for residential development. 
 
However, whilst there is a clear physical relationship with the Langley SUE and the development of the 
site should appropriately reflect that, it is not necessary or justified to seek to directly link the delivery of 
the Lindridge Road site to the Langley SUE.  It is a discrete development site that could and should be 
brought forward independently to meet the identified development needs at the earliest opportunity.   
 
It is accepted that the proposed development form and access arrangements should be appropriately 
developed and co-ordinated with the emerging proposals for the Langley SUE (and vice versa) to ensure 
that no conflicts arise.  However, the Masterplan Report has demonstrated how the site can be 
independently accessed and serviced from Lindridge Road and an appropriate drainage strategy would be 
implemented. There are no other significant environmental constraints that indicate that the site cannot be 
independently developed.  There is, therefore, no justification for seeking to delay the site’s delivery and 
development once it is allocated in the Local Plan.  
 
Moreover (and as highlighted in relation to Policies LP3 & LP39), whilst the allocation of the site for 
development is highlighted on the Proposals Map, the site is also still shown as being located within the 
Green Belt.   It is assumed that this is an error but it clearly has the potential to create confusion in relation 
to the status of the site and its future role in meeting the identified development needs in the Borough and 
wider HMA.  
 
Soundness: 
For the reasons set out above, Ciel Property Holdings Ltd support the allocation of the Lindridge Road site 
for residential development under Policy H14, but object to the specific terms on the basis that it is 
inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government’s objective to ensure 
the housing requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.  

 
2.8  Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to 
ensure that the Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in 
accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 

              
Proposed Change:  
To remedy the flaws in the soundness of the policy: 

- it should be revised to state “The development of the site will be aligned with the development of 
the Langley Sustainable Urban Extension……” 

- the Proposals Map should be revised to remove the site at Lindridge Road, Wishaw from the 
Green Belt. 
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

 
If you require further information and guidance on the latest consultation phase of 
the Draft Submission Local Plan, please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions 
document which is available on the Council’s website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 
Comments received after 31/1/2018 will not be considered 

 

3.1 Please indicate if want to participate in the 
hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination 
process? 

Yes  No 
 

3.2 If you wish to participate in the hearing sessions please indicate why you consider 
this to be necessary  

              
This matter is critical to and a key element of the development strategy that underpins the draft Submission 
Plan. 
 
 
 

 
Please note that the appointed Planning Inspector, not the Council, will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the examination. 

Signature 

 

Date 29/01/18 

X 



SLP113E - 2 of 2 









SLP113F









SLP113G









SLP113H









SLP113I









1

Dittman, Mike

From: Joseph Shearer 

Sent: 13 February 2018 11:00

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Mark Rose

Subject: NWBC Draft Submission Local Plan - Ciel Property Holdings Limited - 

Representations

Attachments: Ciel Property Holdings Ltd - Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and 

Potential Green Belt Alterations.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Dear Sir / Madam  
 
Please find attached an additional representation to the above consultation submitted on behalf of Ciel 
Property Holdings Limited.  
 
I would be grateful if you could confirm safe receipt.  
 
Kind regards  
 
Joseph 
 
Joseph Shearer 
Planner 
 

        |     
 

        
 

ny views or personal opinions expresse  w n is emai  may no  e ose o  e ine or its employees. The content of this email message and any files that 
may be attached are confidential, and for the usage of the intended recipient only. If you are not the intended recipient, then please return this message to 
the sender and delete it. Any use of this e-mail by an unauthorised recipient is prohibited. 
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 28 January 2018 19:44

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP66783152

Title: Mr 

 

First name: James 

 

Surname: Brunozzi-Jones 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your postcode or street/road   

 

Select address         

 

Address:        

 

House number or name   

 

Street:   

 

Village:  

 

Post town:  

 

Postcode:   

SLP114
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fla:  

 

fla sel:  

 

Product: Self 

 

Please indicate which part of the Draft Submission Local Plan this representation relates to?: Site 
Allocations 

 

Do you support or object the above: Object 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant?: Yes 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the Duty to Cooperate?: No 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound?: No 

 

If you think that the Draft Submission Local Plan is not sound, this is because it is:: Not Positively 
Prepared,Not Justified 

 

Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the Draft Submission 
Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate. 
Please be as precise as possible.: The traffic from the new homes will make the A5 more busy than it 
already is and Grendon as a small Village cannot cope with another 120 new homes. 

 

Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to ensure that the 
Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in accordance with the Council’s Duty to 
Co-operate. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any 
policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: No to the new 120 homes off spon lane  

 

Please indicate if want to participate in the hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination 
process?: No 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Ben Law-Jones l

Sent: 28 January 2018 20:03

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Polesworth and Dordon

To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing, yet again, to object to the proposed building of a significant number of houses in the 
Polesworth and Dordon. I first wrote to you about this last year and am disappointed that I am having to do 
this again, I understand that those objection have been filed and ignored. 
 
The proposed build will double the size of two villages and increase the pressure on local services and the 
overall infrastructure significantly. Both my wife and I commute south of the village to Coventry and 
Solihull and already the local road network is struggling. The B 5000 is unable to cope with local traffic and 
leaving the village at peak times is already difficult. These roads feed onto the A5 and M42 which cannot 
cope with the existing traffic. Polesworth has a train station that only has one train a day that visits it and I 
understand that there are no plans to re open it. 
 
You seem to be very keen on building houses but there is no guarantee that schools, doctors and basic 
infrastructure will be improved to accommodate the increase in buildings. Nor do your plans take in to 
account the effect of HS2 and the proposed building projects on the B5000 by the sports ground and Robeys 
Lane. 
 
I understand that houses need to be built but the scale that is being proposed is unrealistic and ignores some 
genuine alternatives that have been proposed by your fellow councillors.  
 
I urge you to reconsider and put your local community first. 
 
Ben Law-Jones 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Lucy Law-Jones 

Sent: 28 January 2018 20:24

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Polesworth and Dordon

To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing to object to the proposed building of a significant number of houses in the Polesworth and Dordon.  
 
The proposed build will double the size of two villages and increase the pressure on local services and the overall infrastructure 
significantly. Both my husband and I commute south of the village to Coventry and Solihull and already the local road network is 
struggling. The B 5000 is unable to cope with local traffic and leaving the village at peak times is already difficult. These roads feed 
onto the A5 and M42 which cannot cope with the existing traffic. I already have to leave the village by 6.45am to allow time to access 
the congested M42 at Junction 10, to allow myself adequate time to commute to Solihull which is only about 20 miles away.  To add 
more traffic onto this junction, given the other building plans in the local area (notably nr Alvecote which would also access the B5000) 
is likely to make this route untenable, even at this time in the morning. Polesworth has a train station that only has one train a day that 
visits it and I understand that there are no plans to re open it either.   
 
I am also very concerned about the capacity of the local high school given the proposed increase in population.  My son is in Year 2 and 
when he reaches Year 6, will there be enough places at the High School or will we have to arrange for him, at the age of 11, to travel to 
Atherstone for his nearest High School? This concerns me greatly.   
 
In addition to this, our local doctors surgery already proves very difficult to access appointments - to book an appointment with a 
specific doctor can either take at least 3 weeks or is simply not possible.  Instead a phone call has to be made on the day at 8am, which 
given I have to be on the road to Solihull by 6.45am is not feasible.  Additional population/patients will make this current system 
collapse.  We simply do not have enough doctors & appointments already. 
 
You seem to be very keen on building houses but there is no guarantee that schools, doctors and basic infrastructure will be improved to 
accommodate the increase in buildings. Nor do your plans take in to account the effect of HS2 and the proposed building projects on the 
B5000 by the sports ground and Robeys Lane. 
 
I understand that houses need to be built but the scale that is being proposed is unrealistic and ignores some genuine alternatives that 
have been proposed by your fellow councillors.  
 
I urge you to reconsider and put your local community first. 
 
Lucy Law-Jones 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Cllr Adam Farrell 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

North Warwickshire Labour Group 

Address:  
 

 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

Please note that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations at a postal 
address. Anonymous representations will not be accepted.  

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name  

Company  
 

Address  
 

 
 

Telephone  
 

Email  
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

Completed representation forms can be emailed to; planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk 
or posted to the Forward Planning Team at; Forward Plans, North Warwickshire Borough 

Council, The Council House, South Street, Atherstone, CV9 1DE 
 

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

Please use a separate representation form for each paragraph, policy, site 
allocation that you wish to comment on 

 

Representations received after 31/1/2018 will not be considered  
 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

2.1 Please indicate which part of the Draft Submission Local Plan this representation 
relates to? 

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP2/LP6/LP7 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

Please use a separate representation form for each paragraph, policy, site allocation that you wish to 
comment on. 
 

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

2.3 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant? 

 

Yes  No  

 
 

2.4 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 

 

Yes  No  

 
 

2.5 Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound? 

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

2.6 If you think that the Draft Submission Local Plan is not sound, this is because it is: 

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified X 

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

 
The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (March 2012).   
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2.7  Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible. 

 
See attached 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2.8  Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to 
ensure that the Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in 
accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 

              
 
See attached 
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

 
If you require further information and guidance on the latest consultation phase of 
the Draft Submission Local Plan, please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions 

(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.1 Please indicate if want to participate in the 
hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination 
process? 

Yes 
Y
E
S

No 

3.2 If you wish to participate in the hearing sessions please indicate why you consider 
this to be necessary  

              
The members of North Warwickshire Labour Group represent thousands 
of local people as elected Councillors. We have prepared a detailed 
response to this and previous consultation. We have some serious 
concerns regarding the soundness of this draft plan and would welcome 
the opportunity to explore this further during the examination process.  
 
 
 

 
Please note that the appointed Planning Inspector, not the Council, will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the examination. 

Signature  Date 28.01.2018 



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

document which is available on the Council’s website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 

Comments received after 31/1/2018 will not be considered 
 



Representations	on	the	Draft	Submission	Version	of	the	North	Warwickshire	Local	Plan	
2017	on	behalf	of	the	North	Warwickshire	Labour	Group.	

Introduction	

The	North	Warwickshire	Labour	Group	comprises	the	13	Labour	councillors	on	North	Warwickshire	
Borough	Council.	

This	representation	sets	out	the	Group’s	key	concerns	in	relation	to	the	draft	submission	version	of	
the	North	Warwickshire	Local	Plan	(NWLP).	

The	current	North	Warwickshire	Core	Strategy	was	adopted	in	2014,	at	a	time	when	Labour	was	the	
controlling	Group	on	the	Borough	Council.	The	strategic	vision	and	objectives	of	the	new	NWLP	are	
substantially	unchanged	from	the	Core	Strategy,	and	at	the	outset	the	Group	would	like	to	record	its	
continuing	support	for	these	as	the	starting	point	for	the	plan	and	also	its	support	for	the	affordable	
housing	policies.	

The	Group’s	concerns	relate	to	the	scale	of	the	housing	growth	now	proposed	for	North	
Warwickshire	in	the	NWLP	and	the	strategy	for	the	distribution	of	this	growth	across	the	Borough.	
The	Group	is	also	concerned	at	the	unresolved	infrastructure	issues	which	this	scale	of	growth	
generates.		

The	scale	of	growth	proposed	in	the	adopted	Core	Strategy	is	175	dwellings	per	year,	which	is	
broadly	in	line	with	historic	development	rates.	The	“aspirational”	growth	rate	proposed	in	the	draft	
NWLP	2016	was	452	dwellings	per	year,	and	it	is	436	dwellings	per	year	in	the	draft	submission	
NWLP.	These	rates	are	substantially	higher	than	anything	previously	achieved	in	the	Borough	and	
they	represent	a	“step	change”	in	growth	rates	in	North	Warwickshire.	

The	Labour	Group	does	not	question	the	need	for	higher	rates	of	house	building	to	address	
problems	of	affordability	and	housing	shortages.	It	also	recognises	that	in	recent	years	land	
shortages	have	emerged	in	adjoining	areas,	in	particular	Coventry,	Birmingham	and	Tamworth,	and	
because	of	its	location	it	is	right	that	North	Warwickshire	should	be	considered	as	a	possible	location	
to	help	meet	these	shortages.	However	the	Group	is	not	convinced	that	there	is	a	clear	rationale	for	
the	scale	of	growth	proposed	in	the	NWLP,	nor	is	it	convinced	that	the	strategy	proposed	in	the	plan	
for	accommodating	a	substantially	higher	level	of	future	growth	is	the	correct	one,	and	finally	it	is	
not	convinced	that	there	is	sufficient	certainty	over	the	provision	of	the	necessary	transport	
infrastructure	to	enable	growth	to	proceed	in	a	satisfactory	way.	

For	these	reasons	the	Group	does	not	consider	that	the	Plan	should	be	allowed	to	proceed	in	its	
present	form.	

Overall	Level	of	Growth	

Table	1	of	the	submission	NWLP	on	page	32	summarises	the	overall	housing	requirement	for	the	
Borough,	based	on	the	latest	update	of	the	Coventry	and	Warwickshire	Strategic	Housing	Market	
Assessment.	The	resulting	figure	of	around	5,800	for	the	period	2011	–	33	includes	provision	for	
North	Warwickshire	to	provide	for	some	of	Tamworth’s	needs	and	for	a	modest	level	of	new	housing	
to	help	meet	needs	arising	in	Coventry.	The	latter	is	consistent	with	an	agreed	approach	across	the	



Coventry	and	Warwickshire	Housing	Market	Area.	The	Group	accepts	that	this	is	the	best	available	
assessment.		

However	the	plan	then	proceeds	to	add	a	further	3,790	to	the	requirement	as	a	contribution	to	
meeting	the	substantial	unmet	housing	need	arising	in	Birmingham.	This	is	a	based	on	a	bi-lateral	
agreement	between	North	Warwickshire	and	Birmingham	and	the	technical	basis	for	the	figure	is	
unclear.	There	is	no	wider	agreement	in	place	to	accommodate	the	whole	of	Birmingham’s	shortfall	
which	stands	at	37,900	dwellings.	The	result	is	an	overall	housing	requirement	for	North	
Warwickshire	(see	table	2	of	the	plan)	of	9,600	which	would	require	an	annual	completion	rate	some	
150%	higher	than	that	required	by	the	current	Core	Strategy.	

This	is	a	radically	different	level	of	growth.	The	difference	arises	not	because	of	any	fundamental	
change	in	North	Warwickshire’s	own	demographic	needs	but	from	decisions	that	have	been	made	to	
make	provision	within	the	Borough	for	some	of	the	housing	shortfalls	being	experienced	by	the	
neighbouring	cities	of	Coventry	and	Birmingham.	The	evidence	base	supporting	the	draft	plan	
contains	no	rationale	for	these	decisions,	it	is	not	clear	what	(if	any)	alternatives	have	been	
considered	and	there	appears	to	be	no	sustainability	assessment	to	demonstrate	that	the	approach	
being	followed	is	the	most	appropriate.	

This	is	particularly	significant	in	relation	to	the	provision	which	is	proposed	to	meet	Birmingham’s	
needs,	partly	because	of	its	size	(broadly	equivalent	to	North	Warwickshire’s	total	demographic	
need	for	the	plan	period),	but	also	because	(unlike	the	position	with	Coventry)	this	provision	appears	
to	have	been	agreed	in	isolation	and	without	regard	to	any	wider	strategy	for	meeting	Birmingham’s	
shortfall.	North	Warwickshire	does	form	part	of	the	Birmingham	Housing	Market	Area	(HMA)	and	it	
is	clearly	right	that	its	potential	to	help	meet	Birmingham’s	needs	should	be	considered.	However	
the	Birmingham	HMA	is	large,	including	Southern	Staffordshire,	the	Black	Country,	Solihull,	Northern	
Worcestershire	and	parts	of	South	Warwickshire.		Many	of	these	areas	have	better	public	transport	
links	to	Birmingham	and	stronger	commuting	flows	than	does	North	Warwickshire.	It	is	therefore	by	
no	means	clear	that	the	level	of	provision	being	proposed	for	North	Warwickshire	is	the	most	
appropriate.	A	common-sense	approach	would	be	to	await	the	outcome	of	the	ongoing	work	to	
agree	the	distribution	of	Birmingham’s	shortfall	rather	than	to	pre-empt	it,	as	this	plan	does.	

An	uplift	of	this	scale	in	the	Borough’s	housing	requirement	inevitably	has	wide-ranging	
consequences	for	local	communities.	It	is	therefore	a	matter	of	concern	that	the	plan	treats	the	
figure	as	a	‘given’	and	there	appears	to	have	been	no	consideration	and	no	sustainability	assessment	
of	possible	alternative	levels	of	provision.	This	is	reflected	in	para	4.4	of	the	2017	Sustainability	
Appraisal	which	observes	“The	Council	does	not	consider	that	there	are	any	reasonable	alternative	
options	to	the	evidence-based	housing	figure	described	above	as	the	expectation	is	that	this	amount	
of	homes	should	be	delivered	within	the	Borough.”	The	3,790	figure	from	Birmingham	is	not	
evidence-based	–	and	there	clearly	are	potential	alternatives	to	it	which	should	have	been	
considered	and	assessed.	One	potential	alternative	is	to	be	found	in	the	plan	itself,	namely	the	5,800	
minimum	provision	figure	which	is	included	in	policy	LP6.	

To	re-iterate,	the	Group	does	not	consider	that	it	is	appropriate	to	make	specific	provision	for	
meeting	Birmingham’s	needs	in	North	Warwickshire	in	advance	of	a	wider	agreement	on	how	
Birmingham’s	shortfall	should	be	met	and	it	is	also	concerned	at	the	failure	of	the	plan	to	assess	



alternatives	to	the	housing	requirement	included	in	the	submission	NWLP	even	though	it	is	clear	
that	reasonable	alternatives	do	exist.	

Overall	Strategy	

The	adopted	Core	Strategy	establishes	a	settlement	hierarchy	as	follows:	

Category		1	Market	Towns	Outside	the	Green	Belt	(Polesworth	with	Dordon	and	Atherstone	with	
Mancetter)	

Category	2	Green	Belt	Market	Town	(Coleshill)	

Category	3A	Local	Service	Centres	(Outside	Green	Belt)	

Category	3B	Local	Service	Centres	(In	Green	Belt)	

Category	4	Other	Settlements	

The	adopted	strategy	is	that	over	50%	of	new	housing	development	will	be	allocated	to	category	1	
settlements,	with	the	remainder	distributed	between	the	remaining	categories.	This	strategy	was	
designed	to	respond	to	an	overall	housing	requirement	of	around	3,500	the	majority	of	which	arises	
from	housing	needs	generated	within	the	Borough.	Clearly	the	circumstances	surrounding	the	new	
plan	are	radically	different	with	a	housing	requirement	of	9,600	over	half	of	which	arises	from	needs	
generated	outside	the	Borough.	

The	Borough	Council’s	Local	Development	Framework	Sub-Committee	considered	a	report	looking	at	
alternative	distribution	options	at	its	meeting	of	25th	April	2016.		This	report	contained	a	brief	
analysis	of	a	number	of	alternative	approaches,	but	did	not	identify	a	preferred	approach.		The	
paper	was	not	subject	to	general	public	consultation,	but	a	sustainability	appraisal	was	carried	out,	
and	this	was	available	to	the	Sub-Committee	when	it	approved	the	Draft	Local	Plan	in	August	2016.	
The	report	to	the	Sub-Committee	summarised	the	sustainability	appraisal	conclusions	as	follows:		

	“7.3	For	the	Options	dealing	with	the	majority	of	growth	from	within	the	Borough	it	is	considered	
that	the	Options	IN2	(Development	In	and	around	the	Main	Settlements	including	Green	Belt	Market	
Town)	and	IN5	(New	Settlement)	would	have	more	significant	positive	effects	that	the	other	options.	
In	terms	of	the	options	of	dealing	with	growth	from	outside	of	the	Borough	it	was	considered	that	in	
general,	the	effects	of	OUT1	(Development	adjoining	the	out	boundary	of	the	Borough)	and	OUT2	
(Settlements	closet	to	where	the	need	arises)	had	more	positive	effects.”	

The	appraisal	assessed	a	new	settlement	option.	This	approach	scored	relatively	well	in	sustainability	
terms,	but	it	has	been	rejected	on	the	grounds	that	it	would	have	long	lead-in	times	and	no	site	
options	of	sufficient	scale	had	come	forward.	(see	table	4.4	of	the	2017	Sustainability	Appraisal).	

The	submission	NWLP	proposes	changes	to	this	settlement	hierarchy.	Coleshill	is	included	in	
category	1	and	categories	3A	and	3B	are	combined.	A	new	category	2	is	added	comprising	
“settlements	adjoining	the	outer	boundary	of	the	Borough.”		This	new	category	does	not	in	reality	
relate	to	settlements	within	the	Borough:	rather	it	enables	the	allocation	for	new	housing	of	two	
sites	adjoining	neighbouring	cities/towns,	a	large	site	on	the	edge	of	Tamworth	and	a	smaller	green	
belt	site	which	forms	an	addition	to	a	large	sustainable	urban	extension	on	the	edge	of	Birmingham.	



With	the	exception	of	these	two	sites,	the	strategy	for	the	distribution	of	new	housing	continues	to	
be	to	focus	it	on	the	category	1	settlements.	In	theory	the	change	to	the	settlement	hierarchy	to	
include	Coleshill	in	category	1	enables	development	to	be	spread	between	three	rather	than	two	
settlements,	but	this	is	not	carried	through	into	practice	since	only	95	dwellings	are	proposed	for	
Coleshill	compared	to	1,859	in	Atherstone/Mancetter	and	2,071	in	Polesworth/Dordon.	Taking	
account	of	completions,	commitments	and	windfall	sites,	it	is	likely	that	in	practice	around	50%	of	
new	housing	over	the	plan	period	will	be	in	Polesworth/Dordon	and	Atherstone/Mancetter,	exactly	
as	proposed	in	the	adopted	Core	Strategy.	With	the	exception	of	a	modest	amount	of	development	
on	the	edge	of	adjoining	settlements,	the	strategy	is	therefore	unchanged	from	the	adopted	Core	
Strategy,	even	though	the	housing	requirement	is	substantially	higher	and	the	Council	is	proposing	
to	make	significant	provision	to	help	meet	the	housing	needs	of	adjoining	cities.	

The	chosen	strategy	is	a	combination	of	elements	from	several	of	the	options	considered	in	the	
Sustainability	Appraisal	process,	but	it	is	not	possible	to	compare	it	with	these	options	in	
sustainability	terms	because	no	appraisal	of	the	chosen	strategy	has	been	undertaken	in	the	2017	
Sustainability	Appraisal.	

It	is	not	clear	how	the	Council	has	come	to	the	conclusion	that	this	is	the	most	appropriate	strategy	
for	distributing	the	additional	housing	requirement.	The	evidence	base	supporting	the	draft	plan	
contains	no	analysis	or	assessment	of	possible	alternative	strategies.	Road	and	public	transport	links	
to	Birmingham	which	is	the	source	of	much	of	the	additional	housing	requirement,	are	inferior	from	
Polesworth/Dordon	and	Atherstone/Mancetter	than	from	many	other	locations	within	the	Borough.		
It	would	have	been	reasonable	for	serious	consideration	to	have	been	given	to	alternative	strategies	
for	the	distribution	of	growth	which	would	aim	to	relate	it	more	closely	to	the	main	sources	of	
demand,	but	this	assessment	does	not	appear	to	have	been	undertaken.	

In	particular	the	Labour	Group	considers	that	more	serious	consideration	should	have	been	given	to	
the	new	settlement	option.	The	reasons	for	rejecting	this	option	are	not	convincing.	The	Council	
should	itself	have	undertaken	a	proactive	search	for	suitable	locations	rather	simply	relying	on	sites	
put	forward	through	the	Strategic	Housing	Land	Availability	Assessment	process.	The	Labour	Group,	
with	its	limited	resources,	has	identified	one	possible	option	which	would	relate	growth	more	closely	
to	Birmingham	(see	attached).	This	is	not	put	forward	as	a	firm	proposal	in	this	submission,	but	is	an	
indication	that	if	a	proper	search	is	undertaken,	new	settlement	options	are	likely	to	be	available.		

It	is	accepted	that	any	new	settlement	option	would	have	infrastructure	implications	which	would	
need	to	be	addressed	–	but	this	is	also	true	of	the	Council’s	chosen	strategy.	This	is	considered	in	
more	detail	in	the	following	section.	

Infrastructure	

Housing	growth	on	the	scale	proposed	in	the	submission	NWLP	will	inevitably	place	strain	on	existing	
infrastructure	in	local	communities	across	the	Borough	which	in	many	cases	is	already	at	capacity.	
The	Labour	Group	believes	that	it	is	essential	that	new	or	improved	infrastructure	to	meet	local	
needs	is	provided	in	advance	of	the	delivery	of	the	new	housing	growth.	Specific	needs	vary	from	
location	to	location,	but	will	for	example	include	new	school	provision,	new	primary	health	care	
facilities,	new	open	space	and	playing	fields.		



Some	of	these	requirements	are	set	out	in	the	Infrastructure	Delivery	Plan,	and	the	Group	would	
urge	the	Council	to	continue	to	work	with	Parish	Councils	and	local	communities	to	ensure	that	a	
complete	picture	is	provided.	

It	is	clear	from	the	Infrastructure	Delivery	Plan	that	by	far	the	most	challenging	aspect	will	be	the	
delivery	of	transport	infrastructure	and	the	Group	is	concerned	at	the	lack	of	detail	and	firm	
commitment	in	terms	of	the	delivery	of	this.		

The	chosen	strategy	has	the	effect	of	placing	a	large	amount	of	new	development	in	the	A5	corridor.	
Routes	within	this	corridor	are	already	experiencing	severe	congestion	as	a	result	of	recent	
developments	and	this	can	be	expected	to	become	worse	as	further	committed	schemes	proceed.	
This	is	particularly	true	of	the	A5,	but	it	is	also	true	of	other	roads	within	the	corridor	such	as	the	
B5000	and	more	local	roads.	Opportunity	to	mitigate	this	through	improved	public	transport	is	
limited,	because	of	the	restricted	level	of	public	transport	provision	particularly	to	Birmingham	
which	is	where	much	of	the	housing	need	to	be	located	in	this	area	is	generated.	These	issues	are	set	
out	in	detail	in	the	recently	published	Strategic	Transport	Assessment	(STA).	

The	STA	sets	out	the	measures	which	will	be	required	to	mitigate	this.	It	identifies	that	4,688	new	
dwellings	are	proposed	within	the	corridor	as	a	result	of	the	proposals	in	the	NWLP	and	it	identifies	
mitigation	works	in	three	phases	–	those	required	by	2021	(when	it	is	assumed	that	555	new	
dwellings	will	be	complete),	by	2026	(when	it	is	assumed	that	2962	dwellings	will	be	complete)	and	
2031	(when	it	is	assumed	that	all	4688	dwellings	will	be	complete).	The	total	number	of	dwellings	
appears	to	be	less	than	is	actually	proposed	in	the	draft	submission	NWLP,	which	includes	224	
dwellings	in	Grendon/Baddesley	rather	than	the	44	identified	in	table	4	of	the	STA.	The	measures	
proposed	in	the	STA	must	therefore	be	considered	the	minimum	required.	

The	cost	of	the	works	to	2021	is	estimated	at	£4.5	million	(though	this	is	a	minimum	figure	because	
it	assumes	that	it	will	be	possible	to	widen	a	listed	canal	bridge	in	Polesworth).	The	cost	of	the	works	
to	2026	is	a	further	£45.45	million	with	another	£2.3	million	required	by	2031.	In	addition	to	this	the	
STA	identifies	further	‘aspirational’	works	including	a	by-pass	on	the	A5	at	Grendon	costing	£57.5	
million.	In	practice	it	appears	that	this	scheme	is	more	than	simply	aspirational	since	para	5.31	of	the	
STA	states	that	“It	is	considered	that	the	full	bypass	identified	within	the	final	phase	of	the	
assessment	is	likely	to	be	critical	in	enabling	the	full	housing	and	employment	sites	to	be	delivered”.	

As	it	stands	the	Infrastructure	Delivery	Plan	includes	some,	but	not	all,	of	the	requirements	set	out	in	
the	STA,	but	it	gives	no	certainty	as	to	costings	or	as	to	the	source	of	the	funding	required	to	deliver	
the	necessary	transport	infrastructure,	even	for	the	first	phase	of	the	developments	up	to	2021.	It	is	
clear	that	there	is	currently	no	firm	commitment	to	provision	of	the	necessary	funds.	In	these	
circumstances	the	Labour	Group	considers	that	the	strategy	cannot	be	considered	sound.	

In	addition	to	this	it	should	also	be	noted	that	a	number	of	the	infrastructure	improvements	involve	
major	engineering	works,	including	dualling	the	A5	and	constructing	a	by-pass.	These	will	have	
significant	impacts	on	property	in	the	area,	but	they	have	not	been	subject	to	any	form	of	
consultation	as	part	of	the	plan	preparation	process.	Neither	have	they	been	subject	to	sustainability	
assessment.	



It	appears	that	policy	LP6	of	the	plan	is	intended	to	reflect	the	uncertainty	over	infrastructure	
provision	by	setting	minimum	and	aspirational	levels	of	new	housing.	However	the	policy	provides	
no	detail	on	how	this	would	apply	in	practice.	As	such	it	does	not	address	the	deficiencies	identified	
here.	

	

Consultation	Process		

The	Labour	Group	believes	that	it	is	important	that	planning	decisions	which	will	affect	the	future	of	
an	area	for	a	generation	should	be	taken	with	full	public	involvement.	

While	the	consultation	process	for	the	NWLP	may	satisfy	the	letter	of	the	regulations,	the	Group	is	
concerned	that	in	practice	there	have	been	obstacles	in	the	way	of	full	involvement.		

At	the	first	consultation	stage,	key	pieces	of	evidence	(the	Sustainability	Appraisal	and	the	
Infrastructure	Delivery	Plan)	were	not	available	at	the	start	of	the	consultation.	This	made	it	difficult	
for	community	groups	and	local	people	to	respond	on	the	basis	of	a	clear	picture	of	the	proposals.	

The	current	consultation	on	the	submission	plan	is	programmed	to	last	for	just	over	six	weeks.	
However	the	consultation	began	in	mid-December,	just	before	the	Christmas	holiday.	The	effective	
post-Christmas	consultation	period	is	less	than	a	month.	The	Leader	of	the	Labour	Group	wrote	to	
the	Council’s	Chief	Executive	seeking	an	extension	of	the	consultation	period	until	mid	February	to	
allow	a	full	six	weeks	post	Christmas.	Even	though	this	would	have	resulted	in	only	a	small	delay	to	
the	timescale,	the	suggestion	was	not	accepted.	

The	Group	would	ask	the	inspector	to	bear	this	in	mind	when	considering	the	extent	of	the	public	
response	to	the	submission	plan.	

Conclusion	

For	the	reasons	set	out	above,	the	Labour	Group	does	not	consider	that	the	NWLP	can	be	considered	
sound	in	its	present	form.	The	extent	of	provision	for	additional	housing	within	the	Borough	to	meet	
unmet	needs	arsing	in	Birmingham	should	not	be	resolved	in	advance	of	an	agreement	on	the	
distribution	of	Birmingham’s	shortfall	across	the	whole	Birmingham	housing	market	area.	The	
strategy	for	the	distribution	of	growth	should	be	reconsidered	and	there	should	be	clarity	on	the	
funding	of	essential	infrastructure.		
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Additional Representations on the Draft Submission Version of the North Warwickshire 

Local Plan 2017 on behalf of the North Warwickshire Labour Group. 

The Labour Group has already provided a response to the consultation on the Draft Submission 

Version of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2017. The Labour Group provided an additional 

representation on the production of new evidence released on 31st January 2018.  

We are now seeking, in this additional representation to provide a further response following the 

production of Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area Strategic Growth Study published in 

February 2018 by GL Hearn.  

This newly published study suggests that the Birmingham shortfall is 60,855. This is made up 28,150 

up to 2031 and a further 32,700 up to 2036. North Warwickshire Borough Council is proposing in its 

Draft Submission Version of their local plan to accommodate 3790 dwellings based on a 10% share 

of the previous shortfall of 37900.  

It is disappointing that despite the consultation not closing until Friday 16th March, a Council report 

asking for authorisation to send this submission version of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State 

has already been published with only slight reference to the new study published by GL Hearn.  

The GL Hearn study raises some important issues that have not been addressed by the Council. 

Mainly that a new settlement to the East of Birmingham is now, according to this new study, 

deliverable. The study also suggests that by choosing to allocate 30% of the overall housing growth 

(3600)  to sites in Polesworth and Dordon, the local plan is unlikely to be deliverable; ,scores worse 

in terms of housing need and in terms of public transport, than a new settlement does. The proposal 

in Dordon and Polesworth would, by 2031 would require between £50million and £108 million of 

investment in improving the road infrastructure , especially the A5  in order to make it deliverable 

(see Highways Authority Strategic Transport Assessment). 

The Council has long argued that a new settlement is  not deliverable within the plan period but has 

provided no evidence to back up this claim. The BHMA Strategic Growth study would appear to 

refute this claim – and yet there is no detailed consideration of this growth study in the Councils 

assessment and response to the consultation and other reports received during this period (see 

Executive Board report to Council March 22nd 2018) 

The Labour Group accepts the need to build more homes within the Region but it also believes that 

the Councils should have given proper consideration to the new settlement as part of its option 

appraisal for the local plan and not based its site allocations on a settlement hierarchy drawn up to 

meet much lower housing needs identified in 2014.  
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 29 January 2018 08:05

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP66791857

Title: Mr  

 

First name: Neil 

 

Surname: Sheasby 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your postcode or street/road    

 

Select address         

 

Address:        

 

House number or name:  

 

Street:   

 

Post town   

 

Postcod    

 

Email address:  
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fla sel:  

 

Product: Self 

 

Please indicate which part of the Draft Submission Local Plan this representation relates to?: 
SustainabilityAppraisal 

 

Do you support or object the above: Object 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant?: Yes 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the Duty to Cooperate?: No 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound?: No 

 

If you think that the Draft Submission Local Plan is not sound, this is because it is:: Not Effective 

 

Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the Draft Submission 
Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate. 
Please be as precise as possible.: The sheer scale of the proposals will double local population, 
infrastructure such as roads, schools, doctors can’t possibly handle such considerable growth  
The distribution of new housing falls far too heavy upon the Atherstone area in turn making it a very 
different prospect for its future 

 

Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to ensure that the 
Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in accordance with the Council’s Duty to 
Co-operate. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any 
policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: Consultation re highways and roads needs clarification as 
does a forward planning structure with Schooling & health services  

 

Please indicate if want to participate in the hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination 
process?: No 
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Dittman, Mike

From: Andrew Gavan 

Sent: 31 January 2018 10:14

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Fwd: 9700 houses

Attachments: new 9700 houses response.odt

I apologise as I forgot to include my address with below 
 
    

 
 

  
 
Andrew gavan 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Andrew Gavan" <  
Date: 29 Jan 2018 08:43 
Subject: 9700 houses 
To: "planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk" <planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk> 
Cc:  
 

Attachment is a copy of below, Please acknowledge receipt of this email 

FAO: Forward Planning Team, North Warwickshire Borough Council.  

  

To whom it may concern,  

  

I am writing to object to the draft local plan published by North Warwickshire Borough Council.  

  

Even though this is a standard letter, before it starts like many local residents who have expressed concern I 
have reservations regarding the development of 9700 houses in and around the Atherstone area. 
Therefore, would like the following points taken into consideration.  

  

I have concerns regarding the houses being built along the already struggling A5 as this will just add to 
congestion and pollution.  

  

I have concern over the infrastructure such as already struggling Doctors surgery where we already have to 
wait a week or more to get an appointment is the planning commission able to confirm to me that new 
primary healthcare provision be provided with these new homes.  
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Policing and police response times are another concern with increase in population we are all aware of the 
struggles facing an ever decreasing police force. Is the planning committee able to put residents minds at 
rest by assuring us that the conservative government will commit extra money for extra police in and 
around the North Warwickshire area to serve the needs of the increased population due to these new 
homes. 

  

In Atherstone it is already difficult to get in and use local facilities due to Parking how will this be catered for 
following the building off these new houses. 

  

We as residents are not against change and progress however, our objections lie in the fact that nothing 
appears to have been done and no assurances have been given to assure the infrastructure will be 
significantly improved to accommodate the increase demand on the already stretched services such as local 
schools, local doctors, local hospitals and emergency services. (standard letter will now resume)  

  

I understand that a development has been passed by Nuneaton council for xxx number of homes.  

  

The ‘draft plan’ which is currently out for consultation has, in my opinion, not been positively prepared 
which is to say I do not believe the plan to be justified, effective or consistent with national policy.  

  

Firstly, the plan must be justified. It must have a robust and credible evidence base.  

  

The plan is based on a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ which proposes to place the majority of new homes around 
the Borough’s two market towns (although I do not agree that Polesworth and Dordon should be classed as 
one market town). This decision seems to have been made on the basis of an options paper presented to 
the Council in April 2016. This paper, written my Council officers, lists five growth options for both in 
borough growth and out of borough growth. It lists the pros and cons of different options but does not give 
any valid reasons as to why the option of a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ has been chosen as the policy platform 
for the ‘Draft Local Plan’. In fact, as you read the paper through to the end, it seems that it has been rushed, 
with the final option listed on page 30, having just one apparent advantage. It suggests to me that this was a 
document written with a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ already agreed as the basis of this ‘Draft Local Plan’. There 
is no justified evidence as to why this approach is more beneficial than other approaches.  

  

The evidence prepared for the number of new properties to be built for in and out of Borough growth is 
also in doubt. There is a lack of information about where this growth is coming from and why North 
Warwickshire Borough Council should take the number of homes proposed from Birmingham. Given the 
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significant scale of new homes proposed from Birmingham, it is unclear as to why the policy of placing these 
homes in the further possible part of North Warwickshire from Birmingham is sustainable or appropriate.  

  

The evidence to justify this is not clear, especially given the decision to allocate the site on Robey’s Lane and 
sites at Ansley Common within the plan. The allocation of this site seems to be at odds with the decision to 
follow a settlement hierarchy and calls into question the robustness of evidence and decision making in 
relation to this plan. In one breath, the Borough Council says that properties have to be built around the 
main towns and then in the next, it finds sites in Ansley Common (a small village with one shop) to place 
hundreds more homes. This is not evidenced within the plan. 

  

This provides enough reason to be concerned about the effectiveness of this plan. In order for the plan to 
be justified, it must be deliverable and it is not clear how the plan will be delivered. The number of homes 
planned for this plan period, is significantly higher than at any point in this Borough’s history. It is not clear 
how the planning permissions needed for this plan will be delivered or how the number of homes needed 
will be completed. Only in 1997 has the Borough seen housing completions reach above 260 and only as 
recently as 2012, the number was as low as 38.  

  

One might suggest that in North Warwickshire, a rural Borough, it is often more difficult to build a 
significant number of new homes in existing towns and villages because of the rurality. 

  

Rural communities, not used to large scale builds, often react strongly to plans for development. This in 
turn, impacts on the length of time required for planning permissions to be granted and it almost always 
results in a developer being required to pay something (often not enough) for infrastructure. Putting this 
infrastructure in place then reduces the viability of schemes and in turn reduces the number of affordable 
properties on the sites.  

  

In the accompanying ‘Infrastructure Plan’, the Borough Council have failed to show how the majority of 
schemes will be funded, have failed to provide detail for most of the schemes and in many cases, have 
failed to provide evidence that service providers or agencies with responsibility for said infrastructure, back 
the proposal put forward in the plan 

  

All of this, leads to the questioning of the effectiveness of this plan to be delivered. If two or maybe even 
one of the larger sites within this plan ‘fell through’ then the plan will not deliver the homes required and if 
the number isn’t met, the likelihood is that even basic infrastructure will fall because of a lack of funding as 
well. This means that the plan isn’t flexible enough to cope with just one land owner withdrawing part of all 
of their land.  
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The third part of this consultation, asks for comments on whether this ‘Draft Local Plan’ is constituent with 
National Policy.  

  

S.157 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that ‘Local Plans’: 

  

 plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives, 
principles and policies of this Framework 

 be drawn up over an appropriate time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take account of 
longer term requirements, and be kept up to date 

 be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities, public, voluntary and private sector 
organisations 

 indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key diagram and land-use designations on a 
proposals map 

 allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new land where 
necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development where 
appropriate 

 identify areas where it may be necessary to limit freedom to change the uses of buildings, and 
support such restrictions with a clear explanation 

 identify land where development would be inappropriate, for instance because of its environmental 
or historic significance 

 contain a clear strategy for enhancing the natural, built and historic environment, and supporting 
Nature Improvement Areas where they have been identified 

  

The ‘Draft Plan’ produced by North Warwickshire, fails to ‘plan positively’ for future housing development. 
Instead it seems that housing is a negative word used in this plan only to suggest that it is the best way to 
provide solutions to existing infrastructure problems.  

  

The plan does not positively promote the idea of growth and because of that, the allocation of sites is not 
flexible, it’s use restrictive and the idea of strategic development has been thrown out of the window. 
Instead, the Local Plan ignores the economic indicators in the region and places growth sites outside of the 
strategic area of growth identified by the West Midlands Combined Authority and Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. The decision of the Council in this local plan will not result in positive economic growth but 
instead will leave people stranded and isolated on the wrong side of the Borough for work, will provide only 
low paid jobs and ultimately fails to positively benefit from the growth corridor that will now by-pass our 
Borough.  

  

The Council’s lack of imagination and insight into the world of business and its failure to recognise the 
economic growth potential in the south-west of the Borough, means that the ‘Draft Plan’ also fails to 
comply with S. 160 & S. 161 NPPF.  
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The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as it is. This is in 
contravention of S.159 NPPF.  

  

The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review remains unpublished, 
despite the consultation having only a few weeks left to run.  

So, in conclusion, I oppose this Local Plan and do not agree that it has been positively prepared. It is not 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy. 

  

Yours faithfully,  

  

  

  

Andrew Gavan 

  

  

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

  



FAO: Forward Planning Team, North Warwickshire Borough Council. 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing to object to the draft local plan published by North Warwickshire Borough 
Council. 
 
Even though this is a standard letter, before it starts like many local residents who have 
expressed concern I have reservations regarding the development of 9700 houses in and 
around the Atherstone area. Therefore, would like the following points taken into 
consideration. 
 
I have concerns  regarding the houses being built along the already struggling A5 as this will 
just add to congestion and polution.   
 
I have concern over the infrastructure such as already struggling Doctors surgery where we 
already have to wait a week or more  to get an appointment is the planning commision able 
to confirm to me that new primary healthcare provision be provided with these new homes. 
 
Policing and police response times are another concern with increase in population we are all 
aware of the struggles facing an ever decreasing police force. Is the planning commitie able to 
put residents minds at rest by assuring us that the conservative government will commit extra 
money for extra police in and around the North Warwickshire area to serve the needs of the 
increased population due to these new homes. 
 
In Atherstone it is already difficult to get in and use local facilities due to Parking how will this 
be catered for following the building off these new houses. 
 
We as residents are not against change and progress however, our objections lie in the fact 
that nothing appears to have been done and no assurances have been given to assure the 
infrastructure will be significantly improved to accommodate the increase demand on the 
already stretched services such as local schools, local doctors, local hospitals and emergency 
services. (standard letter will now resume) 
 
 I understand that a development has been passed by Nuneaton council for xxx number of 
homes. 
 
The ‘draft plan’ which is currently out for consultation has, in my opinion, not been positively 
prepared which is to say I do not believe the plan to be justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy. 
 
Firstly, the plan must be justified. It must have a robust and credible evidence base. 
 
The plan is based on a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ which proposes to place the majority of new 
homes around the Borough’s two market towns (although I do not agree that Polesworth and 
Dordon should be classed as one market town). This decision seems to have been made on 
the basis of an options paper presented to the Council in April 2016. This paper, written my 
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Council officers, lists five growth options for both in borough growth and out of borough 
growth. It lists the pros and cons of different options but does not give any valid reasons as to 
why the option of a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ has been chosen as the policy platform for the 
‘Draft Local Plan’. In fact, as you read the paper through to the end, it seems that it has been 
rushed, with the final option listed on page 30, having just one apparent advantage. It 
suggests to me that this was a document written with a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ already agreed 
as the basis of this ‘Draft Local Plan’. There is no justified evidence as to why this approach is 
more beneficial than other approaches. 
 
The evidence prepared for the number of new properties to be built for in and out of 
Borough growth is also in doubt. There is a lack of information about where this growth is 
coming from and why North Warwickshire Borough Council should take the number of homes 
proposed from Birmingham. Given the significant scale of new homes proposed from 
Birmingham, it is unclear as to why the policy of placing these homes in the further possible 
part of North Warwickshire from Birmingham is sustainable or appropriate. 
 
The evidence to justify this is not clear, especially given the decision to allocate the site on 
Robey’s Lane and sites at Ansley Common within the plan. The allocation of this site seems to 
be at odds with the decision to follow a settlement hierarchy and calls into question the 
robustness of evidence and decision making in relation to this plan. In one breath, the 
Borough Council says that properties have to be built around the main towns and then in the 
next, it finds sites in Ansley Common (a small village with one shop) to place hundreds more 
homes. This is not evidenced within the plan. 
 
This provides enough reason to be concerned about the effectiveness of this plan. In order for 
the plan to be justified, it must be deliverable and it is not clear how the plan will be 
delivered. The number of homes planned for this plan period, is significantly higher than at 
any point in this Borough’s history. It is not clear how the planning permissions needed for 
this plan will be delivered or how the number of homes needed will be completed. Only in 
1997 has the Borough seen housing completions reach above 260 and only as recently as 
2012, the number was as low as 38. 
 
One might suggest that in North Warwickshire, a rural Borough, it is often more difficult to 
build a significant number of new homes in existing towns and villages because of the rurality. 
 
Rural communities, not used to large scale builds, often react strongly to plans for 
development. This in turn, impacts on the length of time required for planning permissions to 
be granted and it almost always results in a developer being required to pay something (often 
not enough) for infrastructure. Putting this infrastructure in place then reduces the viability of 
schemes and in turn reduces the number of affordable properties on the sites. 
 
In the accompanying ‘Infrastructure Plan’, the Borough Council have failed to show how the 
majority of schemes will be funded, have failed to provide detail for most of the schemes and 
in many cases, have failed to provide evidence that service providers or agencies with 
responsibility for said infrastructure, back the proposal put forward in the plan 
 



All of this, leads to the questioning of the effectiveness of this plan to be delivered. If two or 
maybe even one of the larger sites within this plan ‘fell through’ then the plan will not deliver 
the homes required and if the number isn’t met, the likelihood is that even basic 
infrastructure will fall because of a lack of funding as well. This means that the plan isn’t 
flexible enough to cope with just one land owner withdrawing part of all of their land. 
 
The third part of this consultation, asks for comments on whether this ‘Draft Local Plan’ is 
constituent with National Policy. 
 
S.157 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that ‘Local Plans’: 
 

 plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet 
the objectives, principles and policies of this Framework 

 be drawn up over an appropriate time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take 
account of longer term requirements, and be kept up to date 

 be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities, public, voluntary and private 
sector organisations 

 indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key diagram and land-use 
designations on a proposals map 

 allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new 
land where necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of 
development where appropriate 

 identify areas where it may be necessary to limit freedom to change the uses of 
buildings, and support such restrictions with a clear explanation 

 identify land where development would be inappropriate, for instance because of its 
environmental or historic significance 

 contain a clear strategy for enhancing the natural, built and historic environment, and 
supporting Nature Improvement Areas where they have been identified 

 

The ‘Draft Plan’ produced by North Warwickshire, fails to ‘plan positively’ for future housing 
development. Instead it seems that housing is a negative word used in this plan only to 
suggest that it is the best way to provide solutions to existing infrastructure problems. 

 

The plan does not positively promote the idea of growth and because of that, the allocation 
of sites is not flexible, it’s use restrictive and the idea of strategic development has been 
thrown out of the window. Instead, the Local Plan ignores the economic indicators in the 
region and places growth sites outside of the strategic area of growth identified by the West 
Midlands Combined Authority and Local Enterprise Partnerships. The decision of the Council 
in this local plan will not result in positive economic growth but instead will leave people 
stranded and isolated on the wrong side of the Borough for work, will provide only low paid 
jobs and ultimately fails to positively benefit from the growth corridor that will now by-pass 
our Borough. 

 



The Council’s lack of imagination and insight into the world of business and its failure to 
recognise the economic growth potential in the south-west of the Borough, means that the 
‘Draft Plan’ also fails to comply with S. 160 & S. 161 NPPF. 

 

The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as 
it is. This is in contravention of S.159 NPPF. 

 

The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review remains 
unpublished, despite the consultation having only a few weeks left to run. 

So, in conclusion, I oppose this Local Plan and do not agree that it has been positively 
prepared. It is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
 
 
Andrew Gavan 
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 29 January 2018 09:30

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP66798800

Title: Mrs 

 

First name: Gill 

 

Surname: Jakes 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?   

 

Enter your postcode or street/roa    

 

          

 

         

 

House number or name   

 

Stree    

 

Village:   

 

Post tow   

 

Postcod    
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fla:  

 

fla sel:  

 

Product: Self 

 

Please indicate which part of the Draft Submission Local Plan this representation relates to?: Site 
Allocations 

 

Do you support or object the above: Object 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant?: No 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the Duty to Cooperate?: No 

 

Do you consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound?: No 

 

If you think that the Draft Submission Local Plan is not sound, this is because it is:: Not Justified 

 

Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the Draft Submission 
Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate. 
Please be as precise as possible.: The infrastructure is not in place to deal with this, schools, roads etc 

 

Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to ensure that the 
Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in accordance with the Council’s Duty to 
Co-operate. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any 
policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: All services need to be looked at and funded before such a 
huge development 

 

Please indicate if want to participate in the hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination 
process?: No 


