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Dittman, Mike

From: Alan Vaughton 

Sent: 31 January 2018 15:54

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Curdworth PC

Subject: DRAFT SUBMISSION NORTH WARWICKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION

Attachments: NWLP Draft Submission Response.odt

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Please find attached response to the consultation from Curdworth Parish Council. 
 
Cllr Alan Vaughton 
For Curdworth Parish Council 



NORTH WARWICKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 
 

DRAFT SUBMISSION CONSULTATION 
 

RESPONSE OF CURDWORTH PARISH COUNCIL 
 

 
Please have regard for the following observations made mainly in the context of 
Curdworth's position as a settlement with a development boundary, washed-over by Green 
Belt and located on the western edge of the Borough and sharing its parish boundary with 
the City of Birmingham. 
 
Chapter 6:  LP1 Sustainable Development 
 
Curdworth Parish Council supports the Borough's aspirations in this regard and prides itself 
in being a sustainable community in its own right within the limitations afforded by its 
position in the settlement hierarchy. 
 
Chapter 7:  LP2 Settlement Hierarchy 
 
The Parish Council is satisfied with its status within the hierarchy and believes it is right for 
a settlement of its size, and in terms of the services and amenities available. 
 
Chapter 7:  LP3 Green Belt 
 
For Curdworth, perhaps the most important Policy of the NW Local Plan, but also very 
relevant to the wider Green Belt in the Borough.  It is particularly appropriate in our area to 
retain as much of the local Green Belt as possible in order to check urban sprawl from the 
conurbation.   
 
Substantial erosion of the Green Belt is already taking place just outside the Borough and it 
is appreciated that with all-round increasing development pressure, some adjustments may 
have to be made inside North Warwickshire.  Large changes, however, need to occur slowly 
with a great deal of thought by planners and it would be unfortunate if the mistakes of 
history, when urban areas were allowed to merge unchecked, were permitted to happen 
again.   
 
Clearly at this juncture Curdworth Parish Council could not support concepts that have been 
floated such as 'quality employment development' and 'a garden-village' on its doorstep.  We 
would ask if a 'Meaningful Gap' policy would be advantageous on the western edge of the 
Borough although one supposes that on the Birmingham side this would be difficult to apply.  
However, the Green belt closest to the conurbation will always be the most valuable. 
 
Chapter 7:  LP6  Amount of Development 
 
The Parish Council recognises the need for new housing, including much affordable housing, 
but the numbers now being considered are huge.  Notwithstanding the requirement to co-
operate with  neighbouring authorities, on which the Borough has a good record, we would 
query the aspirational figure of 3790 dwellings on top of the minimum figure of 5808 and 



suggest that North Warwickshire is ceding too much?  Does the extra figure include windfall 
sites, which will continue to come forward?  Likewise the 100 hectares of new employment 
land is high when there are already sites within the Borough such as Hams Hall, Birch 
Coppice, and Kingsbury Link, with Myra and the Minworth industrial estates just outside. 
 
Chapter 8:  LP7 Housing Development 
 
In Curdworth such development is limited by our status in the settlement hierarchy.  The 
Parish Council would, however, reiterate that it recognises the pressure the Borough is 
under to provide new housing; far more than has been required historically and supports the 
proposal to direct most of this development to the towns of Atherstone with Mancetter, 
Polesworth/Dordon and Coleshill, rather than creating a new large village elsewhere.  In 
Curdworth we have accepted infill and will continue to do so (both allocated and windfall), 
although this has diminished the feel of openness within our settlement, a luxury we have 
previously enjoyed. 
 
Chapter 10:  LP14 Landscape 
 
There is a tendency to regard the landscape on the western edge of the Borough as 
somewhat degraded.  Looking from within North Warwickshire we are on the rural fringe; 
looking out from Birmingham we are at the urban edge.  Generally, infrastructure has 
impacted negatively on the area and in Curdworth we would ask our planners not just to pay 
lip service to this Policy, but to seize on all opportunities for enhancement when they occur. 
The line of the new HS2 railway will provide a good opportunity for landscape 
enhancement. 
 
Chapter 10:  LP15 Historic Environment 
 
There are many fine words spoken on this Policy in the Draft Submission, but many would 
agree that the record of NWBC on this subject and conservation in general has for a long 
time been poor.  The parish council understands that a new conservation officer is about to 
be appointed and if this is correct it is a step in the right direction. 
 
Chapter 10:  LP17 Green Infrastructure and LP18 Tame Valley Wetlands (NIA) including 
Kingsbury Water Park 
 
Curdworth Parish Council wholeheartedly supports these Policies which going forward will  
hopefully help offset negative impact on the local environment caused by major 
infrastructure projects. 
 
Chapter 12:  LP25 Transport Assessment and Travel Plans 
 
In recent years, development, particularly of logistics parks in our area (including in 
Birmingham), has outstripped  infrastructure in the form of road building.  Curdworth 
Parish Council notes and is pleased that NWBC has registered its concern both in this 
Policy and in LP28 associated with it.  The impact of the increase in traffic through and in 
the vicinity of Curdworth (A4097) cannot be emphasised enough, but the problem is general.  
In particular, increasing noise, vibration and pollution from HGVs at night has caused a 



tangible drop in the quality of life for our residents in Kingsbury Road. 
 
Clearly the Draft Plan cannot go into detail at this stage and to redress the balance will be a  
difficult job to achieve not least because of the partnership-working required with WCC and 
Highways England; difficult at the best of times.  We acknowledge the Borough's 
recognition of the urgent need for commensurate infrastructure by its production of a wide 
ranging Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to complement the Local Plan and support 
the aspirations contained therein.  Any positive influence the Borough can exert in its 
partnership working with other agencies will be appreciated. 
 
Chapter 13:  LP32 Built Form 
 
It is fair to say that in recent years the quaIlity of building design throughout the Borough 
has risen and the guidance given in the Draft is useful.  All facets of design will continue to 
grow in importance as new developments (particularly housing estates) come on stream.  
There is, however, a world of difference between the excellent guiding principles given in 
the Local Plan and the way individual planning officers use them.  I Curdworth there are 
several recent examples of new-build infill which are incongruous in their setting. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Consultation response Form 
 

Objection by Cllr Mick Stanley to the Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan 
 

                                                                                                     Mick Stanley 
                                  

                          
                        

                             
                                                                                               

                                                                                                       
   

  
 
 

To The Forward Planning Dept, North Warwickshire Borough Council, 
 
 
I have lived in Polesworth for over 30 years and I have represented Polesworth East 
for 23 years. Myself and my family have been able to enjoy the benefits of village life 
while watching it grow overtime. It isn’t new to have houses built in our area and we 
all have to accept that local population grows and people of all ages need the 
appropriate housing to meet their requirements. 
 
The important thing is that the community is able to grow at a rate that enables local 
accommodation to be met and at the same time it maintains a village view on life and 
new and existing residents maintain and share an active community. Also local 
infrastructure of schools, health provision, shops, transport and leisure also grow to 
reflect the growing needs. 
 
The new local plan completely fails to do that. The communities of Polesworth and 
Dordon will be swallowed up by thousands of new houses and thousands of new 
residents. Not to meet local or borough needs but to meet the needs of thousands of  
houses from other authorities.  
 
Polesworth and Dordon are former mining towns and the houses and roads were built 
for the need of that time. Polesworth has one main road going through it along Station 
Road/Bridge Street. This means villages surrounding Polesworth all have to travel 
this route to get to the B5000. Already as these village and Polesworth has grown this 
route has become very difficult to travel through especially at peak times.  
 
Also going through Polesworth is the B5000. This road goes from Tamworth towards 
Grendon and Atherstone. It travels in parallel to the A5 which already has excessive 
traffic. Anytime there are road works or an accident on the A5 the traffic becomes 
gridlocked. Comuters find it almost impossible and very dangerous to maneuver 
through the square where the B5000 and Bridge Street meet. 
 
Although the local plan talks about the need to improve the A5 there is no financial 
commitment to do this. Also the plan doesn’t take into account sufficiently the impact 
that thousands of houses already being built in the border in Tamworth. 



I believe that yes, some houses should and are already being built in the area but the 
only way to meet the need for thousand of houses is to have a new village where all 
the needs can be accommodated in a constructive manor.  
 
I support the submission of the Labour Group as part of my objection which I attach 
 
 
 



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 Birmngham. 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 Sustainablity 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 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 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. 

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.  

 

 



__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mr C Greatorex        
Town Clerk                

 
 

31 January 2018 
 
 
Planning Consultation 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
South Street  
Atherstone 
Warwickshire  CV9 1DE 
 
Local Plan for North Warwickshire Borough Council 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
The Town Council considered a response to this Local Plan consultation on 10 and 24 
January.  This was prior to the decision to extend the consultation response past 
today’s date to 16th March to now include additional evidence based documents.  The 
response below is without regard to the additional documents and we will consider, 
before 16 March, whether to make an amended response.  The current Town Council 
views: 
 
Introduction 
 
The Town Council welcomes the emergence of a new Local Plan for North Warwickshire. Plan 
led development is more preferable than developers being able to build where they like.  
 
Plan’s Impact on Coleshill 
 
The Town Council is concerned about the number of new properties being proposed by this 
plan. North Warwickshire currently has around 26,000 properties. An increase of nearly 
10,000 in this plan period would equate to significant change within the Borough.  
 
The location of the majority of the current homes, mainly in the north of the borough, means 
that Coleshill could be seen as an ‘outpost’ of North Warwickshire, resulting in even fewer 
services than we have now and could leave us at the bottom of the pile when it comes to 
investment.  
 
Coleshill, whilst not seeing huge increases in new homes, will undoubtedly change 
significantly over the next 15 years as HS2 is constructed and large scale development takes 
place on our border in neighbouring Authority areas.  
 
All of these factors, albeit, outside the control of any elected local authority covering our town, 
will leave us in situation where our infrastructure will require investment.  
 
The Borough Council have made clear that the only way to secure significant investment is to 
have new houses built. This is worrying for Coleshill.  
 

Coleshill Town 
Council 
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Green Belt and Coleshill 
 
The Town Council is not supportive of huge swathes of new homes in the town and welcomes 
the continued protection of green belt around the town. The Council will strongly oppose any 
plans to develop green belt land on Packington Lane and is pleased that it has been removed 
from the draft plan.  
 
We this in mind, we are therefore worried about the Borough Council’s decision to sign a 
Memorandum of Understanding with Birmingham City Council to accept 3700 homes from 
their ‘overspill’, particularly without consulting Town and Parish Councils prior to the signing of 
said agreement. As one of the parishes closest to the Birmingham boundary, challenges by 
developers seeking to build homes closer to the Birmingham boundary will no doubt impact on 
us here in Coleshill, should said challenges be successful.  
 
Whilst we welcome the current protection of the green belt around the town, we also 
recognise the need for new small scale affordable housing in the town, including social 
housing. The two sites remaining in the plan for Coleshill will provide some new affordable 
housing but the Council is concerned that it will not provide a 15 year supply of new properties 
needed and wants by our community.  
 
Need for further affordable housing 
 
The Council understands that the Blytheways site will be permissioned prior to the adoption of 
the plan. This leaves the Stonebridge Road allotment site as the only housing site within 
Coleshill. The Council is supportive of the inclusion of this site in the plan.  
 
The Council would like to see a commitment to seek further small sites within the development 
boundary for affordable housing. These sites will no doubt be small but it is important to 
understand how many smaller sites, not in the plan, came forward in the ‘call for sites’ 
exercise as this will help local authorities and service providers plan for the future.  
 
Cemetery Land Allocation 
 
The Council is supportive of the plans to include land off Maxstoke Lane for cemetery 
provision and looks forward to developing the project further over the coming months and 
year.  
 
Evidence Base and Settlement Hierarchy 
 
The Council is not convinced that this plan meets the needs of the current and future 
generation of Coleshill residents and does not address the many infrastructure challenges that 
Coleshill and North Warwickshire faces in the years and decades to come.  
 
The Council is concerned that the plan is not founded on a robust evidence base as the 
majority of housing seems to be located in the part of the Borough furthest away from the 
growth corridor created by HS2 phase 1. This imbalance, could lead the plan to be 
undeliverable and the Council has not been provided with evidence that suggests the number 
of homes is deliverable, both in terms of the housing market and infrastructure development.  
 
The Council is not convinced that the strategy of a ‘settlement hierarchy’ is appropriate given 
the sheer number of new homes to be built. If the Town Council was being presented with a 
plan to build 3000 new homes in our town, we would rightly be ‘up in arms’ as are our 
colleagues on Polesworth Parish Council and Dordon Parish Council. Should the allocation of 
these sites be challenged successfully at a public hearing, then Coleshill, under a ‘settlement 
hierarchy’ would be at risk of increased numbers of housing. We therefore do not support the 



‘settlement hierarchy approach’. This view is reinforced by the lack of evidence put forward by 
the Borough Council as to any independent assessment of other alternatives.  
 
Justification of the Draft Plan  
 
The Town Council can not support the view that this plan is ‘deliverable’. The Town Council is 
also concerned that the plan is not flexible. If one larger site was to be withdrawn from the 
plan by landowners then the Borough Council does not have a large enough supply of ‘back 
up’ sites within the plan to accommodate the numbers proposed. If this happens, then the plan 
becomes void and Coleshill becomes at risk to development outside of the current plan.  
 
National Policy Compliance  
 
It is for the reasons above that the Town Council is sceptical that the plan meets national 
policy.  
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Cllr Adam Richardson 
Chairman, Planning Committee 
Coleshill Town Council 
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From: Lorraine Hollis l l

Sent: 31 January 2018 15:43

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to Local Plan attached

Categories: Red Category

 

Dear Forward Planning, 
 

I am writing to object to the draft local Plan published by North Warwickshire Borough Council. 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, there were over 2000 objections to this draft Local Plan and all seemed to have been ignored.  The 
plan does not meet the needs of the local people.  The proposed build will result in the loss of a significant 
area of our open countryside which we consider to be of ‘natural outstanding beauty’.  This will result in the 
loss of wildlife habitat, landscape, ancient woodland, trees and our heritage.  The individual character of our 
villages’, old mining villages, will be lost forever. We will have no green space for our children and 
grandchildren to enjoy causing more pollution and traffic to travel to outdoor activities. 

The Government advises Councils to work alongside their communities, ours has not. We have not been 
properly consulted about any other options such as a new settlement nearer to employment in the nearby 
cities and towns; in fact we have been given no other options at all.  Building extra homes in rural areas will 
not solve the difficulties of providing affordable homes for people living in urban areas, nor will it provide 
affordable housing for local people based on current prices 

The Local Plan has failed to provide details about infrastructure required for a development of this size, 
what and when it should be delivered or how the majority of schemes will be funded. Our roads are 
gridlocked most days now, the A5 is surely at a critical level, the B5000 is congested and becoming 
dangerous and access onto the A5 via Long Street at Dordon is totally inadequate.  The bridge in Polesworth 
is often at a standstill already, as are the roads around our schools. It is not clear if there will be new 
schools, GP’s shops or community facilities.  

The scale of the proposed build is also not justified, as most of the extra houses 40-60% are to meet the 
needs of Birmingham & Coventry, not local people.  Why so many homes have been agreed is in doubt as 
there is lack of information about where the growth is coming from and why NWBC should take the 
number of homes proposed from these cities.   There has been no overall agreement on where there housing 
shortfall should be accommodated, this should have been in place before the Borough Council agreed to the 
numbers proposed in this plan. 

The build is in the furthest part of the Borough away from these cities this is not practical, sustainable or 
appropriate. The plan will leave people stranded and isolated on the wrong side of the Borough for work. 
The proposed build in our area is within just a couple of miles, we also have HS2 to contend with, people’s 
lives will be disrupted for many years to come, has the council discussed the impact with HS2 consultants? 
The plan is based on a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ but does not give any valid reasons why this option has been 
chosen as the policy platform.  There is no justified evidence as to why this approach is more beneficial than 
other approaches. 
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The build will also increase flooding issues in Polesworth, our area is to become a concrete jungle.  The loss 
of many trees and the impermeable surfaces will have a huge impact on the river & its channels and also on 
the drainage and sewerage systems which could affect many properties and even our historic Abbey. 

In conclusion I oppose this Local Plan and urge you to re-consider. 

Yours sincerely, 

Lorraine Hollis             

 

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
automatic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
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Dittman, Mike

From: Bernice Finnerty 

Sent: 31 January 2018 14:29

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Draft Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan Consultation (Regulation 19)

Attachments: North Warwickshire Borough Council 310118.pdf; North Warwickshire Borough 

Council Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 - Consultation Response Form.pdf; 

North Warwickshire Borough Council Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 - 

Supplementary Form to Consultation Response Form.pdf

Dear Sir, Madam 
  
Please see the attached letter, consultation response form and comments. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Bernice Finnerty 
Secretary to Ben Gray 
  

    
 l 
  

 
 

   
  

     
                 

l                 
  
This message and any attachments are confidential and may be privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please contact the sender as soon as possible and delete this message and any attachments from your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you 
must not copy this message or attachment or disclose the contents to any other person. When addressed to our clients, any opinions or advice contained in 
this message and any attachments are subject to any applicable Packington Estate Enterprises Limited / Barlow Associates Limited terms of business or 
client engagement letters.  
 
Packington Estate Enterprises Ltd (Registered in England No. 2377594) and Barlow Associates Limited (Registered in England No. 4740520)  
 
Registered Office: Packington Hall, Packington Park, Meriden, Warwickshire CV7 7HF  
  
  
  

 

 
This message and any attachments are confidential and may be priveledged or otherwise protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please contact the sender as soon as possible and delete this message and any attachments from your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you 
must not copy this message or attachment or disclose the contents to any other person. When addressed to our clients, any opinions or advice contained in 
this message and any attachments are subject to any applicable Packington Estate Enterprises Limited / Barlow Associates Limited terms of business or 
client engagement letters.  
 
Packington Estate Enterprises Ltd (Registered in England No. 2377594) and Barlow Associates Limited (Registered in England No. 4740520)  
 
Registered Office: Packington Hall, Packington Park, Meriden, Warwickshire CV7 7HF  
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