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Dittman, Mike

From: Mark Dogget  

Sent: 31 January 2018 14:34

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Consultation Response to Draft Submission local plan 2011-2033

Attachments: Local_Plan__November_2016__Response_Form_JM Doggett.doc

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Letter 
  
From: 
Dr J M Doggett 

   
 

 
  
  

  
  
31/1/2018 
  
Representation on the Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 
  
Do you consider the draft submission local plan to be legally compliant? 
  
It may be that the draft submission local plan is technically legally compliant. However, I would question whether the 
consultation has been a fully proper process given that I gather there were over 2000 responses to the initial 
consultation in 2016/2017 and a large number of these were with respect to the development to the east of Dordon and 
Polesworth and a large number were objections. However, it appears that in the new draft local plan there are only 
relatively small, cosmetic or wording changes to the plan (in terms of practical actions to amend the plan 
significantly) with respect to the 160.8 ha development to the east of Dordon and Polesworth [H7] of 2000 houses 
(see Appendix 6 of the draft submission). It appears that in effect, the new draft local plan, whilst noting and making 
smaller changes does not respond adequately to the representations of a very large number of residents of Dordon and 
Polesworth with very significant actions or amendments. This raises the question as to whether the consultation has 
been a fully proper process in terms of what should happen in neighbourhood and local plans. 
  
Do you consider the local plan to be sound? 
No 

1. I do not think that the plan has been fully positively prepared for a number of reasons as follows.  
2. As stated above, the new draft local plan does not appear to give sufficient significant regard, in terms of 

practical actions, to the views of a very large number of residents in the Dordon and Polesworth area in the 
consultation process, by making significant actual changes to the plan for H7. It appears that only small, 
cosmetic or wording changes have been made to the plan regarding H7 as a result in the consultation. 

3. Adequate consideration of alternative sites does not appear to have been undertaken. A large number of the 
houses required are for Birmingham and Coventry and the public transport links between the Polesworth 
Dordon site and Birmingham and Coventry are not good and direct. Therefore the main commuting is likely 
to be by car, significantly increasing congestion. A site near the sustainable urban expansion (SUE) area of 
Birmingham, near junction nine of the M 42, where future infrastructure and transport links are likely to be 
much better and more sustainable does not appear to have been seriously considered. Small developments in 
villages where infrastructure would not be significantly strained, and where, for example, there could be 
possible beneficial moderate increases in the village primary school class size can be considered. A 
combination of these along with smaller than the proposed developments around the category one settlements, 
which would be likely to be more sustainable, should be seriously considered. Proper public consultation on 
alternative plans for housing growth do not appear to have happened and should be undertaken. 
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4. An assessment should be undertaken to consider aligning the distribution of growth in housing in North 
Warwickshire more closely to the sources of demand for housing and the sustainable transport links between 
housing and the areas of employment demand. 

5. Of the three category one settlements (Atherstone with Mancetter, Coleshill and Polesworth with Dordon), 
the first two have better local services, for example shopping, town centres and public transport than 
Polesworth with Dordon, yet the proposed housing numbers for Dordon and Polesworth are the highest and 
the plans for improved or increased infrastructure and local facilities appear to be rather aspirational, with a 
great deal of uncertainty that there will be the finance or a resource to deliver them, and therefore there 
appears to be a reduced prospect that these will be provided. This could result in a large housing estate or 
dormitory area, rather than a healthy sustainable enlargement of the community. Whether for employment or 
for shopping this is likely to result in a significantly increased number of car journeys to neighbouring towns 
with consequent increases in congestion and pollution. 

6. In these areas it appears that the new draft local plan does not consider or take full account of the evidence 
available or consider the evidence that might come from wider consideration or consultation, for alternative 
broader arrangements to provide for housing growth in North Warwickshire. 

  
Do you consider the local plan to be justified? 
No 

1. It is not clear that the number of houses required as part of the duty to cooperate with Birmingham is a final 
settled figure. 

2. It does not appear to be appropriate to build all the houses required from our borough for Birmingham in an 
area of North Warwickshire, where the public transport links to Birmingham are poor, and road links are 
vulnerable to the effects of significantly increased congestion. The M 42 between junctions 10 and 9 is only a 
two-lane motorway and already gets significantly congested at rush hour times. 

  
Do you consider the local plan to be effective? 
No 

1. The draft local plan is unlikely to be deliverable or sustainable as it stands particularly in respect of 
infrastructure.  

2. The very large number of houses planned for the East side of Dordon and Polesworth are not in the best 
position for commuters to Birmingham or Coventry. 

3. The very large development at the east side of Dordon and Polesworth, along with the large development on 
the west side of Atherstone, and the significant development between Polesworth in Tamworth will increase 
by thousands the number of cars using the A5 in particular as well as the M42 and B5000. To make this 
deliverable and sustainable will require major improvements of the A5, not just dualling, as the roundabouts 
will continue to cause congestion. A bypass with slip roads, as in Tamworth will be required and the 
likelihood that there will be the finance and resource or perhaps the commitment of Highways England, to 
undertake this appears to be very uncertain. It appears that the Council has very limited power to make this 
happen, which puts the whole deliverability, sustainability and effectiveness of the draft plan in doubt. 

4. Similarly, the ability to deliver an effective public transport rail service to service the housing development by 
effectively reopening Polesworth station (currently one train a day in one direction) appears very uncertain, as 
I gather that it is not in the power of the Council to make this to happen. Again this means that the plan is not 
sound and it does not have the power to be effective. 

5. I believe that figures for those killed and seriously injured on the roads of North Warwickshire (2012 to 2014) 
is 92.8 per hundred thousand resident population in North Warwickshire, as opposed to a figure of 54.8 in all 
of Warwickshire and 39.3 in England. This very significant excess of death and injury on the roads in North 
Warwickshire emphasises the need for a draft local plan that has definite resource and finance for improved 
public transport, including rail transport, and serious resourced and financed plans to improve the local main 
roads. The current draft plan does not appear to be sound or effective for this. 

6. Further, whilst the plan describes intentions and has aspirations for services to the community such as shops 
of sufficient size (to reduce shopping travel on congested roads to nearby towns), services, schools, a health 
centre, social, leisure, and other community facilities, again within the plan and at consultation it seems clear 
that the Council has very limited power and limited finance to ensure that this all happens and much of the 
power lies with the developers / builders, and it seems likely that provision of funding for community 
facilities and services will be at the expense of other services or infrastructure, or a reduced number of 
affordable homes. I have not seen costings for the requirements of a sustainable, deliverable, effective 
community enlargement plan and there must be concern as to whether the local plan is deliverable and sound 
without this. 
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7. In the strategic objectives of the local plan draft submission, item 9 is “to ensure the satisfactory provision of 
social and cultural facilities”. Paragraph 5.18 indicates this will secure the social and physical infrastructure 
necessary to improve the health, education, lifelong learning and well-being, safety and security of all sectors 
of the community. Para 5.19 This will be achieved by securing opportunity to link new development to the 
provision of new facilities and services. It is not clear in the local plan how this will be certainly financed, 
resourced and sustainably delivered. 

8. Government guidance indicates that the Council should ensure that the policy in the local plan recognises the 
diverse types of housing needed in the area, and where appropriate identify specific sites for all types of 
housing to meet their anticipated housing requirement. This could include sites for older people's housing, 
including accessible mainstream housing such as bungalows and step free apartments, sheltered housing, 
extra care housing, retirement housing and residential care homes. These are mentioned in the local plan but 
the question is: does the council have the power to insist on the developers providing this without 
jeopardising provision and finance for other needed infrastructure? 

9. Polesworth and Dordon do not have a town centre comparable to Atherstone, or Coleshill. To describe the 
centre of Polesworth as the town centre and the centre of Dordon as a neighbourhood centre is artificial and 
seems to discount the significant difference between the two communities. There is nothing definite in 
resource terms (although there are aspirations, ideas and plans mentioned in the box on H7) in the local plan 
to plan how an effective town and community centre will be costed, developed and paid for in this area - 
described as a category one settlement by the local plan. The concern and likelihood appears to remain that 
money for one area of infrastructure will make other areas in the plan not viable financially. The plan as it 
stands therefore appears not to be sustainable or effective. 

10. Even if there were to be some finance available, the plan does not specify for example whether it has been 
established that there are family doctors prepared to set up a new surgery in this large development. At a time 
of an apparent shortage of GPs this is a significant consideration as to whether the plan is sustainable, 
deliverable and effective. 

11. Whilst the draft local plan has areas of green space within the development to the east of Dordon and 
Polesworth, it does not adequately take account of the likelihood that when an area such as Hollies Wood is 
surrounded by housing even with a small boundary band around it, it's nature will change significantly, both 
with regard to the wildlife, biodiversity and benefit to the public. Other identified areas of green space 
towards the A5, having been mine and tip sites, will need significant work to make them areas of genuine, full 
and safe recreational value, and it is not clear in the draft local plan where the finance for this work will 
definitely be found. Therefore in these areas the draft local plan does not appear to be sustainable and 
effective. 

12. The sustainability report notes that the indices of health deprivation for North Warwickshire indicate that 
areas of deprivation are found in the East of the Borough, including Polesworth and Dordon and Atherstone. 
It is therefore unsound for the draft local plan to go for a very large increase in housing around these three 
communities without first ensuring that that the finances and resources for a very significant improvement in 
health and community services and facilities and infrastructure are definitely in place, and not just 
aspirational. 

  
Is the local plan consistent with national policy? 
No 

1. Paragraph 155 of government guidance indicates that ‘early and meaningful engagement in collaboration 
with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should 
be proactively engaged, so that local plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed 
priorities for the sustainable development of the area including those contained in any neighbourhood plans 
that may have been made’.  
In my opinion this draft local plan does not reflect the collective vision of a large number of people in Dordon 
and Polesworth and the consultation process has not been a fully meaningful engagement in collaboration 
with the local neighbourhood. The local plan does not appear to have fully taken on board the views of a large 
number of local people in terms of collaboration and making significant real practical changes to the local 
development plans for Dordon/Polesworth. 
2. Government guidance also states that ‘the local plan should also be realistic about what can be achieved, 
and when, (including in relation to infrastructure). This means paying careful attention to providing an 
adequate supply of land, identifying what infrastructure is required and how it can be funded and brought on 
stream at the appropriate time; and ensuring that the requirements of the plan as a whole will not prejudice the 
viability of the development. Early discussion with infrastructure and service providers is particularly 
important to help understand their investment plans and critical dependencies.’ 
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‘The local plan should make clear, for at least the first five years, what infrastructure is required, who is going 
to fund and provide it, and how it relates to the anticipated rate and phasing of development.’ 
‘When the deliverability of critical infrastructure is uncertain, then the plan should address the consequences 
of this, including possible contingency arrangements and alternative strategies. The detail concerning planned 
infrastructure provision can be set out in a supporting document such as an infrastructure delivery programme 
that can be updated regularly. However, the key infrastructure requirements on which delivery of the plan 
depends should be contained in the local plan itself’ [Drawn from paragraph 018 Reference ID 12- 0-1-8 2014 
0306]. 
I do not believe that the current local draft plan makes clear [as the guidance above states it should], who is 
going to definitely fund and provide the required infrastructure, and bring it on stream at the appropriate time, 
as well as exactly what the required infrastructure will be. It also appears that it may not be realistic about 
what can be achieved, and when, in relation to the infrastructure. The plan and consultations and 
conversations have indicated to me that the deliverability of critical infrastructure is uncertain. The current 
local draft plan does not adequately address the consequences of this or give possible contingency 
arrangements and alternative strategies, as the government guidance for local plans indicates it should. 

  
I have attached my original representation to the local plan consultation up to 31 March 2017, as I understand I 
am entitled to do, for the inspector’s information. This is particularly important in view of the apparently limited 
practical changes in the local plan for this part of North Warwickshire in response to the initial consultation and 
responses by so many local people from Polesworth and Dordon. 
  
Do you want to participate in the hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination process? 
Yes 
  
Why? 
Because of the size of the intended development east of Dordon and Polesworth.  
Because of the problems of the location for 'duty to cooperate' housing for commuting to Birmingham and 
Coventry making it an inappropriate site for the size of these ‘duty to cooperate’ numbers. 
Because of the apparently limited practical changes in the local plan in response to the initial consultation, 
representations and responses by so many local people from Polesworth and Dordon  
Because the infrastructure, facilities and service provisions that might make the planned development sustainable 
and deliverable, appear to be rather aspirational in the draft local plan with little or insufficient information about 
how they will definitely be resourced, financed and delivered. Indeed it appears that there may be a good chance 
that the infrastructure will not be effectively resourced, financed or delivered, thus appearing to render the plan 
unsound. 

  
  

Dr J M Doggett 
31.1.2018 
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Do you support the Local Plan?              YES                 NO 

If yes, we would like to know why you support the document. If no, please explain why 
and what changes you would like to see to the document 
Paragraph No COMMENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Whilst some new housing is needed, the scale of the new 
development is far too large for the villages/small towns of 
Polesworth and Dordon. Under these plans it is likely to be a 
huge housing estate without a centre rather than communities 
with a heart. From a planning perspective it is likely to be an 
overdevelopment of the site, it is likely to be overbearing and 
out of scale and will very significantly affect the character of the 
neighbourhood. Calling Polesworth and Dordon a market town 
together is entirely artificial and ignores the character and 
separateness of the communities, risking creating an artificial 
large estate, rather than an enlarged community with a heart. 
The villages of Polesworth and Dordon have limited shopping 
facilities (e.g. no bank or significant supermarket). An alternative 
new settlement site (particularly with better, less polluting, 
commuter links to Birmingham and Coventry for the overspill 
housing requirement expected) or spreading a much smaller 
number of housing developments over a large number of 
villages in North Warwickshire should be considered more 
carefully.  
The A5 is already very busy and significantly congested at 
times. The thousands of extra cars planned will exacerbate this 
enormously. Similarly Long Street in Dordon and the B5000. 
Improving the roundabouts on the A5 will have little real effect 
on traffic flow. However, congested queuing traffic and 
increased car numbers will significantly increase the health 
hazard of pollution. The consultation appeared to indicate that it 
is very doubtful that there will be any improvement to the rail 
service at Polesworth.  
Beautiful green countryside will be destroyed. The green spaces 

 X 



mentioned in the proposal will be surrounded, partially or 
completely, by houses and / or main roads and therefore are 
likely to lose a lot of their character, wildlife benefit, and value as 
recreational areas. Consideration could be given to some 
housing being placed on the triangle north of the A5 West of 
Dordon, east of the traffic lights, opposite Birch Coppice without 
destroying the meaningful gap. 
 
The infrastructure plan appears to be inspirational, with very few 
certain assurances. The council itself is clearly doubtful as to 
whether a significant amount will be achieved, stating in ‘North 
Talk’ that “the plan…. MAY help improve local services and 
infrastructure” (but being realistic does that mean that it 
probably won’t to the significant degree needed by such a 
development?). At the consultations it became clear that in the 
end the council appears to have very little power to enforce 
infrastructure improvements on the developers, Highways 
England, network rail, planning inspectors etc., And it appears 
they may only have one monitor to ensure that the developers 
do what they should.  
I believe that the transport report still has not been received for 
consultation. 
For a significant housing development to be appropriate and 
sustainable, there needs to be very definite and guaranteed 
infrastructure plans in process and in place, particularly for the 
A5 (a full dual carriageway bypass with slip roads, not 
roundabouts) and other local roads, railway, and other public 
transport, proper access to green space and genuine 
countryside parks, as well as for schools, health centres, and 
village centres/hubs with appropriate shops and community 
facilities to make the development an appropriately enlarged 
community, not a faceless huge housing estate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do you support the Policies LP1 – LP40?            YES                  NO 
 
Poicy Number(s): see below 
 
Please give your reason below 
 
LP1 sustainable development. At consultation and other communications it appeared 
that the statement in the draft plan that ‘full development proposals must provide the 
required infrastructure’ was an aspiration rather than something that the council can 
ensure happens or has any certainty of. It appears likely that in order to get road 
infrastructure, for example, the provision of affordable housing percentage may be 
reduced. The environmental impact on Dordon of major development to the East will be 
significant, biodiversity will be affected, increased pollution will affect the 
environmental quality of the area, and it is unlikely to ‘improve the individual 
settlements character’ all as required in LP1. 
Adequate provision of the services, facilities and infrastructure to meet demands of the 
new development and communities to include health services, green infrastructure, 
open spaces, sports and recreation and transport as required in LP1 all appear to be 
uncertain and in fact doubtful that they will be sufficient. 
 
LP2 Polesworth and Dordon are separate villages with separate characters and 

 X 



separate communities. (As indicated in paragraphs 15.33-38 of the plan)The decision to 
put them together calling them a market town is artificial, not only because they do not 
have a market but also because they do not have a town centre. Increasing the size of 
these two villages/towns very significantly, while still calling them one unit risks 
creating a huge estate with less community and risking increased social problems 
arising from this. 
 
LP3 Many areas within the green belt are closer to Birmingham and Coventry and 
therefore could be more suitable places for moderate development to meet some of 
those needs. Commuting from Polesworth and Dordon is likely to increase car use and 
road congestion and pollution. 
 
LP6 /LP7 amount of development. “The actual amount of development delivered over 
the plan period will be governed by the provision of infrastructure to ensure 
developments are sustainable” Material reaching us over the last six months, including 
at the consultations, seem to indicate that development may well go ahead without the 
adequate provision of infrastructure to make it sustainable; and raised the question as 
to whether there is the local power to adequately govern or control the development to 
ensure it is sustainable and meets the criteria of the plan. 
 
LP14 Natural environment landscaping proposals. The proposed development to the 
east of Dordon and Polesworth are likely to affect woodland, trees and hedgerows. 
 
LP15 Historic environment. The environs of Dordon Hall ( a grade II listed building) are 
likely to be affected by this proposed development. 
 
LP16 Nature conservation. Biodiversity and habitats are likely to be affected by this 
proposed development. 
 
LP17 Green infrastructure. Green infrastructure is likely to be negatively affected by 
this proposed government. 
 
LP21 Town centres and neighbourhood centres. This item appears to indicate that 
Polesworth town centre is the town centre of “Polesworth with Dordon”and Dordon 
shops are a subsidiary neighbourhood centre. With major development to the east of 
Dordon access to the “town centre”of Polesworth (which lacks a bank, building society 
or major supermarket) is likely to result in a significant increased use of motor 
vehicles, with all the parking, congestion and pollution consequences of this. 
 
LP22 New services and facilities. The plans for this for shopping, entertainment, hotel, 
leisure, community, social, health appeared very un-certain and aspirational and 
unenforceable at consultations and other communications for the plan. 
 
LP24 Recreational provision. As noted above, at consultations and other 
communications it appears that the council has limited powers to ensure that the range 
of on-site recreational provision, such as parks, amenity space, sport and recreation 
facilities put in the draft plan, are provided with the proposed development. 
 
LP25 Transport assessment . I believe that the transport assessment has not been 
published yet and therefore is not in the consultation. This large development will have 
a huge effect on the local transport network particularly the A5, which is already very 
busy and congested times and also the local road between Dordon and Polesworth, the 
B5000 and other local roads some of which are quite narrow. Congestion and pollution, 
with its health effects, both from increased traffic and from stationary traffic will 
increase. Major improvements to the A5, particularly a dual carriageway bypass, will be 
required to make a large development sustainable. Improvements to the roundabouts 
are unlikely to have a major benefit and there is likely to be a lot of congestion, 
queueing traffic at times and pollution at these roundabouts. It appears that 
improvements to rail links at Polesworth are very uncertain and may not be supported 
by the rail authority. Land to the East of Dordon and between Dordon and Polesworth is 



hilly and therefore cycling may not be undertaken by large numbers of people to the 
extent envisaged by the plan. The development will reduce the space or amenity for 
walking for exercise and health to the east of Dordon and Polesworth. 
 
LP26 Stations. It appears that improvements to rail services / links at Polesworth are 
very uncertain and may be resisted by the rail authority. 
 
LP28 Strategic road improvements - A5. As far as I'm aware the outcome of the study 
on the A5 has not been published. This will be a major factor in deciding if the 
development is sustainable and what size of development is sustainable. 
 
LP31 Development considerations “development should meet the needs of residents 
and businesses without compromising the ability of future generations to enjoy the 
same quality of life the present generation aspires to”. Feedback to you may indicate 
that this development does not meet the needs of residents and does compromise their 
quality of life and potentially the quality-of-life of the next generation. With regard to the 
specifics; it is not targeted at a Brownfield site, with the loss of walking land it may not 
promote healthier lifestyles for the community to be active outside their homes, it does 
not appear to be expanding or enhancing the provision of open space, recreation 
facilities are uncertain, and it is likely to have an impact upon neighbouring amenities 
for example through noise, light, other pollution and visual impact. It will significantly 
affect the character of the neighbourhood. 
 
 
 
 
Do you support the housing allocations (LP39)? YES                 NO 
 
Site Address: Dordon and Polesworth 
 
Please give your reasons below  

 
 
LP39 Housing allocations. Polesworth and Dordon. The plan for over 2000 houses east 
of Polesworth and Dordon is excessive. It will completely alter the nature of the two 
villages. The transport and other infrastructure provision that is known and definitely 
will be provided are not currently sustainable. This number of houses seems unlikely to 
be all needed for immediately local employment therefore commuting / travel by car will 
be significantly increased. There appears to be no definite certain plan, with definite 
resources, to develop a community rather than a large housing estate with all the social 
implications of this. Smaller developments across many settlements in North 
Warwickshire would appear to have a better chance of building appropriate housing 
and maintaining the human community.  
 
Paragraph 15.33- 38. These paragraphs note that development in Dordon and 
Polesworth should respect the individual characters and protect the separate identities 
of the two distinct communities, but I didn’t see any information or detail in the plan 
LP39 of how this is going to be done in practice. It appears that the proposal is to build 
houses on top of the noted coal reserves. Paragraph 15.35 appears to completely 
underestimate the road problems on Long Street, the A5 and B5000 when it says it 
“may constrain” the number of developments that take place the north of the A5. 
 
At consultations and in other communications over the last six months. It appears that 
the “certainty” of what  the concept plan will include is very uncertain. The new 
distributor road,  a hub to include retail, community, and health facilities, a local 
country Park, a nature reserve and a good percentage of affordable and mixed housing 
type appears to be hopes and plans that the council has in the plan that will in practice 
be very difficult to finance, fully enforce and put in place, risking that it will be a 
development of a large housing estate rather than a community. 
 

X  



See also the reasons given above to earlier paragraphs in the local plan. 
 
 
 
 
Do you support the Employment Allocations (LP40)  YES                 NO 
 
Site Address; Dordon Polesworth and adjacent adjoining settlement M42 
 
Please give your reasons below 
 
The A5 is already very heavily trafficked with congestion at times, resulting in slow-
moving or stationary traffic increasing pollution. A further set of traffic lights has just 
been installed on this section of the A5. Queues of slow-moving or stationary traffic 
increase pollution. This employment allocations at the same time as housing allocation 
will increase traffic, congestion and pollution on the A5 significantly. A radical solution 
to the A5 bypassing the communities with a dual carriageway and slip roads, (as has 
been undertaken in Tamworth), not roundabouts or traffic lights, is required before  
further development either for employment or housing occurs for sustainability. The 
M42 as a two-lane motorway gets very congested between junctions 9 and 10 and 
should be improved before further employment allocations in this area. Building HS2 is 
likely to disrupt the M 42 junction 10 very significantly with prolonged traffic 
congestion. 
 
 
 
 
Do you have any comments to make on the associated consultation documents? 
 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan  
 
Sustainability Appraisal 
 
Please set out your comments below 
 
 
The sustainability appraisal gives the Dordon and Polesworth proposed residential site 
development a double plus (++) for health. I gather from the question addressed by this  
includes the distance to walk to a health centre. This appears to be locking the door 
after the horse was bolted saying that a healthy location for housing development is a 
place near a hospital or health centre where people can get treated rather than a place 
where it is healthy to live and they are less likely to get unwell. “Prevention is better 
than a cure”. The large proposed development around Dordon Polesworth with the 
congested A5, B5000, Long Street and other local roads with the thousands of 
increased cars, many of which may at times be moving slowly or be stationary in 
queues at roundabouts or traffic lights, will have an increased level of pollution. Also 
the loss of green space currently used for walking and exercise is likely to have a 
negative effect on health. The sustainability report already notes that the indices of 
health deprivation for North Warwickshire indicate that areas of deprivation are found 
in the east of the borough, including Polesworth, Dordon and Atherstone. Therefore, 
health sustainability might be better served by smaller developments of housing 
spread around the villages and communities of North Warwickshire, including the less 
deprived areas in the South, West and North. 
 
I believe that figure for those killed and seriously injured on the roads in North 
Warwickshire (2012-2014) is 92.8 per hundred thousand resident population in North 
Warwickshire, as opposed to a figure of 54.8 in all of Warwickshire and 39.3 in England. 
This very significant excess of death and injury on the roads in North Warwickshire 
emphasises that from a health perspective sustainability of the transport network is 
crucial to any significant housing development in North Warwickshire and particularly 

 X 

X 

X 



so when considering a housing development of the very large size of that proposed in 
Dordon & Polesworth given the number of cars this will release onto a very congested 
road system on the A5 and local roads. 
 
In general I note number of negative effects of the sites around Dordon and Polesworth 
in the sustainability report on landscape, built environment, biodiversity, efficient land 
use and pollution. Should the council therefore be recommending these sites for 
development? 
 
In the infrastructure plan the road transport section is incomplete as we await further 
information as to what will be done with the A5. I note in the summary that Highways 
England are “not committed “. This must be a very great cause for concern - without 
this, the proposed developments to the East of Dordon and Polesworth are 
unsustainable. Very significant improvement of the A5 will be essential for any 
sustainable delivery of a larger number of houses. Improvements to roundabouts and 
the A5 at Birch Coppice will not be at all sufficient. There will still be increased 
congestion and more queues and more stationary traffic and increased pollution. The 
significance of problems of more cars on Long Street,the B5000, other local roads as 
well as the A5 does not appear to have been fully recognised and appears to be 
underestimated and therefore under addressed. Whilst it may be true that 
improvements of the Dordon roundabout are needed (stated to be “critical”), in practice 
whatever improvements are made there will have very little difference if there are not 
major improvements all along the A5, such as a dual carriageway bypass with slip 
roads, as in Tamworth. 
 
Discussion at the consultations seem to indicate that the council’s aspiration for a real 
rail service at Polesworth station may be resisted by the rail authority and therefore 
would not progress and contribute to the infrastructure sustainability of a large 
housing development. 
 
Provision of good green spaces and good recreational spaces appears to be very 
dependent on how much developers can be persuaded to provide and may not be 
certain. 
 
Similarly, the percentage of affordable houses required may be reduced to obtain other 
infrastructure benefits with consequent loss to an overall aim of providing affordable 
housing for local people, resulting in sustainable mixed inclusive local communities 
which the plan aims for. 
 
Education provision might be better provided by small developments (up to around 100 
houses?) in smaller villages and communities where the local primary school would be 
happy to take on a smaller number of extra children at significantly less cost ( and 
benefit to the schools finances) than having to build a new school. Village schools can 
be very popular with parents. In the very large proposed development at Dordon and 
Polesworth either a new school will be required or very large expansion of the current 
local primary schools at significant cost. 
 
The infrastructure report on health provision does not appear to take account of the 
current shortage/difficulty in recruitment of GP's. A large development of 2000 houses 
in Dordon and Polesworth is not only likely to require new premises or significant 
expansion of the current premises but will also require a significant growth in GP 
numbers at a time when some GPs are retiring and nationally the recruitment of GPs 
can be difficult. Dordon and Polesworth are not close to the major hospitals mentioned 
at Nuneaton and Coventry. I note that the cost of additional infrastructure requirements 
are still to be determined which is worrying in a infrastructure report where the 
development of 2000 houses, perhaps up to 5000 people, is being planned. As with 
education, spreading the population growth in smaller numbers of housing 
developments across North Warwickshire might well facilitate the provision of 
adequate local GP services. It is also a concern that I understand that there has been 
talk of the minor injuries unit at Robert Peel hospital closing at a time when 



significantly increased housing and local population is being considered. 
 
Whilst leisure, recreation, green space and sport facilities may not be critical they are 
very important in the creation of the community, rather than a larger and more 
impersonal housing estate with the social problems that can arise from this. 
 
The infrastructure report appears to indicate that the draft local plan/concept plan for a 
hub with retail, health facilities and community venue  (in green structure and social 
structure) will be dependent on developer contribution which from the consultations 
and communications appears to be quite uncertain, and may be low on the priorities 
when a new distributor road is needed, and therefore that these provisions are 
uncertain, and may never happen, which is likely to have a significantly negative effect 
on the quality-of-life and community and social structure in the proposed large new 
housing development. 
 
 
 
 

 
Do you wish to have your details added to our mailing list?  We will then consult you on any 
further consultations undertaken by the Forward Planning Team YES          NO X  
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Dittman, Mike

From: Mark Doggett 

Sent: 16 March 2018 12:20

To: planningpolicy

Subject: SLP 278 - Additional Consultation Response to Draft Submission local plan 

2011-2033

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Letter  
Additional comments from extended consultation 
  
Reference SLP278 
  
From: 
Dr J M Doggett 

   
 

 
  
  

  
  
16/3/2018 
  
Objection to the Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 – additional comments 
 
Since my submission on 31 January 2018, I have attended the further consultation on Saturday, 17 February and have 
noted the further documents available on North Warwickshire Borough Council’s website with regard to leisure 
facilities, green space strategy, playing pitch strategy, planning obligations for open space sport and recreation, 
assessment of the meaningful gap and the archaeology assessment. 
 
I appreciate that a lot of hard work has gone into these studies and assessments, and the writing of the strategies. They 
contain some good and welcome ideas and aspirations. However the question is whether the draft submission local 
plan is sound and effective. 
  
Is the plan sound or likely to be effective and indeed is it deliverable and sustainable? 
The documents, strategies, options, and assessments and information gleaned at the consultation appear to indicate 
that, as in other areas of essential and planned infrastructure to make this plan viable, the finance does not appear to 
be available, because in particular the contributions from the developers will fall far short of what is required by the 
plan. It is not clear from where the significant financial shortfall will be made up in the current financial climate. 
Indeed it appears that this money is not likely to be available and therefore that the plan is not sound, effective, 
deliverable or sustainable. 
  
For example in the document on SPD on planning obligations for open space, sport and recreation, the worked 
example for a new leisure centre, with swimming pool, at Polesworth appears to indicate that having taken developer 
contributions into account, there is a shortfall of just less than £4 million. Even with other sources of money 
mentioned, in the current climate of local and central government finances it appears to me that it is unlikely that this 
example of infrastructure will be delivered. This is particularly true because, as indicated in my earlier submission, it 
does not appear that there is likely to be the enough financial resource to provide for all the essential infrastructure for 
the draft local plan and development such as transport, roads and other important community facilities. 
  
I note again as described in 1.166 of the SPD on planning obligations for open space, sport and recreation that the 
NWBC draft IDP Feb 2017 is quoted: “improvements to infrastructure will be fundamental to achieving our 
ambitions for shaping the Borough to 2031. They are considered necessary to cater for a growing and changing 
population. It is recognised that any proposed growth within North Warwickshire must be supported by improvements 
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to physical, social and green infrastructure, and where necessary, be delivered in advance of development. This 
infrastructure will include facilities needed for development to function and to ensure the integration and creation of 
sustainable communities”. Whilst the IDP goes on to set out that contributions will be sought from developers, it 
appears that there will be a very significant shortfall between contributions and what is required to make the plan 
sound and effective, and there is no clarity or certainty about where all the necessary money will come from in the 
current financial climate, and therefore whether the required infrastructure will actually be delivered or be deliverable. 
Indeed it appears that it is very unlikely that financial resources will be available to deliver all the required 
infrastructure. 
  
I therefore continue to believe that the draft submission local plan is not sound, justified, or likely to be deliverable or 
sustainable and therefore effective. I also do not believe that it is consistent with national policy as outlined in my 
previous submission. 
  
I wish for my previous submission on the 31 January 2018, as well as this one, to be considered and submitted to the 
planning inspector and I wish to participate in the hearing sessions for the oral part of the examination process. 

  
  
  
  
Dr J M Doggett 
16.3.2018 
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Dittman, Mike

From: Andy Downes 

Sent: 31 January 2018 14:47

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to New Local Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

  
Please find below just some of the most common objections I have discovered while talking to residents local to  
Polesworth while campaigning recentley. 
  
I don't believe the plan should go ahead until upgrades are made to the road network. 
 
The road network is congested and each week the traffic in both villages seems to get worse. 
 
There is not the infrastructure in place to cope with the additional houses. 

 
Both villages will loose their own identity. 

 
We love the green spaces in Polesworth and Dordon and this plan will destroy them completely. 
  
Andy Downes 

  
 

  
i h - li  ere t  wn o  ictur s.   elp p ro tect your priv cy, Ou l o  rev n e  ut a ic dow l ad o  t i  i tur  r  h  n erne .

0 f f e . i

 

  

 

 

   

   

 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE  
The information contained in this e-mail is for the intended recipient(s) alone. It may contain privileged and 
confidential information that is exempt from disclosure under English law and if you are not an intended 
recipient, you must not copy, distribute or take any action in reliance on it. If you have received this e-mail in 
error, please notify us immediately by using the reply facility on your e-mail system. If this message is being 
transmitted over the internet, be aware it may be intercepted by third parties. 
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Dittman, Mike

From: faithnjacobsmum l

Sent: 31 January 2018 14:50

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local plan Consultation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

John Watts         
 
I am apposed to the local plan.  It will wreck our village way of life. 
 
It will kill the habitat of wildlife. 
 
The traffic will be a nightmare 
 
I would like a judicial review on how the numbers are calculated. 
 
The impact of the HS2 has jot been taken into account. 
 
There is no proposed infrastructure 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Dittman, Mike

From: faithnjacobsmum l

Sent: 31 January 2018 14:48

To: planningpolicy

Subject: IN RESPONSE TO THE LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION

I would like to request that in consideration to the local plan that the planner reads our local Facebook 
Group "Stop the build Dordon and Polesworth".  For over a year our community has been active and very 
vocal in the fact that they DO NOT want the local plan to go ahead.  Why are we being ignored? Our group 
has override 1400 members.  Please read and watch the video link below.  This will give you an idea of 
local feeling.  There is no plan, no money and no promises.  We can see no benefit. 
 
STOP THE BUILD  
 
 
 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1798073937138717/permalink/1850581811887929/ 
 
 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Dittman, Mike

From: Kevin Haye  

Sent: 31 January 2018 00:02

To: planningpolicy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

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.  
 
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 
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.  
 

SLP285  



2

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.  
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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 will not be published 
until 2 days after the deadline for this consultation. 
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, 
 
 
Kevin Hayes 
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Dittman, Mike

From: nicole hopson 

Sent: 31 January 2018 05:29

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection of draft local plan

 
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.  
 
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 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. 
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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.  
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The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review will not be published until 2 days 
after the deadline for this consultation. 
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, 
 
Nicole Hopson, 
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Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership, 

Old Clink, The Holloway, Warwick, CV34 4SJ 
Registered in England and Wales, Number 8210423 

 

 

 

North Warwickshire Local Plan: Submission Draft 2011-2033  

Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

January 2018. 

 

1.Introduction 

National policy guidance makes it clear that the views of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) 

as well as those of the local business community generally should be taken into account 

when formulating policies and fixing the appropriated level and location of employment and 

housing growth proposals 

The CWLEP takes an active interest in the development and preparation of Local Plans 

across Coventry and Warwickshire. It fully supports the objectives of all constituent local 

authorities to have a full coverage of up to date and relevant policy frameworks that 

encourage economic development and facilitates growth.  

2.Summary of CWLEP Observations/Comments 

1.Generally the CWLEP supports the Spatial Vision, Policy Framework and the specific 

provisions of employment and housing growth. It also welcomes the provision of 

Safeguarded land. 

2.However, the CWLEP notes that the draft Plan fails to acknowledge the growth context set 

by both the Coventry and Warwickshire SEP (updated 2016) and the proposals set out in the 

WMCA Strategic Economic Plan 2016.In this sense the Plan lacks ambition and needs to 

reflect the wider economic growth ambitions for the region as a whole. 

3. The levels of economic growth provided in terms of employment allocations may be 

insufficient to meet medium and long term requirements .These figures need to be reviewed 

and updated.  

4. Specific provision should be made to target land and development suitable to meet the 

wide range of needs of Small and Medium Enterprises. Currently it is unclear how this sector 

is provided for in the allocations 

5.The large residential allocations in the Plan( references H1,H2,H7,H13,H20 /RH2) should be 

amended to include specific provision to accommodate small areas for employment uses. 

These can be targeted to SME’s .These areas would be confined to uses compatible with 

large scale housing led mixed use allocations. This provision would enhance sustainability 

and better meet new emerging work patterns. 
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6.The monitoring of employment land across the Plan period  should be consistent and 

transparent. Changes need to be made to the current approach. It should highlight the 

current take up of employment land across all  main employment sectors. Without this the 

monitoring of this Plan and the wider C&W MOU are difficult and make assessment of the 

plan performance more difficult. 

7.The Plan should set out a clear anticipated trajectory for the delivery of employment land 

in order to assess how needs are being met across all sectors of the employment market. 

8. It is not clear how the timing of the main housing and employment allocations are related 

to the timing and provision of key infrastructure, particularly highway infrastructure. The IDP 

and the Local Plan proposals are too general to understand this link. The draft proposals link 

the trigger for development  to the provision of infrastructure .The plan should contain 

greater risk analysis  to explore what can be done in the event that critical infrastructure is 

delayed or does not appear. What alternative strategies or sites can be used if infrastructure 

provision holds back development? 

Part 1:Context 

 3.Economic Background  

 Overall the CWLEP is supportive to the general policies ,the strategy and objectives that 

underpin it. However as set out below the CWLEP has concerns on matters of detail .We are 

also concerned about the continuing perception amongst many businesses and developers 

that there is a shortfall of employment land allocated and we would like to see policies and 

general objectives put into the plan that specifically address some of these issues. Moreover 

current monitoring data on the take up of employment land suggests that the level of 

provision in the draft Plan will not be sufficient to meet needs over the Plan to 2031.For 

example in Year 2016-2017 some  92 Ha of employment land were taken up across the sub 

region .These levels have been sustained over the past three years. 

The CWLEP has  for a long time drawn attention to the acute shortage of employment land 

to meet current market requirements .This has  a qualitative dimension caused by the fact 

that many smaller businesses are unable to find premises suitable to their needs and their 

budgets .  

4.Market Update and overview 

As noted above ,the Plan is issued at a time when the take up of employment land across 

the C&W sub region is at very high levels and the stock of allocated and available land 

sometimes called “oven ready “land is very small and continues to shrink.  

In North Warwickshire there are currently no major inward investment sites which could be 

categorised as oven ready and immediately available to the market. This should be a major 

concern to all .We recognise that the Plan contains proposals for the MIRA scheme but as 

noted we do not know how this land is to be targeted at various market sectors. 

  As set out in its previous submissions it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of 

employment land to support the performance and growth of the local economy over the life 
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of this and other Local Plans . This has a quantitative and qualitative dimension. This general 

objective is emphasised in the CWLEPs updated Strategic Economic Plan (CWSEP) 1, and 

more recently in the SEP for the West Midlands Combined Authority WMCA)2 .  It should be 

noted that the CWLEP, Warwickshire County Council and 6 of the 7 local CW authorities, 

including North Warwickshire BC are either members or non -constituent members of the 

WMCA and as such subscribe to the overall aims, ambitions and objectives to grow and 

develop the region. This is not reflected in the current draft plan.The ambitious targets in 

the two SEPs referred to are not referenced or acknowledged. 

 Both the CWLEP and the WMCA has expressed a desire to see additional strategic 

employment land identified to facilitate the achievement of the ambitious economic growth 

targets in these approved SEP strategies. Although the WMCA does not have land use 

planning powers it is working closely with its constituent and non-constituent members to 

grow and restructure the West Midlands  economy. The WMCA SEP anticipates and 

commits the region to achieving an increase of some 500,000 new jobs in the region by 

2030 .3in order to achieve this further major increases in the level of housing and 

employment allocations will need to be made. 

    There is evidence that the market is not fully catering for all sectors and types of 

businesses. Evidence collected by the LEP and others4 indicates that  there are shortages of 

particular types of land to facilitate growth and development of business. An example is the 

growing evidence that while requirements continue to increase,  many smaller and medium 

businesses (SME’s) are finding that there is a shortage of existing  suitable premises and that 

the new stock of employment land  being added to the market by new land releases is not 

either available or affordable to many types of businesses. The sub region has also lost a 

significant supply of employment land to other more valuable land uses  such as housing  

and this supply of generally cheaper employment space has  not been  replaced by a similar 

type of land suited to the needs of small and medium enterprises. 

5.Updated Strategic Land Supply Pipeline 

The flow of new employment land over the plan period to 2033 is an important 

consideration when looking at overall supply in the context of plans that run to 2031. 

Appended Table 1 is produced by the LEP and gives an updated estimate of the current and 

emerging strategic employment land “development pipeline “ which shows the flow of land 

across all local planning authority areas in the CWLEP area .It categorises the overall supply 

by using  planning status and the known major issues and constraints to estimate the likely 

timing and availability of major employment land allocations emerging via the local plan 

review process .It then seeks to group this flow of new land by anticipated timing.  

                                                           
1
 Updated Strategic Economic Plan. August 2016.CWLEP.(OTH/02) 

2
 WMCA Strategic Economic Plan. -Making our Mark.2016 

3
 WMCA SEP Page 24. 

4
 For example CW Growth Hub property registers and data from Coventry City and Warwickshire CC business support 

teams. 



4 
 

 This analysis explains in part why overall levels of provision collectively in the local plans  

can broadly match the estimated requirements for employment land over the plan period to 

2031, but at the same time there is evidence of shortages to meet immediate requirements. 

From this broad analysis a number of factors are evident. 

  The existing pool of immediately available sites still relies heavily on established 

previous plan allocations that are in many cases part complete or near complete. 

 The size of sites in the “oven ready “category is relatively small in scale . 

 There is an absence of large allocations (over 25Ha) that can fulfil a sub-regional role 

and are likely to be attractive to major inward investors. 

 There remains some uncertainty about the timing of some major new employment 

allocations because of major infrastructure requirements. Some of these allocations 

(Eastern Green, Coventry& Long Marston in Stratford DC for example,) are part of 

larger mixed-use schemes which need major investment and the priority to release 

the employment elements of these sites is not always clear. These sites area focus 

for current work to improve the flow of sites on to the market. 

 Many of the new allocations are targeted at the high quality sector of the market 

and are seeking occupiers and tenants able to pay premium prices. As noted above 

this reinforces the mismatch in parts of the market between the supply of land and 

the type of needs .Again work is currently underway to try and obtain a  better 

understand this inefficiency in the land market. 

 

  

The draft Plan contains no analysis or detail about the current and up to date “sectoral 

performance of the proposed plan strategy .Given the  wider economic growth context and 

the excellent sustained performance of the sub regional economy ,the overall levels 

proposed in the draft Plan appear to fail to acknowledge the ambitions for growth of the 

sub regional and regional economy set by the CWLEP and the WMCA. If growth persists then 

the levels provided in the plan will be insufficient and the lack of choice of opportunities 

may constrain and supress the local economy. 

The Borough Council’s evidence base may now be out of date given the recent 

performance of the local economy. The Borough should review the proposed levels of 

growth in the context of the ambitions of both national  and regional aspirations .it should 

ensure that the levels of provision of employment land are sufficient to facilitate 

economic growth targets and ambitions and that the local economy is not held back by 

lack of choice and a failure to address the needs of all sectors of the economy. The range 

of evidence outlined above suggests that the plan as set out lacks the necessary ambition 

to maximise the economic potential of the sub region. 
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 Part 2:Specific Comments on policies and provisions in the Plan. 

6.General  

THE CWLEP broadly supports the Spatial Vision, Strategic Objectives set out in the draft 

Plan. It recognises that much of the pressure for growth flows from the excellent location of 

the Borough in relation to major urban areas surrounding its boundaries and the proximity 

of these urban areas particularly Birmingham ,Coventry and Tamworth. These growth 

pressures are set to continue and any development strategy must fully reflect this and seek 

to plan to balance the potential with protection of assets and resources. It welcomes the 

specific provision (reference para 9.3 ) that this allocation makes specific provision for the 

SME sector. 

As noted below this provision should be extended to allow the provision of further specific 

sites to provide for small businesses ,particularly workshops ,incubator units  

7.Policy LP6. 

The CWLEP fully supports the major new strategic allocation to extend the MIRA /Horiba 

Technology Park. However the CWLEP notes that the current site is very specifically targeted 

to the automotive sector and certain types of business are not allowed to locate at this site. 

It is not clear how the proposed extension is to be targeted and whether restrictions on 

access and compatibility of use are likely to be applied to the extension. 

The CWLEP considers additional wording could be added to;  

(1) Explain how the site will be targeted to particular market sectors 

(2).Require that a comprehensive Master Plan and employment strategy is produced to 

help guide investment and reinforce the objectives for this sub regional scale allocation. 

(3)The policy should introduce an express provision to accommodate appropriate small 

and medium enterprises(SME’s )in this proposed major development -they would need to 

be uses appropriate to the Horiba /MIRA site .The Borough should consider how by setting 

size parameters and encouraging the provision of certain types of premises it can 

maximise opportunities  for start -ups and SMEs with growth potential. 

 

8.Chapter 9 :Employment  

The LEP supports and endorses the Borough Councils support for SME’s ,Rural 

Diversification of the local economy, and the objective of broadening the employment base 

.However it would wish to see more background and detailed support in the Plan about how 

this might be achieved. 
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The Employment section of the Plan should contain an employment  trajectory showing 

how the current and new proposed employment  Local Plan allocations will be  phased and 

grow over the Plan period to 2033 .At the moment this is unclear This will allow an 

assessment how effective the plan is progressing and meeting all sectors of the economy. 

9.Policy LP11 

The CWLEP welcomes and supports the policies to protect current employment sites .Too 

much employment land has been lost across the sub region to housing uses(ref) As a result, 

a pool of land and sites suitable to lower values businesses who cannot afford premium site 

values or rental costs has been lost .While new allocated land might compensate in 

statistical terms for this loss in qualitative terms the new allocation do not and cannot cater 

for the same market. 

10.Large Housing Allocations (Policies LP39 

The allocation of  the major housing development areas such as those at NW 

Atherstone(H2) ,East of Polesworth and Dordon(H7) and the land west of Robey’s Lane nr 

Tamworth(H13) all provide opportunities to include provision for small scale employment 

allocations . This can be done selectively and can offer good opportunities to provide for the 

needs of small and medium enterprises(SME’s ) .As noted above the draft plan seeks to 

support specific provision for SME’s .A proposal to seek small sites in mixed use schemes 

would represent a step towards assistance to SME’s particularly those already located 

locally. 

These large allocations should be sustainable mixed use developments. While the policy 

frameworks specify other facilities, as drafted, they include no specific provision for small 

scale employment areas .The Plan should be amended to include a framework that 

achieves the following; 

-to make a specific provision to seek small areas of(say) between 2-5 ha across all major 

residentially led  sites over 450 dwellings 

-to include broad  size guidelines for the types of unit that can be sought .For example 

small -scale workshops, studios and industrial incubator units and start-up spaces. The 

draft policy could incorporate size limits(for example a range of 47 sqm-950sqm) and 

guidelines and make clear that consents will only be granted for uses that are compatible 

with the main residential uses on each site.  

-All allocations would contain uses only compatible with location alongside or within 

residential areas. 

The additional advantages of this approach to the planning of major housing allocations is 

that it can assist in the provision and delivery of sustainable development by enhancing the 

close relationship between housing and employment .Work patterns changing and the 

CWLEP can identify clear trends for the provision of smaller flexible workspaces alongside 

residential development 
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The absence of proposals for genuinely “Mixed Use “developments in some of these larger 

schemes is a missed opportunity. The local authority can use Section106 mechanisms to 

negotiate the inclusion of these areas in the large scale schemes.  

 

11.Employment Land (general) and Policy LP40 Employment Allocations 

The overall Employment Allocations indicate a provision of some 57.2 Ha of new 

Employment Land .This is derived by reference to the calculation set out in Table 8 

Employment Land 2011-2031.This contains a calculation which depends on completions 

,Extant Planning Permissions and allocations. However it is difficult to put this calculation 

into a context of the need to allocate the 57.2 Ha of land ? 

The calculation as set out is opaque and difficult to follow .We note that figures for Hams 

Hall, Birch Coppice and Baddesley Colliery are excluded (which add a further 145.26 Ha 

),presumably as they  distort  the overall figure?. We are confused by the omission of the 

actual figures from the calculation .The figures are available and it’s unclear how by 

introducing “ local monitoring” the calculation might alter . 

The Council is signatory to the Coventry and Warwickshire Employment MOU(ref) .This 

MOU incorporates a requirement to monitor the provision and take up of employment land 

across all local authority areas .An agreed and accurate assessment of take up will be 

required to fulfil the obligations that the Borough Council has signed up to .The 

development of a different methodology could distort and make the obligation more 

difficult to fulfil. 

The Site at Rowlands Way ,east of Aldi, is specifically reserved for the use of this company 

and is not available to the general market .It should be excluded from the total supply 

calculation.(note that the JLR land at Gaydon, in Stratford District comprises some 100H a 

and is excluded from supply calculations as it is reserved to facilitate JLR expansion). 

This part of the Plan and its supporting sections need to be amended to make more clear 

the total provision and provide a clear and transparent mechanism for the monitoring of 

performance. 

 

12.Infrastructure timing and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

a. Highway Infrastructure 

As noted in the draft Plan ,some of the key major allocations  are highly dependent upon the 

upgrade and provision of strategic road infrastructure(for example ,paras 14.36 &14.37 re 

Polesworth and Dordon allocation).The Plan also recognises that the ambitious assumptions 

on development rates which it describes as “challenging”. However detail on which schemes 

could impacted is lacking and no risk analyses is presented. 

THE IDP makes clear that some of this infrastructure ,most notable the improvements to the 

A5 Trunk Road is vital to the delivery of major development in North Warwickshire and 
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neighbouring authorities such as Hinckley and Bosworth BC and Nuneaton Borough for 

example. Such works depend in part on external public funding. However there is no explicit 

linkage between  the identified “critical “ infrastructure elements and individual 

development allocations. This makes any understanding of  levels of risk to implementation 

difficult and speculative. It is then difficult to evaluate what the impact of delay in providing 

infrastructure might be . 

The draft Plan and the accompanying IDP should be amended to provide;  

-a more explicit linkage between the provision and timing of infrastructure and the 

development of major housing and employment  proposals .This should make clear the 

range of  assumptions that underpin their delivery 

-the Plan should contain a risk analysis to explore the impact of delays to implementation 

of major development. 

 

b. Energy capacity. 

The draft Plan and its accompanying IDP do not cover the provision of power distribution 

.There are major problems across parts of Coventry and Warwickshire in providing major 

development with electricity and in some areas this is causing critical delays to the delivery 

of schemes . 

The draft Plan should cover this topic and seek to ensure that commercial development in 

particular is not delayed by the failure of the power companies to provide sufficient local 

distribution capacity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CWLEP 28.01.18. 



Appendix TABLE 1 .

C&W Employment Land Supply Pipeline by Planning Status and Availability  Jan  2018(update)

Note Major sites Only -over 5Ha.

"Oven Ready" Sites immediately available Local authority Available Land(Ha) Status/Planning Designation Developer/Owner Other Comments and Observations

Prologis Ryton Rugby 7 Near complete Prologis 1 large plot (DC8) available for approx 48,000 sqm but can sub divide to 2

Ansty Park Rugby 5 Near complete HCA Moving target -check latest figures.S Holland of HCA says only 5Ha remains uncommitted at April 17

Radio Station Rugby 16 Planning consent Urban &Civic Total allocation is 17Ha.Start imminent.Market research being undertaken. Max Size limit on built units

Tournament Fields Warwick 4.5 Limited availability Sackville Devpts Update from Wareings. Requied planning consents granted Nov 2017 ,3 units .I due to commence 25,000 sq ft

Middlemarch Business park Coventry 12 New phase started Bridgers Ventures &partners Speculative units under construction.Update required

Lyons Park,Browns Lane Coventry Coventry 6 Near complete Goodman UK  Amazon .Consent granted on12.75 ac (nov16) Unit complete.

Bagington Fields/Whiteley BP Coventry 10.7 JLR Sold to JLR by St Modwen

Friargate ,Coventry Coventry 6 U/C CCC& partners Flagship office development . First  Unit occupied Nov 17.

Whitmore Park ,Holbrook Coventry 8 U/c -mixed use Various Part of major housing allocation

Birch Coppice (Core 42) North Warwickshire 17 Consent Hodgetts Estates/NWDC Figure to be updated .Some speculative units built

Sub total 92.2

"Imminent Sites" likely to be  available  to market in next 12 months

Arden Rd ,Alcester Stratford 11 B1,B2 ,B8.not started Arden Estates Application for approval of net  7.7 Ha .April 2017

Atherston Airfield Stratford 19 Application pending Alscot Estate Reserved for Canal Quarter -this may alter as more pressure to increase housing content.

Canal Quarter ,Stratford (part) Stratford 5 Applications pending Various-multiple Mixed Use area ,employment ,may be nearer 3 Ha

Warwickshire Gateway(north  -ext to Whitley BP) Warwick /Coventry 3 Adopted allocation Roxhill,JLR  and others  Extensive area  (north )committed to JLR.Requires major works.Faraday challenge  award takes up most of land not committed.

Warwickshire Gateway (South) Warwick/Coventry 97 consent on part JLR/Roxhill Removed from GB .Application expected 2018

Alcester Road ,Stratford Stratford 23 Application pending I M Properties Not yet started .Discussions progressing ,possible changes to consent.

SE of Junction 10 M42 North Warwickshire 25.4 Appeal decision St Modwen Need to clarify timing of infrastructure.HS2 Impact?

sub total 183.4

"Advanced"  allocated Local Plan Sites-timing dependant on infrastructure and demand.

Eastern Green ,Coventry Coventry 15 Adopted allocation Hallam Land Requires major grade separated junction.Mixed Use.Grant application to HCA

Land east of Kenilworth (Thickthorne) Warwick 8 Adopted allocation Requires major investment in infrastructure to open up large mixed area.Grant Bid to HCA.

Stratford Road ,Warwick. Warwick 11.7 Adopted allocation Severn Trent Some infrastructure issues ?

Stoneleigh Park,Warwick. Warwick 6 Adopted Allocation Impacted by HS2 route may cause delay?

N of Gallows Hill ,Warwick Warwick 8 Adopted allocation More information required 

Long Marston "Eco town"new settlement Stratford 13 Adopted allocation Cala Requires infrastructure.Applied to HCA for grant .

Gorcott Hill,Mappleborough Green (nr Redditch) Stratford 7 Adopted allocation Stoford Developments Application recc for approval 06.12.17Major infrastructure required .

Winyates Tri,Mappleborough Green (nr Redditch) Stratford 12 Adopted allocation Stoford Developments Application recc for approval 06.12.17Major infrastructure required.

Alcester Road Stratford Stratford 22 Adopted allocation IM Properties Marketing -possible amendments to scope of  planning allocation?

sub total 102.7

Emerging Allocation Newer Local Plans-limited weight as need to pass through statutory allocation process.

SW Rugby SUE Employment Area Rugby 35 Draft local Plan DB Symmetry  B8. Major Imnfrastructure /highways required .Mixed use SUE. Applied  for grant to HCA

Coton Park East Rugby 7.5 Draft local Plan Wilson Bowden Extension to existing area-encourage small units 

Faultlands Employment area Nuneaton and Bedworth 24 Green Belt.EMP1 Clarify estimated timing

Pheonix Way/Wilsons lane,Nuneaton. Nuneaton and Bedworth 18 Green Belt:EMP2 Clarify estimated timing

Bowling Green Lane,Nuneaton Nuneaton and Bedworth 26 Green belt:EMP7 Clarify estimated timing

Coventry Rd ,Nuneaton Nuneaton and Bedworth 9 Green Belt EMP4. Clarify estimated timing

Land at MIRA North Warwickshire 42 Draft Local Plan MIRA control Currently- draft allocation and" reserve"  allocation (see below) NW BC advise that whole area should be shown.

West of Birch Coppice North Warwickshire 5.1 Draft Local Plan Part allotments requires replacement

E Polesworth and Dordon North Warwickshire 8.6 Draft Local Plan Extensions to established area

Hams Hall. North Warwickshire 25 Application Granted Prologis Released from GB.Acknowledged in draft LP .Infrastructure/remediation required .Clarify likely timescales.

sub total 200.2

Other strategic sites. May contribute to C&W supply but constraints 

Holly Lane ,Atherstone North Warwickshire 6.6 Aldi Exclusive for Aldi  expansion

JLR Works at Gaydon Stratford DC 100 Applications granted JLR Gross area  from local plan  Clarify nett? Exclusive for JLR expansion .Consent granted 2016

Aston Martin at Gaydon Strtaford DC 4.5 AM Ltd Exclusive for Aston Martin cars

Coleshill  Manor Properties North Warwickshire 16.38 Consents .timing ? I M Properties .Property and site impacted by HS2 proposals.Replacement office application expected.Timing uncertainty 

Sub Total 127.48

TOTAL IDENTIFIED SUPPLY(Strategic Sites only)

Total Strategic Supply estimate 671 rounded

Total Small Sites Estimate(see Tabs) 64.4 Figure based on 2016 District returns 

Notes
1.All areas shown based on Gross Ha/acres as shown in policy documents
2. Oven Ready Land -estimates on what remains available on sites under 
development
3.Land "Other strategic sites" are generally sites that currently are not available to 
the open market and reserved for  a particular named user.
4. Small sites-estimate of sites under %Ha based on figures supplied in 2016

SLP288 - 4 of 4
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The Forward Planning Team 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE    

SENT BY E-MAIL ONLY 
16 March 2018  
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE PRE SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN 
CONSULTATION  
 
Introduction 
 
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the 
above mentioned consultation. The HBF is the principal representative body 
of the house-building industry in England and Wales. Our representations 
reflect the views of our membership, which includes multi-
regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members 

Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing. As the 
Council is aware the HBF submitted representations on the original pre 
submission consultation deadline date of 31st January 2018. This submission 
contains some subsequent amendments and therefore supersedes our 
original representation (Reference Number SLP289). As previously stated in 
due course we would like to attend the Local Plan Examination Hearing 
Sessions to discuss matters in greater detail.  
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
Under S110 of the Localism Act 2011 which introduced S33A into the 2004 
Act the Council must co-operate with other prescribed bodies to maximise the 
effectiveness of plan making. The Duty to Co-operate requires the Council to 
engage constructively, actively and on an on-going basis

principles associated with the Duty are set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) (paras 156, 178  181). In addition there are twenty three 
paragraphs in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) concerning 
the Duty. In considering if the Duty has been satisfied it is important to 
consider the outcomes arising from the process and the influence of these 
outcomes on the Local Plan. One required outcome is the delivery of full 

SLP289
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Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) for market and affordable 
housing in a Housing Market Area (HMA) as set out in the NPPF (para 47) 
including the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable 
to do so and consistent with sustainable development (NPPF para 182).  
 
North Warwickshire adjoins eight other Local Planning Authorities (LPA) 
namely Birmingham, Solihull, Lichfield, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton & 
Bedworth, North West Leicestershire and Hinckley & Bosworth. North 
Warwickshire also forms part of two HMAs which are Coventry & 
Warwickshire HMA and Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA. Therefore 
the Council has a role to play in the meeting of full OAHN across both these 
HMAs including unmet needs arising from Coventry, Tamworth and 
Birmingham. The on-going engagement between respective authorities in 
meeting these unmet housing needs is outlined as follows :-  
 
Unmet needs from Coventry 
 
All the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities have signed a MoU 
containing a commitment to use their best endeavours to deliver housing 
numbers to meet in full an OAHN for the HMA of 85,540 dwellings between 
2011  2031. In meeting this OAHN for the HMA there is a re-distribution of 
17,800 dwellings of unmet housing needs from Coventry city to its 
neighbouring authorities based on a mathematical calculation of the 
percentage of migration patterns/house moves and commuting patterns. The 
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities are expected to prepare Local 
Plans that reflect these agreed housing numbers subject to the completion of 
SHLAA work. The MoU will be reviewed as a result of co-operation with 
authorities outside the HMA and/or monitoring which identifies that housing 
needs in the HMA are not been met.   
 
Unmet needs from Tamworth 
 

rd February 2016 
confirmed that both Lichfield and North Warwickshire  accept that 
they have the capacity to assist Tamworth in meeting its unmet housing 
needs as endorsed in the Inspectors Final Reports for each respective Local 
Plan (para 25). There is also a commitment in the adopted North 
Warwickshire Core Strategy to deliver 500 dw
needs, a signed Memorandum of Understanding dated October 2014 for 
Lichfield District Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council to deliver a 
proportion of the remaining minimum 1,000 homes required to meet 

HN and an on-going commitment to review the Core Strategy 
or progress a Site Allocation Plan to make provision for a proportion of 
Tamworth s (para 7). However even though 
the Tamworth Local Plan Inspector found that potential existed to increase the 
Tamworth Local 
4,425 dwellings over the plan period and reduce the target to be delivered 
outside Tamworth from 2,000 to 1,825 dwellings (para 43) there is an existing 
shortfall in meeting the identified housing need for Tamworth of 825 dwellings. 
If by the end of 2017/2018 broad development locations in neighbouring Local 
Plans have not been identified or permissions granted to meet needs arising 
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from Tamworth then a review of its unmet housing requirements is to be 
undertaken (para 45). So at this time there remains uncertainty about meeting 

 Furthermore there is also a 
lack of c
needs under Policy LP6 

needs (also see comments below).

Unmet needs from Birmingham 
 
The Birmingham Development Plan adopted in January 2017 identifies an 
unmet need of 37,900 dwellings for the plan period 2011  2031. North 
Warwickshire Borough Council has signed a MoU with Birmingham City 
Council dated 21st Septembe
unmet needs. However there is some confusion about the derivation of the 
quantum of this contribution and the division of this contribution between 
unmet needs arising from Birmingham and/or Tamworth. The Council should 
fully justify the proposed 10% quantum of the contribution which is based on 
migration/commuting patterns. There is also concern that by Birmingham City 
Council signing separate unilateral agreements with individual Greater 
Birmingham HMA authorities there is no certainty that the future combined 
sum of these unilateral agreements will equal the total of unmet needs arising 
from Birmingham city. As identified by the Stratford upon Avon Local Plan 

required. It is suggested that 
the respective Councils should be working collaboratively on a multilateral 
agreement signed by all the Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA 
authorities. Furthermore it is noted that Tamworth Council is not a signatory to 
this MoU therefore 
it should not be taken that the meeting of unmet needs arising from Tamworth 
are resolved by this MoU. Therefore at this time there remains significant 
uncertainty about meeting Birm  
 
In February 2018 the Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA Strategic 
Growth Study was published. This study identifies updated housing need of 
205,000  246,000 dwellings between 2011  2031 and 256,000  310,000 
dwellings between 2011  2036 for the HMA. The Council should provide 
clarification on the quantum of its proposed contribution to unmet needs and 
these updated figures. The Study also identifies potential Areas of Search 
including 3 Areas in North Warwickshire namely an urban extension East of 
Polesworth, employment led development East of Birmingham and a new 
settlement around New Arley (see Figure 8). East Birmingham is 
recommended as an Area of Search for Strategic Development (see Figure 
10) with potential to directly address a substantial proportion of unmet need. 
The Council should clarify the inter relationship between the pre submission 
Local Plan and the Strategic Growth Study.    
 
In conclusion s 
on other Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities Local Plan Examinations it 
may be determined that North Warwickshire Council has also satisfactorily co-
operated on an on-going basis with the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA 
authorities thereby complying with the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-
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operate. Unfortunately the same conclusion cannot be reached with regard to 
the Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA authorities where a 
satisfactory outcome from the process of co-operation in particular meeting 
the unmet housing needs of Tamworth and Birmingham are as yet unresolved 
which is an unsound basis on which to prepare a Local Plan. The North 
Warwickshire Local Plan should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet 
OAHN (para 182) based on evidence (para 47) with emphasis on joint 
working on cross boundary issues where housing needs cannot be wholly met 
within individual LPA areas (para 178  181). As the North Warwickshire 
Local Plan has been prepared within a context of uncertainties this should be 
considered as an unsound basis for plan making because the Plan cannot be 
positively prepared, effective or consistent with national policy. There may be 
benefits for development management purposes of having an adopted Plan 
but these benefits should not outweigh the requirements for a sound Plan.   
 
It is noted that there is no Duty to Co-operate Statement accompanying this 
pre submission Local Plan consultation, the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) between the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities is an unsigned 
draft version and the MoU with Tamworth Council dated 2014 is not 

needs. Therefore before the North Warwickshire Local Plan is submitted for 
Examination the Council should provide a Duty to Co-operate Statement 
confirming that unmet housing needs from Birmingham, Coventry and 
Tamworth will be met. This Statement should also confirm that there is a co-
ordinated approach to strategic matters such as the distribution and delivery 
(including any necessary infrastructure) of strategic housing sites between 
North Warwickshire and its neighbouring authorities (including authorities 
beyond the Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA in particular North 
West Leicestershire and Hinckley & Bosworth in the in the context of 
proposals under the recently published Draft Leicester & Leicestershire 
Strategic Growth Plan). Indeed by the time of the North Warwickshire Local 
Plan Examination a Statement of Common Ground explaining cross boundary 
working as proposed in the NPPF Draft text consultation may be required. If a 
Statement of Common Ground is prepared the HBF may wish to submit 

-
operate and any implications for the soundness of the Local Plan in further 
written Hearing Statements and during oral discussions at the Examination 
Hearing Sessions. 
 
OAHN & Housing Requirement 
 
Under the NPPF the Council should be proactively supporting sustainable 
development to deliver the homes needed by identifying and then meeting 
housing needs (para 17) in particular the Council should be significantly 
boosting the supply of housing (para 47). The Council should ensure that the 
assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are 
integrated taking full account of market and economic signals (para 158). The 
Council should use its evidence base to ensure that the Plan meets in full 
OAHN as far as consistent with the framework including identifying key sites 
critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period (para 47). 
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The NPPG advises that housing need should be assessed in relation to the 
relevant functional area known as the HMA (ID 2a-008). An OAHN should be 
unconstrained (ID 2a-004) and strongly recommends the use of its standard 
methodology (ID 2a-005). This methodology is a three stage process 
comprising :- 
 

 Demographic (based on past population change and HFR) (ID 2a-015 
 017) ; 

 Economic (to accommodate and not jeopardise future job growth) (ID 
2a-018) ; 

 Market signals (to consider undersupply relative to demand) (ID 2a-019 
& 020) ; 

 Affordable housing need is separately assessed (ID 2a-022  028) but 
delivering affordable housing can be a consideration for increasing 
planned housing provision (ID 2a-029). 

 
In the HWP the Government criticises for not undertaking an honest 
assessment of housing needs in response to this criticism the Government 
has consulted on a standardised methodology for the calculation of OAHN. 
This standardised methodology comprises of :- 
 

 Demographic baseline based on annual average household growth 
over a 10 year period ; 

 Workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio ; 
 Adjustment factor = Local affordability ratio  4 x 0.25 ; 

                                                4  
 Local Housing Need = (1 + adjustment factor) x projected household 
growth. 

 
 Coventry & Warwickshire 

SHMA Report 2015 by G L Hearn. This Report identifies an OAHN for North 
Warwickshire of 4,740 dwellings (237 dwellings per annum) for the period 
2011  2031. This OAHN comprises of :- 
 

 demographic starting point of 163 dwellings per annum using 2012 
SNPP ; 

 economic led housing need of 210 dwellings per annum ; 
 237 dwellings per annum after a market signal adjustment of +27 

dwellings per annum. As set out in the NPPG the more significant the 
affordability constraints then the larger the improvement in affordability 
needed (ID 2a-020) an adjustment of +27 dwellings per annum 
represents an uplift of 16.5%.   

 
The SHMA calculates a net affordable housing need of 92 dwellings per 
annum using an affordability threshold of 35%. In the Local Plan (para 8.10) 
affordable housing need is stated as 112 dwellings per annum. The affordable 
housing need should be clarified and if necessary the figure corrected. 92 
dwellings per annum is 56% of the demographic OAHN (Table 45) therefore 
the SHMA (para 6.59) states that some adjustment to overall housing 
provision might be appropriate to increase delivery of affordable housing. 
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However there is no further increase in the total housing requirement to help 
deliver affordable homes as set out in the NPPG (ID 2a-029) indicating a 
housing requirement which is potentially too low. 
 
It is also noted that if 30% affordability threshold is used affordable housing 
need increases to 131 dwellings per annum (Table 44). In the HWP the Prime 

Our broken housing market is one of the greatest barriers to 
progress in Britain today. Whether buying or renting the fact is that housing is 
increasingly unaffordable  particularly for ordinary working class people who 

most  working households below-average incomes spend a third or more of 
their disposable income on housing. This means they have less money to 

will slow the rise in housing costs so that ordinary working families can afford 
to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down
should not be under-estimating the true extent of affordable housing needs. 
 
The 2015 SHMA is not the most up to date assessment of OAHN for the 
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA. The absence of the 2016 Report from the 
North Warwickshire Local Plan evidence is not explained by the Council. 
 
In HBF representations submitted to the Examinations for the Stratford upon 
Avon, Warwick, Coventry, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby Local Plans the 
appropriateness of a number of assumptions used in the calculation of OAHN 
for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA as set out in the G L Hearn Reports 
have been questioned. These concerns are summarised as :- 

 
 No adjustments for longer term migration trends ; 
 Using HFR in younger age groups as a mechanism to improve 

affordability in response to market signals ; 
 No increase to help deliver affordable housing ; 
 Confusion caused by the two stage re-distribution of unmet needs from 

Coventry to support economic growth elsewhere ; 
 Publication of 2014 SNPP & SNHP. 

 
It is acknowledged that the OAHN for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA has 
been tested at recently held Local Plan Examinations for other HMA 
authorities. Indeed the 
Coventry Local Plans have been published (in July 2017 and October 2017 

and justified for the HMA as a whole and those respective individual 
authorities. However the case for North Warwickshire is more complicated 
with respect to unmet housing needs from neighbouring authorities.    
 
Policy LP6 sets out a housing requirement of 9,598 dwellings for the plan 
period of 2011  2033 comprising of 5,808 dwellings (264 dwellings per 
annum) for the  (237 dwellings per annum), a re-distribution 
of unmet housing needs from Coventry (+594 dwellings) and an aspiration of 
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3,790 dwellings to meet the unmet needs from the Greater Birmingham & 
Black Country HMA.  
 
The attributing of unmet needs from Coventry, Tamworth and Birmingham is 
not transparent. 
counting but it is contended that the economic uplift attributed to meeting 
Tamwort

Similarly the aspirational 
figure of 3,790 dwellings representing 1

-classifying meeting these 
needs as part of an aspiration for the wider Greater Birmingham & Black 
Country HMA undermines the previous policy commitment confirmed in both 
the Inspectors Final Reports for the North Warwickshire Core Strategy and 
the Tamworth Local Plan. Furthermore the aspirational figure of 3,790 
dwellings representing 10% (derived from migration/commuting patterns as 
set out in para 7.39) of the unmet housing need for Birmingham of 37,900 
dwellings is not based on OAHN for the HMA because the Greater 
Birmingham Strategic Needs Assessment (SNA) only provides a demographic 
starting point and it does not establish OAHN for each constituent authority. 
Indeed the re-assessment of housing needs set out in the recently published 
Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA Strategic Growth Study identifies a 
higher housing need for the HMA and therefore a greater unmet housing need 
across the HMA. Furthermore by the time of the Local Plan Examination it 
may be necessary for the Council to prepare an assessment of housing needs 

 standard methodology. 
 
If a re-assessment of housing needs using the standard methodology is 
undertaken and / or further clarification on meeting the unmet housing needs 
for Coventry, Tamworth and Birmingham respectively is provided then the 

housing requirement in written Hearing Statements and during oral 
discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
Housing Land Supply (HLS) 
 

sustainable pattern of development reflecting the rural character of the 
Borough priority is given to re-using Previously Developed Land (PDL) and 
buildings within Market Towns and Local Service Centres (para 5.2) contrary 
to national policy. The NPPF (para 111) encourages the effective use of land 
by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land) but it 
does not prioritise the use of such land against sustainable development on 
non-brownfield land. It is recommended that this wording is amended as a 
minor modification to maximise rather than prioritise the re-use of PDL. 
 
Policy LP39 allocates twenty eight sites for 6,821 dwellings in accordance 
with the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy LP2. This settlement hierarchy 
comprises of :- 
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 Category 1 - Market Towns of Atherstone with Mancetter, Polesworth 
with Dordon and Coleshill ; 

 Category 2 - Settlements adjoining outer boundary of the Borough ; 
 Category 3 - Local Service Centres of Baddesley with Grendon, 

Hartshill with Ansley Common, New & Old Arley, Kingsbury and Water 
Orton ; 

 Category 4  Other Settlements with Development Boundaries ; 
 Category 5 - Outside of above settlements. 

 
Under Policy LP2 development is permitted within defined settlement 
boundaries but outside settlement boundaries development is restricted. It is 
suggested that proposed settlement boundaries are not drawn too tightly. The 
use of settlement boundaries to arbitrarily restrict sustainable development 
from coming forward on the edge of settlements is not a positive approach. A 
more flexible approach to development in a rural Borough should not be ruled 
out. It is important that the Council recognises the difficulties facing rural 
communities including lack of housing supply and unaffordability. The NPPG 
emphasises that all settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable 
development in rural areas so blanket policies restricting housing 
development in some settlements and preventing other settlements from 
expanding should be avoided. One of the core planning principles of the 

take account of the different roles and character of 
different areas 

This principle 
is re- to promote sustainable 
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance 

The Council should consider 
permitting sustainable development that is well related to and not just within 
settlement boundaries if any unforeseen problems occur with existing 
consents and/or strategic and non-strategic site allocations. 
 
The twenty eight sites allocated in Policy LP39 vary in size from under 25 
dwellings to over 1,000 dwellings and location. There are three strategic sites 
over 1,000 dwellings at Atherstone (H2), Polesworth (H7) and adjacent to 
Tamworth (H13) for 4,552 dwellings representing 67% of the overall HLS. 
When allocating sites the HBF always advocates that the widest possible 
range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders 
of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 
possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the 
number of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because 
there are more sales outlets but because the widest possible range of 
products and locations are available to meet the widest possible range of 
demand. This approach is also proposed in the NPPF Draft text consultation 
because a good mix of sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to 
grow in sustainable ways and creates opportunities to diversify the 
construction sector. If more site allocations are needed the Council should 
continue with this approach to achieve an even greater diversification of 
allocated sites so that the reliance on sites over 1,000 dwellings (67% overall 
HLS) is lessened.  
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The Council is also proposing safeguarded land in Policy LP4 for potential 
future development. The Council proposes land west of Tamworth Road in 
Kingsbury as safeguarded land. It is noted that the status of safeguarded land 
is only changed by a review of the Local Plan. The Government proposes that 
a Local Plan should be reviewed at least once every 5 years  however given 
the uncertainties about unmet housing needs in the Greater Birmingham & 
Black Country HMA there should be additional flexibility provided for an early 
partial review of the North Warwickshire Local Plan to bring forward 
safeguarded land sooner if necessary. 
 
A residual HLS of 6,408 dwellings after the deduction of completions, existing 
planning permissions and a windfall allowance (60 dwellings per annum). It is 
not considered necessary to set out the proposed windfall allowance as a 
policy in the Local Plan. It is suggested that Policy LP8 is deleted. 
 
The Council is proposing a 5% flexibility contingency in the overall HLS. The 
HBF always recommends as large a contingency as possible for both the 5 
YHLS and overall HLS especially given that the housing requirement is a 
minimum not a maximum figure. The HBF recommends a contingency of at 
least 20% provides more flexibility for unforeseen circumstances such as 
unmet needs from elsewhere in HMA, slower than expected delivery, non-
implementation of existing consents, economic change, and flexibility and 
choice in the housing market.  Indeed the Department of Communities & 
Local Government (DCLG) presentation slide from the HBF Planning 
Conference in September 2015 illustrated a 10  20% non-implementation 
gap together with a 15  the need to 
plan for permissions on more units than the housing start / completions 
ambition  (see below). The Council should demonstrate the adequacy of a 
contingency of only 5% which the HBF considers is too low. 
 

 
- HBF Planning 

Conference Sept 2015 
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The Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) Report also recommended the 
NPPF makes clear that local plans should be required not only to demonstrate 
a five year land supply but also focus on ensuring a more effective supply of 
developable land for the medium to long term (over the whole plan period), 
plus make provision for, and provide a mechanism for the release of, 
developable Reserve Sites equivalent to 20% of their housing requirement, as 

(para 11.4 of the 
LPEG Report). It is noted that Policy LP39 (a) proposes two reserve sites for 
housing for circa 748 dwellings. 
 
The HBF do not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites 
therefore our representations are submitted without prejudice to any 
comments made by other parties on the deliverability of specific sites included 
in the overall HLS, 5 YHLS and housing trajectories. 
assumes that all of the allocations in the Plan will be found sound. However 
the soundness of individual allocations will be discussed throughout the 
course of the examination. If any are found to be unsound these will need to 
be deleted from the HLS accordingly. It is also essential that the Council s 
assumptions on lead-in times, lapse rates and delivery rates for sites are 
realistic. These assumptions should be supported by parties responsible for 
delivery of housing and sense checked by the Council using historical 
empirical data and local knowledge.  
 
The 5 YHLS is a snap shot in time which can change very quickly. The 
following analysis addresses matters of principle rather than detailed site 
specific analysis. T
Sedgefield approach to shortfalls as set out in the NPPG (ID 3-035) with a 
20% buffer applied to both the annualised housing requirement and any 
shortfall. 
31 March 2017) based on OAHN figure of 264 dwellings per annum rather 
than the housing requirement of 436 dwellings per annum and using 
Sedgefield approach to shortfalls and a 5% buffer is 5.1 years supply. The 

T
should be based on the housing requirement which is inclusive of OAHN for 
the Borough together with unmet housing needs from elsewhere (Coventry, 
Birmingham and Tamworth). Between 2011  2017 the Council completed 
1,069 dwellings (178 dwellings per annum) which is significantly below the 
proposed housing requirement for this plan period. It is arguable that a 20% 
buffer is more appropriate than a 5% buffer. 

If there is not reasonable 
certainty that the Council has a 5 YHLS on adoption of the Local Plan then the 
Plan cannot be sound as it would be neither effective nor consistent with 
national policy. If the Plan is not to be out of date on adoption it is critical that 
a 5 YHLS is achieved otherwise 
will not be considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five year 

 (NPPF para 49).  
 
If a re-assessment of HLS and/or 5 YHLS is undertaken the HBF may wish to 
submit further comments in written Hearing Statements and during oral 
discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 



11 
 

                                                                                                            
 

                  

 

Other Housing Policies 
 
The references to Building for Life are out of date. It is recommended that the 
wording of paras 6.7 to 6.9 is corrected as minor modifications. 
 
Policy LP7 proposes a requirement for 10% special needs housing on sites 
of 100+ dwellings. The HBF recognise that all households should have access 
to different types of dwellings to meet their housing needs. Therefore planning 
for a mix of housing needs should focus on ensuring that there are 
appropriate sites allocated to meet the needs of specifically identified groups 
of households such as the elderly without seeking a specific housing mix on 
individual sites. However the Council has failed to define special needs 
housing which renders the policy ineffective. If by special needs the Council 
means accessible & adaptable homes the Written Ministerial Statement dated 
25th the optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 
clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been 
considered, in accordance with the NPPG If the Council wishes to adopt the 
higher optional standards for accessible & adaptable homes the Council 
should only do so by applying the criteria set out in the NPPG (ID 56-005 to 
56-011). This policy requirement should be removed from Policy LP7.  
 
Policy LP7 also requires 5% self build on sites of 100+ dwellings. This policy 
will impact on eight allocated sites including the three strategic sites. The HBF 
is supportive of self/custom build in principle for its potential contribution to 

 approach to self/custom build 
should be positively undertaken to increase the total amount of new housing 
developed rather than by a restrictive policy requirement for inclusion of such 
housing on allocated sites of 100+ dwellings. Such positive policy responses 
include supporting development on small windfall sites as well as allocating 

house building delivery mechanism from one form of house building company 
to another without any consequential additional contribution to boosting 
housing supply. If the Council wishes to promote self/custom build it should do 
so on the basis of evidence of such need. It is not evident that the Council has 
assessed such housing needs in its SHMA work as set out in the NPPG (ID 
2a-021) whereby the Council should collate from reliable local information the 
local demand for people wishing to build their own homes. The Council have 
provided no justification for the quantum of the 5% requirement. The number 

is likely that the 5% requirement will provide in excess of any identified need. 
If after 3 years these plots are not developed by self/custom builders then the 
Council proposes that these dwellings may be built out by non self/custom 
builders. The Council has no evidence to justify this time period which the 
HBF considers is too long. The Council should give further detailed 
consideration to the practicalities (for example health & safety implications, 
working hours, length of build programme, etc.) of implementing this policy. 
Furthermore the Council has not undertaken any viability assessment of this 

different types of residential 
de
and delivered in different ways. This should be reflected in viability 
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assessments -009). This policy requirement should be removed from 
Policy LP7.  
 
Under Policy LP9 the Council proposes an affordable housing provision for 
sites of 10+ dwellings of 30% on non-greenfield and 40% on greenfield sites. 
The proposed affordable housing tenure mix is 85% affordable rent and 15% 
intermediate. If the Local Plan is to be compliant with the NPPF development 
should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
viability is threatened (paras 173 & 174). The residual land value model is 
highly sensitive to changes in its inputs whereby an adjustment or an error in 
any one assumption can have a significant impact on viability. Therefore it is 
important that the Council understands and tests the influence of all inputs on 
the residual land value as this determines whether or not land is released for 
development. The Harman what ultimately matters for 
housing delivery is whether the value received by land owners is sufficient to 
persuade him or her to sell their land for development  iability 
evidence dated September 2012 is significantly out of date. The Council 
should undertake a whole plan viability assessment to justify the policy 
requirements of Policy LP9 before the North Warwickshire Local Plan is 
submitted for Examination. When up to date viability evidence is available the 
HBF may wish to submit further comments on Policy LP9 in written Hearing 
Statements and during oral discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
Conclusions 
 
For the North Warwickshire Local Plan to be found sound under the four tests 
of soundness the Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy as set out in the NPPF (para 182). The Council 
should consider the aforementioned representations in order to avoid 
producing a Plan which is unsound rns include :- 
 

 failure to meet full OAHN in Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA 
with potential implications under the Duty to Co-operate ; 

 a housing requirement which will not deliver enough affordable housing 
and unmet housing needs from Coventry, Tamworth & Birmingham ; 

 insufficient contingency in the overall HLS ; 
 no 5 YHLS on adoption of the Local Plan ; 
 insufficient justification for policy requirements set out in Policies LP7 

& LP9 
 no up to date whole plan viability assessment. 

 
It is hoped that these representations are helpful to the Council. In the 
meantime if any further information or assistance is required please contact 
the undersigned. 
 
Yours faithfully 
for and on behalf of HBF 

 
Susan E Green MRTPI 
Planning Manager  Local Plans  
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The Forward Planning Team 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE        

SENT BY E-MAIL AND POST 
31st January 2018  
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE PRE SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN 
CONSULTATION  
 
Introduction 
 
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the 
above mentioned consultation. The HBF is the principal representative body 
of the house-building industry in England and Wales. Our representations 
reflect the views of our membership, which includes multi-
regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members 

Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing. We 
would like to submit the following representations and in due course attend 
the Local Plan Examination Hearing Sessions to discuss matters in greater 
detail.  
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
Under S110 of the Localism Act 2011 which introduced S33A into the 2004 
Act the Council must co-operate with other prescribed bodies to maximise the 
effectiveness of plan making. The Duty to Co-operate requires the Council to 
engage constructively, actively and on an on-going basis

principles associated with the Duty are set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) (paras 156, 178  181). In addition there are twenty three 
paragraphs in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) concerning 
the Duty. In considering if the Duty has been satisfied it is important to 
consider the outcomes arising from the process and the influence of these 
outcomes on the Local Plan. One required outcome is the delivery of full 
Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) for market and affordable 
housing in a Housing Market Area (HMA) as set out in the NPPF (para 47) 

SLP289 
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including the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable 
to do so and consistent with sustainable development (NPPF para 182).  
 
It is noted that there is no Duty to Co-operate Statement accompanying this 
pre submission Local Plan consultation, the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) between the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities is an unsigned 
draft version and the MoU with Tamworth Council dated 2014 is not 
repre
needs. 
 
North Warwickshire adjoins eight other Local Planning Authorities (LPA) 
namely Birmingham, Solihull, Lichfield, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton & 
Bedworth, North West Leicestershire and Hinckley & Bosworth. North 
Warwickshire also forms part of two HMAs which are Coventry & 
Warwickshire HMA and Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA. Therefore 
the Council has a role to play in the meeting of full OAHN across both these 
HMAs including unmet needs arising from Coventry, Tamworth and 
Birmingham. The on-going engagement between respective authorities in 
meeting these unmet housing needs is outlined as follows :-  
 
Unmet needs from Coventry 
 
The Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities have signed a MoU containing 
a commitment to use their best endeavours to deliver housing numbers to 
meet in full an OAHN for the HMA of 85,540 dwellings between 2011  2031. 
In meeting this OAHN for the HMA there is a re-distribution of 17,800 
dwellings of unmet housing needs from Coventry city to its neighbouring 
authorities based on a mathematical calculation of the percentage of 
migration patterns/house moves and commuting patterns. The Coventry & 
Warwickshire HMA authorities are expected to prepare Local Plans that 
reflect these agreed housing numbers subject to the completion of SHLAA 
work. The MoU will be reviewed as a result of co-operation with authorities 
outside the HMA and/or monitoring which identifies that housing needs in the 
HMA are not been met. Until January 2018 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough 
Council had not signed the MoU therefore there was a level of uncertainty 
about whether or not OAHN for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA would be 
met in full. From recent attendance (on 23rd January 2018) at the Rugby Local 
Plan Examination it is understood that Nuneaton & Bedworth have signed the 
MoU thereby removing this uncertainty.  
 
Unmet needs from Tamworth 
 

rd February 2016 
confirmed that both Lichfield and North Warwickshire  accept that 
they have the capacity to assist Tamworth in meeting its unmet housing 
needs as endorsed in the Inspectors Final Reports into the Local Plans for 
each respective authority (para 25). There is also a commitment in the 
adopted North Warwickshire Core Strategy to deliver 500 dwellings to meet 

s, a signed Memorandum of Understanding dated October 
2014 for Lichfield District Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council to 
deliver a proportion of the remaining minimum 1,000 homes required to meet 
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HN and an on-going commitment to review the Core Strategy 
or progress a Site Allocation Plan to make provision for a proportion of 
Tamworth s (para 7). However even though 
the Tamworth Local Plan Inspector found that potential existed to increase the 
Tamworth Local 250 to 
4,425 dwellings over the plan period and reduce the target to be delivered 
outside Tamworth from 2,000 to 1,825 dwellings (para 43) there is an existing 
shortfall in meeting the identified housing need for Tamworth of 825 dwellings. 
If by the end of 2017/2018 broad development locations in neighbouring Local 
Plans have not been identified or permissions granted to meet needs arising 
from Tamworth then a review of its unmet housing requirements is to be 
undertaken (para 45). So at this time there remains uncertainty about meeting 

 Furthermore there is also a 

needs under Policy LP6 
fig
needs.

Unmet needs from Birmingham 
 
The Birmingham Development Plan adopted in January 2017 identifies an 
unmet need of 37,900 dwellings for the plan period 2011  2031. North 
Warwickshire Borough Council has signed a MoU with Birmingham City 
Council dated 21st 
unmet needs. However there is some confusion about the derivation of the 
quantum of this contribution and the division of this contribution between 
unmet needs arising from Birmingham and/or Tamworth. The Council should 
fully justify the proposed 10% quantum of the contribution which is based on 
migration/commuting patterns. There is also concern that by Birmingham City 
Council signing separate unilateral agreements with individual Greater 
Birmingham HMA authorities there is no certainty that the future combined 
sum of these unilateral agreements will equal the total of unmet needs arising 
from Birmingham city. As identified by the Stratford upon Avon Local Plan 

the Strategic Growth Study commissioned to consider this matter remains 
unpublished. It is suggested that the respective Councils should be working 
collaboratively on a multilateral agreement signed by all the Greater 
Birmingham & Black Country HMA authorities. Furthermore it is noted that 
Tamworth Council is not a signatory to this MoU despite its reference to 

eeds therefore it should not be taken that the 
meeting of unmet needs arising from Tamworth are resolved by this MoU. 
Therefore at this time there remains significant uncertainty about meeting 

 
 
With the publication of Insp
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities Local Plan Examinations it may be 
concluded that North Warwickshire Council has also satisfactorily co-operated 
on an on-going basis with the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities 
thereby complying with the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate. 
Unfortunately the same conclusion cannot be reached with regard to the 
Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA authorities where a satisfactory 
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outcome from the process of co-operation in particular meeting the unmet 
housing needs of Tamworth and Birmingham are as yet unresolved which is 
an unsound basis on which to prepare a Local Plan. The North Warwickshire 
Local Plan should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet OAHN (para 
182) based on evidence (para 47) with emphasis on joint working on cross 
boundary issues where housing needs cannot be wholly met within individual 
LPA areas (para 178  181). As the North Warwickshire Local Plan has been 
prepared within a context of uncertainties this should be considered an 
unsound basis for plan making because the Plan cannot be positively 
prepared, effective or consistent with national policy. There may be benefits 
for development management purposes of having an adopted Plan these 
benefits should not outweigh the requirements for a sound Plan.   
 
In conclusion before the North Warwickshire Local Plan is submitted for 
Examination the Council should provide a Duty to Co-operate Statement 
confirming that unmet housing needs from Birmingham, Coventry and 
Tamworth will be met. This Statement should also confirm that there is a co-
ordinated approach to strategic matters such as the distribution and delivery 
(including any necessary infrastructure) of strategic housing sites between 
North Warwickshire and its neighbouring authorities (including authorities in 
the adjacent Leicester & Leicestershire HMA). Indeed by the time of the North 
Warwickshire Local Plan Examination a Statement of Common Ground 
explaining cross boundary working as proposed in the Housing White Paper 
(HWP) 

Ground is prepared the HBF may wish to submit further comments on the 
-operate and any implications 

for the soundness of the Local Plan in further written Hearing Statements and 
during oral discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
OAHN & Housing Requirement 
 
Under the NPPF the Council should be proactively supporting sustainable 
development to deliver the homes needed by identifying and then meeting 
housing needs (para 17) in particular the Council should be significantly 
boosting the supply of housing (para 47). The Council should ensure that the 
assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are 
integrated taking full account of market and economic signals (para 158). The 
Council should use its evidence base to ensure that the Plan meets in full 
OAHN as far as consistent with the framework including identifying key sites 
critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period (para 47). 
 
The NPPG advises that housing need should be assessed in relation to the 
relevant functional area known as the HMA (ID 2a-008). An OAHN should be 
unconstrained (ID 2a-004) and strongly recommends the use of its standard 
methodology (ID 2a-005). This methodology is a three stage process 
comprising :- 
 

 Demographic (based on past population change and HFR) (ID 2a-015 
 017) ; 
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 Economic (to accommodate and not jeopardise future job growth) (ID 
2a-018) ; 

 Market signals (to consider undersupply relative to demand) (ID 2a-019 
& 020) ; 

 Affordable housing need is separately assessed (ID 2a-022  028) but 
delivering affordable housing can be a consideration for increasing 
planned housing provision (ID 2a-029). 

 
In the HWP the Government criticises for not undertaking an honest 
assessment of housing needs in response to this criticism the Government 
has consulted on a standardised methodology for the calculation of OAHN. 
This standardised methodology comprises of :- 
 

 Demographic baseline based on annual average household growth 
over a 10 year period ; 

 Workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio ; 
 Adjustment factor = Local affordability ratio  4 x 0.25 ; 

                                                4  
 Local Housing Need = (1 + adjustment factor) x projected household 
growth. 

 
 Coventry & Warwickshire 

SHMA Report 2015 by G L Hearn. This Report identifies an OAHN for North 
Warwickshire of 4,740 dwellings (237 dwellings per annum) for the period 
2011  2031. This OAHN comprises of :- 
 

 demographic starting point of 163 dwellings per annum using 2012 
SNPP ; 

 economic led housing need of 210 dwellings per annum ; 
 237 dwellings per annum after a market signal adjustment of +27 

dwellings per annum. As set out in the NPPG the more significant the 
affordability constraints then the larger the improvement in affordability 
needed (ID 2a-020) an adjustment of +27 dwellings per annum 
represents an uplift of 16.5%.   

 
The SHMA calculates a net affordable housing need of 92 dwellings per 
annum using an affordability threshold of 35%. In the Local Plan (para 8.10) 
affordable housing need is stated as 112 dwellings per annum. The affordable 
housing need should be clarified and if necessary the figure corrected. 92 
dwellings per annum is 56% of the demographic OAHN (Table 45) therefore 
the SHMA (para 6.59) states that some adjustment to overall housing 
provision might be appropriate to increase delivery of affordable housing. 
However there is no further increase in the total housing requirement to help 
deliver affordable homes as set out in the NPPG (ID 2a-029) indicating a 
housing requirement which is potentially too low. 
 
It is also noted that if 30% affordability threshold is used affordable housing 
need increases to 131 dwellings per annum (Table 44). In the HWP the Prime 

Our broken housing market is one of the greatest barriers to 
progress in Britain today. Whether buying or renting the fact is that housing is 
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increasingly unaffordable  particularly for ordinary working class people who 

most  working households below-average incomes spend a third or more of 
their disposable income on housing. This means they have less money to 

will slow the rise in housing costs so that ordinary working families can afford 
to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down
should not be under-estimating the true extent of affordable housing needs. 
 
The 2015 SHMA is not the most up to date assessment of OAHN for the 
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA. The absence of the 2016 Report from the 
North Warwickshire Local Plan evidence is not explained by the Council. 
 
In HBF representations submitted to the Examinations for the Stratford upon 
Avon, Warwick, Coventry, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby Local Plans the 
appropriateness of a number of assumptions used in the calculation of OAHN 
for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA as set out in the G L Hearn Reports 
have been questioned. These concerns are summarised as :- 

 
 No adjustments for longer term migration trends ; 
 Using HFR in younger age groups as a mechanism to improve 

affordability in response to market signals ; 
 No increase to help deliver affordable housing ; 
 Confusion caused by the two stage re-distribution of unmet needs from 

Coventry to support economic growth elsewhere ; 
 Publication of 2014 SNPP & SNHP. 

 
It is acknowledged that the OAHN for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA has 
been tested at recently held Local Plan Examinations for other HMA 
authorities. Ind
Coventry Local Plans have been published (in July 2017 and October 2017 

and justified for the HMA as a whole and those respective individual 
authorities. However the case for North Warwickshire is more complicated 
with respect to unmet housing needs from neighbouring authorities.    
 
Policy LP6 sets out a housing requirement of 9,598 dwellings for the plan 
period of 2011  2033 comprising of 5,808 dwellings (264 dwellings per 
annum) for the  (237 dwellings per annum), a re-distribution 
of unmet housing needs from Coventry (+594 dwellings) and an aspiration of 
3,790 dwellings to meet the unmet needs from the Greater Birmingham & 
Black Country HMA.  
 
The attributing of unmet needs from Coventry, Tamworth and Birmingham is 
not transparent. 
counting but it is contended that the economic uplift attributed to meeting 

Similarly the aspirational 
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figure of 3,790 dwellings repres
-classifying meeting these 

needs as part of an aspiration for the wider Greater Birmingham & Black 
Country HMA would undermine the previous policy commitment confirmed in 
both the Inspectors Final Reports for the North Warwickshire Core Strategy 
and the Tamworth Local Plan. Furthermore the aspirational figure of 3,790 
dwellings representing 10% (derived from migration/commuting patterns as 
set out in para 7.39) of the unmet housing need for Birmingham of 37,900 
dwellings is not based on OAHN for the HMA because the Greater 
Birmingham Strategic Needs Assessment (SNA) only provides a demographic 
starting point and it does not establish OAHN for each constituent authority. 
 
As previously stated in the HBF Draft Local Plan consultation response further 
clarification is required on meeting the unmet housing needs for Coventry, 
Tamworth and Birmingham respectively. 
 
The Council should also give consideration to the implications of the 

Examination it may be necessary for the Council to prepare an assessment of 
housing needs based on this standard methodology. If a re-assessment of 
housing needs using the standard methodology is undertaken the HBF may 

requirement in written Hearing Statements and during oral discussions at the 
Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
Housing Land Supply (HLS) 
 
Under the C
sustainable pattern of development reflecting the rural character of the 
Borough priority is given to re-using Previously Developed Land (PDL) and 
buildings within Market Towns and Local Service Centres (para 5.2) contrary 
to national policy. The NPPF (para 111) encourages the effective use of land 
by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land) but it 
does not prioritise the use of such land against sustainable development on 
non-brownfield land. It is recommended that this wording is amended as a 
minor modification to maximise rather than prioritise the re-use of PDL. 
 
Policy LP39 allocates twenty eight sites for 6,821 dwellings in accordance 
with the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy LP2. This settlement hierarchy 
comprises of :- 
 

 Category 1 - Market Towns of Atherstone with Mancetter, Polesworth 
with Dordon and Coleshill ; 

 Category 2 - Settlements adjoining outer boundary of the Borough ; 
 Category 3 - Local Service Centres of Baddesley with Grendon, 

Hartshill with Ansley Common, New & Old Arley, Kingsbury and Water 
Orton ; 

 Category 4  Other Settlements with Development Boundaries ; 
 Category 5 - Outside of above settlements. 
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Under Policy LP2 development is permitted within defined settlement 
boundaries but outside settlement boundaries development is restricted. It is 
suggested that proposed settlement boundaries are not drawn too tightly. The 
use of settlement boundaries to arbitrarily restrict sustainable development 
from coming forward on the edge of settlements is not a positive approach. A 
more flexible approach to development in a rural Borough should not be ruled 
out. It is important that the Council recognises the difficulties facing rural 
communities including lack of housing supply and unaffordability. The NPPG 
emphasises that all settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable 
development in rural areas so blanket policies restricting housing 
development in some settlements and preventing other settlements from 
expanding should be avoided. One of the core planning principles of the 

take account of the different roles and character of 

countryside and supporting thriv This principle 
is re- to promote sustainable 
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance 

The Council should consider 
permitting sustainable development that is well related to and not just within 
settlement boundaries if any unforeseen problems occur with existing 
consents and/or strategic and non-strategic site allocations. 
 
The twenty eight sites allocated in Policy LP39 vary in size from under 25 
dwellings to over 1,000 dwellings and location. There are three strategic sites 
over 1,000 dwellings at Atherstone (H2), Polesworth (H7) and adjacent to 
Tamworth (H13) for 4,552 dwellings representing 67% of the overall HLS. 
When allocating sites the HBF always advocates that the widest possible 
range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders 
of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 
possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the 
number of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because 
there are more sales outlets but because the widest possible range of 
products and locations are available to meet the widest possible range of 
demand. This approach is also advocated in the HWP because a good mix of 
sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to grow in sustainable 
ways and creates opportunities to diversify the construction sector. If more 
site allocations are needed the Council should continue with this approach to 
achieve an even greater diversification of allocated sites so that the reliance 
on sites over 1,000 dwellings (67% overall HLS) is lessened.  
 
The Council is also proposing safeguarded land in Policy LP4 for potential 
future development. The Council proposes land west of Tamworth Road in 
Kingsbury as safeguarded land. It is noted that the status of safeguarded land 
is only changed by a review of the Local Plan. The HWP proposes that a 
Local Plan should be reviewed at least once every 5 years however given the 
uncertainties about unmet housing needs in the Greater Birmingham & Black 
Country HMA there should be additional flexibility provided for an early partial 
review of the North Warwickshire Local Plan to bring forward safeguarded 
land sooner if necessary. 
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A residual HLS of 6,408 dwellings after the deduction of completions, existing 
planning permissions and a windfall allowance (60 dwellings per annum). It is 
not considered necessary to set out the proposed windfall allowance as a 
policy in the Local Plan. It is suggested that Policy LP8 is deleted. 
 
The Council is proposing a 5% flexibility contingency in the overall HLS. The 
HBF always recommends as large a contingency as possible for both the 5 
YHLS and overall HLS especially given that the housing requirement is a 
minimum not a maximum figure. The HBF recommends a contingency of at 
least 20% provides more flexibility for unforeseen circumstances such as 
unmet needs from elsewhere in HMA, slower than expected delivery, non-
implementation of existing consents, economic change, and flexibility and 
choice in the housing market.  Indeed the Department of Communities & 
Local Government (DCLG) presentation slide from the HBF Planning 
Conference in September 2015 illustrated a 10  20% non-implementation 
gap together with a 15  the need to 
plan for permissions on more units than the housing start / completions 
ambition  (see below). The Council should demonstrate the adequacy of a 
contingency of only 5% which the HBF considers is too low. 
 

 
- HBF Planning 

Conference Sept 2015 

 
The Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) Report also recommended the 
NPPF makes clear that local plans should be required not only to demonstrate 
a five year land supply but also focus on ensuring a more effective supply of 
developable land for the medium to long term (over the whole plan period), 
plus make provision for, and provide a mechanism for the release of, 
developable Reserve Sites equivalent to 20% of their housing requirement, as 

(para 11.4 of the 
LPEG Report). It is noted that Policy LP39 (a) proposes two reserve sites for 
housing for circa 748 dwellings. 
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The HBF do not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites 
therefore our representations are submitted without prejudice to any 
comments made by other parties on the deliverability of specific sites included 
in the overall HLS, 5 YHLS and housing trajectories. 
assumes that all of the allocations in the Plan will be found sound. However 
the soundness of individual allocations will be discussed throughout the 
course of the examination. If any are found to be unsound these will need to 
be deleted from the HLS accordingly. It is also essential that the Council s 
assumptions on lead-in times, lapse rates and delivery rates for sites are 
realistic. These assumptions should be supported by parties responsible for 
delivery of housing and sense checked by the Council using historical 
empirical data and local knowledge.  
 
The 5 YHLS is a snap shot in time which can change very quickly. The 
following analysis addresses matters of principle rather than detailed site 
specific analysis. T
Sedgefield approach to shortfalls as set out in the NPPG (ID 3-035) with a 
20% buffer applied to both the annualised housing requirement and any 
shortfall. 
31 March 2017) based on OAHN figure of 264 dwellings per annum rather 
than the housing requirement of 436 dwellings per annum and using 
Sedgefield approach to shortfalls and a 5% buffer is 5.1 years supply. The 

T
should be based on the housing requirement which is inclusive of OAHN for 
the Borough together with unmet housing needs from elsewhere (Coventry, 
Birmingham and Tamworth). Between 2011  2017 the Council completed 
1,069 dwellings (178 dwellings per annum) which is significantly below the 
proposed housing requirement for this plan period. It is arguable that a 20% 
buffer is more appropriate than a 5% buffer. 

If there is not reasonable 
certainty that the Council has a 5 YHLS on adoption of the Local Plan then the 
Plan cannot be sound as it would be neither effective nor consistent with 
national policy. If the Plan is not to be out of date on adoption it is critical that 
a 5 YHLS is achieved otherwise 
will not be considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five year 

 (NPPF para 49).  
 
If a re-assessment of HLS and/or 5 YHLS is undertaken the HBF may wish to 
submit further comments in written Hearing Statements and during oral 
discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
Other Housing Policies 
 
The references to Building for Life are out of date. It is recommended that the 
wording of paras 6.7 to 6.9 is corrected as minor modifications. 
 
Policy LP7 proposes a requirement for 10% special needs housing on sites 
of 100+ dwellings. The HBF recognise that all households should have access 
to different types of dwellings to meet their housing needs. Therefore planning 
for a mix of housing needs should focus on ensuring that there are 
appropriate sites allocated to meet the needs of specifically identified groups 
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of households such as the elderly without seeking a specific housing mix on 
individual sites. However the Council has failed to define special needs 
housing which renders the policy ineffective. If by special needs the Council 
means accessible & adaptable homes the Written Ministerial Statement dated 
25th the optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 
clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been 
considered, in accordance with the NPPG If the Council wishes to adopt the 
higher optional standards for accessible & adaptable homes the Council 
should only do so by applying the criteria set out in the NPPG (ID 56-005 to 
56-011). This policy requirement should be removed from Policy LP7.  
 
Policy LP7 also requires 5% self build on sites of 100+ dwellings. This policy 
will impact on eight allocated sites including the three strategic sites. The HBF 
is supportive of self/custom build in principle for its potential contribution to 

should be positively undertaken to increase the total amount of new housing 
developed rather than by a restrictive policy requirement for inclusion of such 
housing on allocated sites of 100+ dwellings. Such positive policy responses 
include supporting development on small windfall sites as well as allocating 

posed policy approach only changes the 
house building delivery mechanism from one form of house building company 
to another without any consequential additional contribution to boosting 
housing supply. If the Council wishes to promote self/custom build it should do 
so on the basis of evidence of such need. It is not evident that the Council has 
assessed such housing needs in its SHMA work as set out in the NPPG (ID 
2a-021) whereby the Council should collate from reliable local information the 
local demand for people wishing to build their own homes. The Council have 
provided no justification for the quantum of the 5% requirement. The number 

is likely that the 5% requirement will provide in excess of any identified need. 
If after 3 years these plots are not developed by self/custom builders then the 
Council proposes that these dwellings may be built out by non self/custom 
builders. The Council has no evidence to justify this time period which the 
HBF considers is too long. The Council should give further detailed 
consideration to the practicalities (for example health & safety implications, 
working hours, length of build programme, etc.) of implementing this policy. 
Furthermore the Council has not undertaken any viability assessment of this 

different types of residential 

and delivered in different ways. This should be reflected in viability 
assessments -009). This policy requirement should be removed from 
Policy LP7.  
 
Under Policy LP9 the Council proposes an affordable housing provision for 
sites of 10+ dwellings of 30% on non-greenfield and 40% on greenfield sites. 
The proposed affordable housing tenure mix is 85% affordable rent and 15% 
intermediate. If the Local Plan is to be compliant with the NPPF development 
should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
viability is threatened (paras 173 & 174). The residual land value model is 
highly sensitive to changes in its inputs whereby an adjustment or an error in 
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any one assumption can have a significant impact on viability. Therefore it is 
important that the Council understands and tests the influence of all inputs on 
the residual land value as this determines whether or not land is released for 

what ultimately matters for 
housing delivery is whether the value received by land owners is sufficient to 
persuade him or her to sell their land for development  iability 
evidence dated September 2012 is significantly out of date. The Council 
should undertake a whole plan viability assessment to justify the policy 
requirements of Policy LP9 before the North Warwickshire Local Plan is 
submitted for Examination. When up to date viability evidence is available the 
HBF may wish to submit further comments on Policy LP9 in written Hearing 
Statements and during oral discussions at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 
 
Conclusions 
 
For the North Warwickshire Local Plan to be found sound under the four tests 
of soundness the Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy as set out in the NPPF (para 182). The Council 
should consider the aforementioned representations in order to avoid 
producing a Plan which is unsound :- 
 

 failure to meet full OAHN in Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA 
with potential implications under the Duty to Co-operate ; 

 a housing requirement which will not deliver enough affordable housing 
and unmet housing needs from Coventry, Tamworth & Birmingham ; 

 insufficient contingency in the overall HLS ; 
 no 5 YHLS on adoption of the Local Plan ; 
 insufficient justification for policy requirements set out in Policies LP7 

& LP9 
 no up to date whole plan viability assessment. 

 
It is hoped that these representations are helpful to the Council. In the 
meantime if any further information or assistance is required please contact 
the undersigned. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
for and on behalf of HBF 

 
Susan E Green MRTPI 
Planning Manager  Local Plans  
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Horne, Andrew

From: Glyn Beck 

Sent: 31 January 2018 12:25

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to house building scheme- Polesworth

 
Faye Beck 

 
 

 
 

 
January 21, 2018     
 
Forward Planning team, 
 
I would like to take this opportunity to register my objection to the 
proposal to build a large number of new houses on the site adjacent to 
Dordon and Polesworth. My greatest concern is that the planned 
infrastructure that is accompanying such a large-scale development 
appears to be utterly insufficient. As a parent I have grave concerns 
regarding school places, access to a GP, further pressure on already 
busy roads and a loss of the character that attracted us to buy a 
house in Polesworth to begin with. 
 
My greatest concern is the sheer volume of traffic that would come 
with the completion of such a deluge of housing. The main road through 
the villages and the B5000 are already incredibly busy. The road 
through Dordon from the old A5 is at times virtually impassable and 
occasionally dangerous. An increase in this traffic would lead to 
further congestion, further pollution and inevitably accidents. 
 
North Warwickshire has some fantastic countryside, some of which 
surrounds our village. In recent years there has been a visible change 
in the area. With HS2 soon to cut a path through many local nature 
reserves and ancient woodland and the spread of industrial estates 
throughout the area it seems that North Warwickshire is accepting of 
its fate as just another part of the ever-increasing Birmingham 
overspill. With this in mind I am asking you to rethink your approach 
to these developments. 
 
I look forward to receiving your response. 
 
Faye Beck 
Sent from my iPhone 

SLP 290
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 31 January 2018 13:30

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP67013921

Title: Mrs 

 

First name: Y 

 

Surname: Line 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your pos  

 

Select address:  

 

 

 

House number or nam  

 

Street:  
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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 Positively 
Prepared 

 

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.:  
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
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, 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 
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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 
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• 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 will not be published 
until 2 days after the deadline for this consultation. 
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, 

 

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.: N/a 

 

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

 



 

 

 

Bill Cullen MBA (ISM), BA(Hons) MRTPI 
Chief Executive 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 
R.E North Warwickshire Local Plan (Pre-Submission Version) Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) on the North Warwickshire 
Borough Council (NWBC) Pre-submission Local Plan. HBBC would first like to confirm there are no 
concerns in relation to NWBC meeting the Duty to Co-Operate with ourselves. 
 
The A5 
 
The A5 forms a significant boundary between HBBC and NWBC and is subject to growing 
demands in relation to growth pressures along the length of this corridor through this part of the 
Midlands. Whilst it is acknowledged that the plan contains a strong commitment to continue to 
develop the A5 Strategy within Policy LP28, given the importance of the A5 an explicit commitment 
to prioritise investment in an A5 expressway from A38 to M1 via Hinckley in line with the Midlands 
Connect Strategy would be beneficial and could form part of Policy LP28. 
 
Policy LP28  Strategic Road Improvements 
 
HBBC supports the commitment within this policy to continue working with appropriate agencies to 
develop the A5 Strategy. HBBC also welcomes the inclusion of a requirement to safeguard land 
within allocation RH1 to enable the dualling of the A5. However, as discussed above, HBBC 
consider that an additional explicit commitment to prioritise investment in an A5 expressway from 
A38 to M1 via Hinckley in line with the Midlands Connect Strategy could be included to strengthen 
the policy to recognise a key strategic issue in the area. In addition, Policy LP28 does not link with 
the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). HBBC recommend that a reference is included within 
the policy to ensure a joined-up narrative, particularly as the emerging IDP provides important 
additional information around the future of the A5, for example its relationship with the future Road 

in respect of the future of the A5 Truck Road; for clarity, this should identify exactly what study is 
referenced. 
 
Growth around the main towns 
 
Significant growth is focussed around Atherstone, Polesworth and Dordon, amounting to around 
4000 dwellings. Of this area two sites are of particular interest to HBBC given their scale and 

 

Please ask for:  Andrew Johnson 
Direct dial/ext:   
Direct fax:   
Email:   -  
Your ref:   
Our ref:                0200/0206/North Warwickshire/310118 
Date:   31 January 2018 
 

Dorothy Barratt 
Forward Planning and Economic Strategy Manager 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE 

SLP293  



 

 

 

relative proximity to the A5; allocations H2 (Land to the north-west of Atherstone) and H7 (land to 
the east of Polesworth and Dordon).  
 
Allocation H2 is proposed to be allocated as a site for future growth with an expectation that at 
least 1280 dwellings will form part of its development. Policy requirements set against the H2 
allocation require that development is carried out in accordance with a Concept and Masterplan 
and HBBC support this approach. However currently, Policy H2 only refers to access to and from 
the A5 but growth of this scale will have a wider impact on the A5 and HBBC consider that the 
policy could be strengthened to either include direct reference to improvements or to the strategic 
aims of Policy LP28 to ensure sufficient emphasis on this important route. 
 
Allocation H7 is proposed to be allocated for a minimum of 2000 dwellings. Policy requirements set 
against H7 have been significantly strengthened since the last iteration of the plan and in particular 
HBBC support the requirement that, before planning permission is granted for development of the 
site, a Masterplan Framework and Design Guide for the whole site will be prepared by the 
landowners in conjunction with and approved by the council. This will help ensure the site is 
delivered in a comprehensive and co-ordinated manner with appropriate infrastructure. 
Specifically, it formalises the requirement for a comprehensive transport assessment to be carried 
out and that this, along with other elements of the Masterplan Framework and Design Guide, will 
be a material consideration in any planning decision. However, whilst it is acknowledged that the 
policy does make reference to off site improvements to the strategic road network, as with Policy 
H2, HBBC consider the policy could be strengthened to deal with the wider A5 issue more directly 
or at least make specific reference to the strategic aims of Policy LP28. 
 
Allocation E4 - Land to the south of Horiba MIRA Technology Park & Enterprise Zone 
 
It is proposed that 42ha of land be allocated, south of the Horiba MIRA Technology Park & 
Enterprise Zone for B1 (research & development) and B2 use, subject to a Master Plan. The 
principle of this allocation allies with HBBC ambitions to expand the influence and reach of the 

Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. Subject to appropriate assessments and 
subsequent mitigation being carried out along the A5 corridor to accommodate the allocation 
alongside wider growth aspirations, HBBC supports in principle the allocation south of MIRA. 
Notwithstanding the above, the policy stipulates that any development on site will be carried out in 
accordance with an agreed Master Plan and HBBC would seek involvement with the production of 
this document through ongoing consultation.  
 

Yours sincerely 

 

Andrew Johnson 

Planning Officer (Policy) 
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To North Warwickshire BC and 
The Local Plan Inspector

The Coventry population projections are seriously exaggerated 

I am writing to give evidence that the population projections for Coventry seriously 
exagerate future  growth, and that  there is  no need for North Warwickshire to make 
provision for overspill housing or employment land, on behalf of Coventry.  

There is no need for North Warwickshire to provide 540 homes, as per the Memorandum 
of Understanding 

The following argument is closely based on official data sources, and has been peer 
reviewed by two international experts. 

Professor David Coleman of Oxford University, former Home Office advisor, wrote that he 
was, 

“highly impressed”  “Your local analysis is as good as it can be.    I think. I'd be 
happy to recommend your study.”

Professor Tony Champion, former advisor to ONS and VP of the Population Studies 
Society wrote:   

“Your [powerpoint’s] challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems highly valid 
to me. I am particularly struck by how out of line Coventry's projected growth is 
compared to the other LADs in the West Midlands - indeed, one can extend this to 
the whole country   Coventry's 32.1%. …..would thus appear to be a real - and 
strange - outlier.”

The issues can best be grasped by looking at the attached powerpoint presentation ‘Slide 
Show, v4.4 Merle with 2016 data, jobs growth slides MS Powerpoint,  24apr17”  – Further 
detail and argument is developed below. 

At its heart, this paper argues that ONS and GL Hearn have failed to carry out simple data 
quality checks on their information  – they have failed to ask if their output numbers are 
even faintly plausible or credible.   The starting point for such a data quality analysis, is a 
comparison of future growth rates in the West Midlands Region,  shown in figure 1 – which
is taken entirely from ONS census data and the 2014 SNPP projections.   Looking at the 

 SLP294  

 Merle Gering 
 Chair 

Keep Our Green Belt Green Ltd 
  
  
  
  
 



Page numbers

figure, one has to has ask if the growth shown for Coventry has a real basis, or if ONS is 
making a serious mistake?
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Examining fig 1, one has to ask, why would Coventry grow twice as fast as Rugby or 
Birmingham, three times as fast as Solihull, and four times as fast as Stratford on Avon?  
Even cities at the heart of the technologic revolution, such as Cambridge, are not predicted
to grow like this – projected growth for Cambridge is just 16%, over this time span. 

 What is happening in Coventry, that could explain such a prediction?   Is the UK 
Parliament or the City of London planning to move here, with thousands of people and 
jobs? Have gold or diamonds been discovered under Lady Godiva’s statue?   We have 
asked both Coventry Council and GL Hearn this question many times, and there has been 
no answer. 

We believe that the extreme population growth projected for Coventry, is actually a 
spurious artefact, based on the miscounting of very large numbers of non EU international 
students.  ONS assumes they have stayed in Coventry, after graduation because they do 
not register at a new GP address elsewhere in the UK, when they have actually left the 
area and gone home. Good data from the Higher Education Statistics Authority (HESA) 
shows that 95% of them have left the local area (Warwickshire and West Midlands) and 
82% have left the UK, within 6 months of graduation.   (See appendix for the data) 

Illustration Number range Drawing: Figure 1 
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At this early stage it is important to distinguish the reliability of ONS numbers.  Some of 
them are  solid – in general  census results are fairly reliable (but not completely so) while  
other ONS numbers are much more speculative – such as the Mid Year Estimates, and the
SNPP projections – and must carry far less weight for planning decisions.   The estimates 
of international migration, have been particularly poor, being based on tiny sample sizes 
which have been condemned as unfit for use at local authority level.   

For Coventry, the future projections rest on the weakest ONS numbers – on international 
migration estimates derived from the International passenger survey.   Just this year, in 
July 2017, the House of Lords Economic Affairs committee described the migration 
estimates as “wholly inadequate”, and a week later, the Office of Statistics Regulation – 
the official government regulator for the use of official statistics – called them “potentially 
misleading”

In 2021, at the next census, we will know for sure if ONS 2014 projections are right and a 
population explosion is happening in Coventry or if it is all spurious and based on non 
existent students.  But meanwhile, there is existing evidence about what the real trends 
are.  

The evidence:  Is there a population explosion happening in Coventry, from 2011? 

Illustration Number range Illustration: Figure 2 – West Midlands population growth, 2001-
2011, ONScensus figures
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 1. Census History:  Between  2001 and 2011 (the census years), Coventry 
growth was just average – around 5% for 10 years  See figure 2.   There is 
no evidence of a rapid increase in Coventry population between 2001 and 
2011.   This includes the boom years for Eastern European migration, from 
2004 – 2009; if economic migration was having a significant effect, it should 
have shown up in those years.  Census History, which is reasonably reliable, 
does not give any indication of a population explosion arising in Coventry. 
(figures from ONS). 

 2. The Mid Year Estimates & UPC:    A 2012 ONS research paper, revealed 
that the forecasting process for Coventry,  - ie the mid year estimates (MYE) 
-   was much less reliable than for the rest of the country – the Coventry mid 
year estimates had exagerated growth in the city by 15,000 over the decade, 
indicating a significant problem with the methodology .    The history does 
start to reveal systemic problems with the projection process (ie the mid year 
estimates)1 for the city.   Unattributed Population Change (UPC) is very high 
for Coventry. Over the plan period, it would inflate the growth figure by 
30,000.   

 3. The Economic Migrant Hypothesis.  Coventry Council and their 
consultants, GL Hearn, claim that very large numbers of economic migrants 
are coming to the city and will be fueling future growth2. However, the facts 
do not bear this out.  Jobs growth in the city has been poor.  See Figure 3. 
  

1 Examining the difference between the rolled-forward mid-2011  population estimates and the 2011 
Census-based MYEs at local authority level 25 Sept2012  

2 LP47 Students note 2015 - GL Hearn ( PDF - 177.71 KB) 

Drawing Number range Illustration: Figure 3
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 4. Further, consider Table 1, compiled from 2011 Census data.   It shows 
economic activity and employment rates are  lower compared to other towns 
in the HMA.  This is not consistent with a jobs boom happening in Coventry.  

 5. There are large numbers of national insurance registrations in Coventry – 
again entirely out of line with every other town in the region - but these are 
easily explained: Every year, new international students at the 2 Coventry 
universities register in large numbers for an  NI number so they can work part
time (after London, Coventry has more international students than any other 
city in the country, about 16000 in total).  77% of all students work3.  Even 
non EU students can work 20 hrs/week in term time.  This explains how you 
can have large numbers of NI registrations, without seeing significant job 
growth in the area. It is not jobs which is drawing people to the city.  

3      “77% of students now work to fund studies”, 10 Aug 2015  https://www.endsleigh.co.uk/press-
releases/10-august-2015/

Drawing Number range Drawing: Table 1,  from 2011 Census data, 
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 6. The Cheap Housing hypothesis: Alternatively, it might be argued that 
migrants are coming to Coventry to take advantage of cheap housing, and  
working elsewhere. - which could be consistent with high NI registrations in 
Coventry.  However, if this were true, one would expect significant population
growth (and NI registrations) in other nearby towns with cheap housing, such
as Nuneaton and Bedworth, Walsall, Wolverhampton, Dudley , if this was the
driver of population growth.     This is not happening (see Fig 1 ) – other local
towns, with cheap housing, are not attracting anything like the population 
growth expected for Coventry.  It does not appear that cheap housing is a 
driver of the predicted population growth in Coventry 

 7. Similarly, NI growth (measured relative to the working age population) is 
exceptionally high in Coventry and is not increasing to the same extent in 
other towns with cheap accommodation.    (see fig 5)  - if workers were being
drawn to locations with cheap housing, then you would expect to see high NI 
registrations in those towns too. 

 

Illustration Number range Illustration: Figure 4:  Relative house prices, West 
Midlands and nation. 
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 8. The Student Hypothesis:   The observed facts do tally with a different 
model: – that miscounting of international students accounts for the 
ballooning population numbers in Coventry.   
(a) The 2011 Census reported that 66% of adult immigrants who had come to

Coventry in the last year, had done so for study
(b) The 2012 GL Hearn Coventry SHMA, attributed international population 

growth entirely to students.  They said,  "This data suggests that the 
growth in International in migration has been entirely driven by growing 
numbers of international students coming to Coventry". [para 10.65]  They
have not given any explanation as to why they totally changed their mind 
in LP47.   

(c) Coventry has more international students – circa 16,000 – than any other 
city in the country, except London.  Miscounting them could have a very 
significant effect on the projections. The  average course length is about 2

Illustration Number range Illustration: Figure 5 - NINO registrations, relative to 
the working age population, age 16-64
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years, which means that every year, there is a new cohort of about 8000 
international students. 

(d) In the ONS components of growth (in SNPP2014), virtually all future 
growth results from international migration.  Nearly all increase from 
Natural Change (births and deaths) is cancelled out by internal migration 
to other parts of the UK (see Figure 6)

(e) The ONS assumes that students remain at their university address, if they
do not register  with a GP elsewhere in the UK within 3 years – for any 
international student who graduates and leaves the country, the effect of 
this will be to inflate the population growth estimates of their university 
town. 4

 i. ONS say that they apply a correction for emigration to their local 
authority estimates, but that correction necessarily must be far too low,
because ONS assume, on the basis of IPS data,  that a large number 
of students ( 90,000 per year, nationally) are not leaving the UK after 
their studies.    In their version of events, they will be portioning out 
62,000 emigrating students to local authorities to arrive at a correction.

[calculation 152000 graduating non EU int’l students – 90,000 
overstays] 

 ii. The true calculation, now known from the exit checks data published 
24 Aug 2017, would be to portion out 148,400 emigrating students 
among local authorities 

[calculation 152,000 graduating students – 3600 overstays]
 iii. in percentage terms, the correction applied nationally, should be more 

than double the number they are currently using. It should be 248% 
greater.  

4 This is the ONS methodology “Our research suggests that most higher education leavers update 
their PR within 3 years of their move. Therefore, to establish the pattern of moves that higher 
education leavers make, we will take the first change of address (strictly speaking, output area) on 
their PR over a 3year period as their new location. If there is no change of address over the 3 
years, we will assume that they have remained in the same area (accepting that some people will 
have moved but not updated their PR even over this longer   
period)”https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestim
ates/methodologies/methodologyguideformid2015ukpopulationestimatesenglandandwalesjune2016#app
endix-2-proposed-changes-in-methods
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(f) In a major study of student migration, in Sept 2016, The Institute of Public
Policy Research found that ONS and the home office have been grossly 
overestimating the number of foreign students staying in the country after 
their studies5.  The Home office has claimed 90,000 students overstay 
their visas each year.   IPPR estimated that overstays were 25-40% of the
ONS figure. 

(g) 24 August 2017, new ONS data  - based on exit and entry records of 
every person entering and leaving the country showed that the previous 
ONS estimates of overstaying students were substanatially wrong, even 
lower than the estimates from the IPPR.     Instead of 90,000 overstays, 
the true figure was no more than 3600 nationally. 

(h) For years, experts have condemned the ONS migration estimates as 
inadequate 
 i. In 2013, the Royal Statistical Society told the Public Accounts Committee 

(PAC): “There is a continued problem with the quality and quantity of 
migration data available at a local level.” the local-level estimates of 
migration are not robust, particularly for areas with high population 
turnover. For some local authority areas the Census has shown that the 
ONS population estimates have misrepresented the level of population 
growth, a problem caused by inaccurate internal and international migration 
estimates.6   [    Note, this is after ONS said that they had improved their 
migration estimates]

5 Destination education: Reforming migration policy on international students to grow the UK's vital 
education exportshttps://www.ippr.org/publications/destination-education

Illustration Number range Illustration: Figure 6, Components of population growth, 
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 ii. Bernard Jenkin MP , chair of the Public Accounts Select Cttee, wrote in 
2013: 
“Most people would be utterly astonished to learn that there is no attempt to 
count people as they enter or leave the UK.  They are amazed when they 
are told that government merely estimates that there are 1/2 million 
immigrants coming into the UK”

 iii. Sir Andrew Dilnott, chair of the  UK Statistics Authority wrote to the 
Immigration Minister, Mark Harper MP on 25 June 2013, in a published 
letter7,
“ …. there is a consensus among users that the [IPS] survey does not 
provide sufficient robustness to meet some important needs for more local 
migration data; for example, at the local authority level or for smaller areas.” 
“The IPS sample size is too small to enable the production of reliable 
international migration estimates at a local authority level,  (informed to the 
Coventry Inspector 30oct 2016).  For Coventry, the sample sizes were just 
42, in total, coming and going in 2014/15. 

 iv. n 2015, Sir Charles Bean, former Deputy Governor of the Bank of England 
former deputy governor of the Bank of England, , said the ONS needs to be 
“more intellectually curious, and self-critical”#

 v. in July 2017, the Office for Statistics Regulation (the official regulator of 
government statistics), wrote “The [ONS] former-student emigration 
estimate…. creates doubts about the patterns of student migration and 
generates a narrative that is potentially misleading

 vi. The House of Lords Economic Affairs committee, in July 2017, wrote that 
“Many of the available measures [of migration] are wholly inadequate. ….. 
the International Passenger Survey …..cannot bear the burden placed upon 
it and cannot be relied upon to provide accurate estimates of net migration.” 
Student migration is a “significant challenge”

(i) The actual sample size, relating to Coventry, in the international passenger 
survey, in 2015, was 22 inward migrants and 20 outward migrants. Information 
obtained from ONS by FOI – see appendix. . 

 9. The effect of all this on the Coventry MYE estimates. 
(a) Assuming, 90,000 non EU students overstay each year (ONS figure) 

nationally and 152,000 non EU students graduate per year (HESA 
figure) .   Given the numbers of non EU students graduating in Coventry, 
(about 6300/yr – obtained by FOI from HESA)   this scales to 3750 
students/year being included into the MYE estimate for Coventry 
(Calculation:   
[90,000/152,000] * 6300 (avg) non EU Coventry graduating/yr = 3750) 

(b) As noted above, HESA data, from the Destinations of Leavers Higher 
Education Survey shows that in fact very very few non EU students 
remain in the region or the country.   95% of those in work, have left the 
region of Warwickshire and West Midlands within 6 months  - the sample 
size was good, circa 1000/yr. 

(c) Over a 20 year period, this inflates the Coventry population with 75,000 
fictitious people – students – who have actually gone home. 

 10. An alternative calculation gets substantially the same result.  
(a) The ONS 2014 components of int’l  immigration and emigration for 2015 

are 

6 UK  Parliament , 28 July 2013 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubadm/523/52306.htm

7 https://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/archive/assessment/monitoring/monitoring-reviews/monitoring-
review-4-2013---the-robustness-of-the-international-passenger-survey.pdf
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(b)

(c) In that year, we know, from HESA data (in the appendix) that there were 
6530 non EU International graduates (HESA call them qualifiers).   In that 
same year, ONS reported that 2651 people emigrated from the country, 
from Coventry.   Therefore, according to ONS, in that year, of the 6530 
non EU int’l graduates, (6530 – 2651) = 3851 must still be counted in the 
UK, in the domestic population growth figures.    

(d) The Coventry Inspector, following GL Hearn LP47, tried to suggest that 
the non EU international (the 3851) might have moved elsewhere in 
England – that they might be accounted for by internal migration 
numbers. 

(e) However, this is not possible.  We know from HESA data, that 6 months 
after graduation, 82% of the non EU graduates (ie, the 6530 above) who 
were in work, had left the UK.  That means that at most, 18% of the 6530,
could be still in the UK, and been counted by some measure of internal 
migration (GP registration, University registration, etc).  The 82% would 
not leave any trace, anywhere else, because they had left the country 
entirely– they would not show up on any measure of internal migration.   
Therefore, at the very most, 18% of 6530, could be accounted for by 
internal migration.  In numbers 0.18*6530 = 1175 could possibly be 
accounted for by internal migration. This would leave  3851 – 1175 = 
2703 remaining in Coventry at a minimum (we  don’t know if the 1175 
stayed in Coventry or went elsewhere in the ONS calculation – we do 
know that the number going elsewhere, could not be any greater than 
1175.  It could be less)

(f) Over 20 years, this would give a minimum overcount of 20*2703 = 54,060
non EU international students being counted in Coventry.  

(g) To summarise, the excess of phantom students, being added to the 
Coventry population, would add at least 54,060spurious individuals 
to the population projection and possibly up to 75,000.  

(h) Taking the lower figure, 54060, (deriving from the components of change 
data and HESA info)  this would mean that 22,907 houses would not be 
needed out of the projected SHMA total of 42,400 for Coventry.  The total 
Housing need, for Coventry, at maximum, would actually be 42400 – 
22907 = 19493  homes needed in the plan period

(i) Looking at the higher figure of spurious students (deriving from the 
national estimate of 90,000 overstaying their visas and HESA data on 
numbers of graduates at Coventry and Warick University), the housing 
requirement  would be 42400 – (75,000/2.36) = 42400- 31780 = 10,620 
homes needed in the plan period 

(j) In either scenario, (the 75,000 ghost students or the 54060 ghosts)  the 
housing requirement would fit comfortably within the land available in 
Coventry.  Coventry City Council has stated that they have availability for 
24,600 homes.  

 11. Scenario 3. from the 2011 census figures for students,  and from 
HESA destinations data.   
(a) The 2011 Census identified 60% of all international migrants to Coventry, 

in the preceding year, had come for study (66% of all migrants age 16-
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64).   Assuming that this figure (60%) applies throughout the plan period, 
this implies that  57425  international migrants (shown in Fig 6) are 
students. [assuming that all the students are at the universities)

Calculation: 0.60 * 95709 = 57425

(b) We also know, from HESA data (see Appendix) that 95% of all non EU 
international students in work have left the have left  the region within 6 
months of graduation  (ie, they have left the combined area of West 
Midlands County  and Warwickshire)  

(c) Therefore, 54554 Coventry and Warwick Uni students have left the area 

Calculation: 0.95 * 57425 = 54554

(d) Applying this to the Components of Growth shown in Figure 6, this means
that the net growth is actually 46722

Calculation 101277 – 54552 = 46722

(e) Under this scenario, the net housing requirement, after subtracting 
students who have left the area, would be 

Calculation:   46722/2.36 = 19797 Net homes needed over the plan 
period

 12. Having taken into account, all the latest data available, from the 
Census and HESA, and made the calculation in three different ways, 
from 3 different sets of data, there is no unmet Coventry housing need 
which would need to be transferred into Rugby District.  

 13. Nor is there any need to provide extra employment land for 
Coventry – the extra land, provided for in the Housing MOU, is all based
on the requirement to provide jobs for all the hypothetical new 
residents of Coventry.  In so far as they are not arriving, and not going 
to arrive, there is no need to set aside a\dditional employment land for 
them. 
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 14. Validation 1:  Expert opinion. 
(a) Emeritus Professor David Coleman, of Oxford University, an international 

demographic expert and former Home Office and DEFRA special advisor,
reviewed the detailed evidence and argument and stated he was “highly 
impressed”  and “Your local analysis is as good as it can be, I think. 
I'd be happy to recommend your study.”

(b) Prof Tony Champion, of Newcastle University,  another recognised 
international demographic expert8 wrote: 
“Your PPT's [powerpoint] challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP 
seems highly valid to me. I am particularly struck by how out of line 
Coventry's projected growth is compared to the other LADs in the West 
Midlands - indeed, one can extend this to the whole country, as in the 
Table pasted below: Coventry's projected increase 2014-2039 of 100,300 
is exceeded by 3 London Boroughs and 2 other major cities, indeed the 
latter description applies to all the top places listed (apart from large 
unitary of Cornwall). And it is well known that London is a specially 
dynamic case, and also that the other major cities' large gains actually 
translate into much lower % rates of growth than Coventry's 32.1%. 
Coventry would thus appear to be a real - and strange – outlier.

(c) The emails from Professor Colman and Champion are included in 
the appendix. 

 15. Validation 2: The Market
(a) The Market provides a very clear indicator of whether or not there is a 

genuine rapid population expansion going on in Coventry, or if the 
numbers are simply an artifact of poor data on international migration, 
and wrong assumptions about the destinations of international students. 

(b) The SNPP2014 predict a growth of 100,000 plus, for the period 2011-
2031. That’s a net growth, of 5000/yr.   If that was genuinely occurring, 
you would need 2100 new dwellings per year to accommodate them

(c) Actual delivery of homes since 2011 has been around 1000/yr   
(d) If there was a shortfall of 1,100 homes/year, against demand since 2011,  

prices would be rocketing. 
(e) In fact, prices are low and steady in Coventry.  It is one of the most  

affordable places in the country to buy a house.   See figure 4 above. 

 16. Validation 3: Correlations of jobs, migration, and student 
numbers: 
(a) GL Hearn, in LP 47,  claim that the international migrants are more likely 

job seekers: “economic migrants”.  However, the pattern of international 
migration, recorded in the ONS MYE estimates, does not correlate with 

8 He is on the Council of the Royal Geographical Society, the Regional Studies Association and the ESRC 
Census Programme Advisory Committee. He was elected Academician of Social Sciences in 2010 and 
Vice President of the British Society for Population Studies for 2011-2013.
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job creation.  It much more closely correlates with student numbers.   See
below, Figure 7 

(b) While jobs fluctuate sharply, up and down, international migration stays 
very steady

(c) The Coventry Inspector, in her report, repeats the assertion in LP47 that 
the evidence is that the increase in international migration, shown in 
ONS2014, is more likely to be “econonomic migrants”.  She does not say 
what that evidence is nor does she grapple with it in any substantial 
manner. The material presented in LP47, does not support that 
conclusion. Changes in migration correlate more closely to student 
numbers – the graph which GL Hearn presents, simply omits data about 
employment, which is critical to the argument.  If you add it in, you see 
that migration actually relates better to student numbers than to job 
changes.  See Fig 7/

(d) The inspector also suggests that the age profile of the international 
migrants (early twenties) is not consistent with them being students. 
However she failed to consider the evidence, which was before her, that 
the international students are 69% post graduates – and will naturally 
have an older age profile – apparently she expected them to be 
undergraduates and mostly ben in the age range 18-20.    

(e) Critically, GL Hearn omit 2011 census data, which gives information on 
residents who moved into Coventry from outside the UK in the year 
leading up to the Census. This suggest that perhaps 66% of new 
migrants from outside the UK aged 16 or older, were in some form of
study (4,584 of 6,931); students made up 60% of immigrants of all ages. 
This comprehensively refutes the Coventry Inspector’s argument 
(following LP47), that students were not a significant part of international 
migration to Coventry.  
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 17. Further errors in the Coventry population estimates – Births and 
Deaths. 
(a) The demographic consultants used by Coventry Council, GL Hearn, who 

produced the 2015 SHMA have padded birth rates and suppressed death 
rates to increase the projected population increase.  

(b) The numbers used by Hearn are compared with actual NHS figures below
in Table 2  Birth rates are about 800 too high, over real rates, and death 
rates are about 200 too low, against real rates. 

(c) The effect is to increase the overal growth rate by 1000/year, for people 
who are not born, or who have already died.   Over 20 years, this 
spuriously inflates the population growth by 20,000

(d) Prof Champion wrote this about the Births and Deaths: 
“in terms of your evidence, I see no reason why Coventry's planners 
should accept any other assumptions on births and deaths than those 
used by ONS in the 2014-based projections - apart from saying that the 
2016-based NPP released last week go in the opposite direction from GL 
Hearn, i.e. reducing the national birth rate and life 
expectancy assumptions and yielding a lower rate of future population 
growth than the 2014-based ones, which will be reflected in the next 
SNPP promised for spring next year

Illustration Number range Illustration: Figure 7 
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In conclusion, There is  strong evidence that the Coventry population projections are  
highly excessive and subject to great doubt.   At the very least, 1) there should be a full 
and completely independent re-evaluation of the Coventry housing projections, (by some 
genuinely independent party such as the Royal Statistical Society) using all of the latest 
data available, including 1) HESA destination data 2) the Home office exit checks data. 3) 
Home Office visa information 4) Annual population survey data. 

Given this situation, under the Precautionary Principle, which is law in the UK under the 
EU Treaty, no overspill housing for Coventry should be allocated until 2022 when the 
census data is available. It will tell us what the true population of Coventry is, and whether 
or not a population explosion is really happening in the city or if it is all a mistake in the 
process – which is the most likely outcome, given the stagnant house prices, the low 
delivery rates in Coventry, and the poor job creation .  

The writing is on the wall, for anyone who cares to see it. 

Table Number range Table 2
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Appendix
1. Freedom of Information data obtained from the Higher Education Statistics Authority, about the destinations of non EU International 
graduates from Coventry University and Warwick University.  The data comes from the Destinations of Leavers Higher Education Survey,
which is carried out 6 months post graduation.   

2014/15

Level of study

Warwickshire
/ West

midlands
employment

Other UK
employment/U

K unknown

Overseas
employmen

t Unknown Other 
Number of

respondents 

Number of
qualifiers

Postgraduate 50 85 650 10 375 1170 4480

Undergraduate 15 55 245 0 760 1075 2050

Total 65 140 895 10 1135 2245 6530

2013/14

Level of study

Warwickshire
/ West

midlands
employment

Other UK
employment/U

K unknown

Overseas
employmen

t Unknown Other 
Number of

respondents 

Number of
qualifiers

Postgraduate 35 80 595 5 440 1155 4380

Undergraduate 10 45 150 10 535 755 1850

Total 45 125 745 15 975 1905 6230
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Do Students stay in Coventry after graduation? 
This data was obtained through FOI from Warwick University (Coventry failed to provide it) .  Table 1 shows the whereabouts of students 
following graduation. The whereabouts of students after graduation:
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(e) Table 2, shows the location of students, at the time they apply for their course. 

(f)

Statistically, there is no difference in the numbers resident in Coventry before and after graduation.  Within the margins 
of error, there are 4% before graduation and 4% after graduation.  Students are not attracted to stay in the city after their
studies.   This data applies to all students (not just the international non EU students)  .
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Table 3: Sample Sizes for the International Passenger Survey, relating to Coventry 2000-2015
obtained through FOI, from ONS.
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Date: Thu, 2 Nov 2017 08:45:01 +0000
From: Tony Champion

Dear Merle: I have now managed to have a look at your PPT as well as to check back to the 2014-based SNPP, plus take 
a look at the latest ONS Population statistics research update (attached in case you have not seen it).

Your PPT's challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems highly valid to me. I am particularly struck by how out of line 
Coventry's projected growth is compared to the other LADs in the West Midlands - indeed, one can extend this to the 
whole country, as in the Table pasted below: Coventry's projected increase 2014-2039 of 100,300 is exceeded by 3 
London Boroughs and 2 other major cities, indeed the latter description applies to all the top places listed (apart from 
large unitary of Cornwall). And it is well known that London is a specially dynamic case, and also that the other major 
cities' large gains actually translate into much lower % rates of growth than Coventry's 32.1%. Coventry would thus 
appear to be a real - and strange - outlier.

AREA
2014-2039
(000s)

Birmingham 203.3

Tower Hamlets 137.3

Barnet 119.1

Leeds 111.2

Newham 109.4

Coventry 108.3

Redbridge 104.4

Manchester 103.3

Bristol, City of 103.1
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Croydon 100.3

Enfield 97.1

Cornwall 96.5

Hillingdon 95.9

Bromley 90.9

Lewisham 89.2

Hackney 89.2

Sheffield 88.6

Southwark 87.2

Greenwich 86.6

 

In terms of your evidence, I see no reason why Coventry's planners should accept any other assumptions on births and 
deaths than those used by ONS in the 2014-based projections - apart from saying that the 2016-based NPP released last
week go in the opposite direction from GL Hearn, i.e. reducing the national birth rate and life expectancy assumptions 
and yielding a lower rate of future population growth than the 2014-based ones, which will be reflected in the next SNPP
promised for spring next year. 

As regards the assumptions on migration, ONS has always acknowledged that both internal migration and especially 
international migration are the hardest components to get right in their population estimates and components of change
data, let alone in projecting them forwards. Students pose the greatest problem for internal migration, especially data 
on their whereabouts after graduation, while it does seem the case that the same issue is now looming large for 
emigration, following the Home Office's Visa Checking project. 

As regards the international flows of people to and from UK universities, I defer to David Coleman's specialist knowledge
on that, plus what you will have read from ONS and the Home Office recently. All I would do here is point you to two 
extracts from the attachment. One is from page 3: top para re within-UK migration: "There is still scope for improving 
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methods for estimating the destination of students who move after leaving higher education." Plus the last 2 paras of 
that section 2, which say that the improvements that have been made so far will be used in the 2017 MYE and also 
adjusted back to 2011. Secondly, in section 3, they are improving their emigration data and, similarly, will be using the 
new methods the revise the MYE back to 2011. 

I would have thought that this provides a very good reason for Coventry to be very cautious about adopting what should
now be considered the 'old' (2014-based) SNPP and any household projections derived from them. Unfortunately, given 
these timescales, it would seem to me that the 2016-based SNPP, when they appear next spring, will be based on the 
existing series of past population trend data, so will need to be interpreted in the light of whatever adjustments ONS 
make to the 2011-2016 series next year. 

I hope this is the sort of commentary that you were hoping from me. I personally have no axe to grind on this issue, 
apart from trying to ensure that ONS does its utmost to achieve accuracy and continues to be honest about where the 
greatest uncertainties currently lie. in that connection, I have heard that the 2016-based SNPP may include variant 
projections for the first time, which would help to indicate to Coventry's planners how much confidence to place in the 
Principal Projection for Coventry. I hope this is indeed the case. All best wishes Tony.
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From: David Coleman

Sent: 10 March 2017 18:28

To: Merle Gering

Subject: RE: Can you help us penetrate the fog of population projections.

Dear Merle, 

My colleague was interested in your work and I hope that he may come back to me with further comments. I'm sorry to say that the opinion that I have received is 
that the impasse between contradictory sources of information on how many students remain after their studies end cannot yet be resolved, at national level anyway.
e-borders cannot yet provide complete information. It is hoped to link HMRC data with HETAS and other administrative sources to provide complete coverage. But 
that is work in progress. A population register is essential but that is years off if it ever happens at all. Your local analysis is as good as it can be, I think. I'd be 
happy to recommend your study.

best regards,

David

David Coleman

 

 

From: Merle Gering
 

To: David Coleman
Subject: RE: Can you help us penetrate the fog of population projections.



Ps  - these are the numbers you can get me on

 

Merle Gering

 

 

 

From: Merle Gering 

Sent: 06 March 2017 21:22

To: 'David Coleman

Subject: RE: Can you help us penetrate the fog of population projections.

 

David, I am delighted that you have found some possible merit in my research.   Do please show the papers to any colleagues who might
have a useful opinion.   CPRE would like an article about my work urgently – are you at a point where you feel happy to add a comment 
about the the validity of this work?  It would be great if you could give it any sort of endorsement.    I will be at work on Tuesday, from 10-
6 if you wish to speak to me. 

 

Very gratefully

 

Merle



 

From: David Coleman

Sent: 06 March 2017 11:15

To: Merle Gering <

Subject: RE: Can you help us penetrate the fog of population projections.

 

Dear Merle, 

 

I am highly impressed with your documents. I would like the advice of a trustworthy colleague who is more familiar with the controversy over student over-staying
than I am. May I show them to him?

 

best regards,

 

David

 

David Coleman

 

Draft reference letter from David Coleman: 

I have been asked to comment on some issues connected with arguments about future housing demand arising from immigration. Mr 
Merle Gering has sent me a report that he has produced on the issue as it affects housing demand in your area. As far as the migration 



and demographic aspects are concerned, in my opinion Mr Gering’s report was very well produced. It shows a thorough knowledge of the
data and principles involved and the statistics are well handled. It would not be easy to produce anything better, given the 
uncertainties in the data themselves. Since then statistics have moved on. It has to be said that the margin for error in the data 
themselves is considerable. The estimation of the inflow and outflow of international migrants to and from the UK is based 
primarily on the small voluntary samples of interviews from the International Passenger Survey IPS). 
The Office for National Statistics does its best to improve and correct these data but inherently they are unsatisfactory and 
were described as ‘unfit for purpose’ by in the 7th Report of the House of Commons Public Administration Committee 2013 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubadm/523/52302.htm. They often have to be revised when checked 
against the census and other sources. For example, following the 2011 census, it was realised that the IPS had under-estimated 
immigration mostly from Eastern Europe by about 350,000 over the decade. While the population totals have been rectified, it is not 
possible to correct the inflow or outflow data so these remain incompatible with the net figure. By themselves, IPS data are inadequate 
for the estimation of intended flows to limited geographical areas. Regarding students, in April 2017 the ONS reported that ‘There is no 
single data source that provides a clear picture of what students do after their studies, particularly how many students remain in the UK.’
A major controversy has developed over the number of international students who remain in the UK following the end of their studies 
each year. IPS data suggested up to 100,000 did so. In the year ending March 2016 immigration for study was 164,000 and emigration 
after study was 66,000. The figures for year ending September 2016 were126,000 and 62, 000 respectively. IPS and other data 
suggested that  50,000 students per year were remaining in the UK without leave each year, over and above those who had leave to 
remain legally (for work, etc).The recent release of data from the re-introduction by the Home Office of exit checks in the last couple of 
years has put this on a firmer footing. Those data, together with information from suggest that only a few percent of international students
do not stay on in the UK without permission after the end of their studies. The exit checks show the following; 
193,100 student visas expired between 8 April 2015 and 7 April 2016. Of these:
122,000 departed, of which, 99,100 departed for more than a year, (and are therefore long term student emigrants) 18,900 departed and 
then returned within one year on a short term visit visa, 4,000 departed but there is inconclusive evidence of a 'return event'
57,900 stayed: of which 50,300 were granted a work, study or other visa and 7,600 departed and then returned within one year on a long
term visa for work, study or other reasons.
13,200 unknown – for which there is no evidence of departure or an extension. This does not necessarily that they overstayed, some 
may have departed via the Common Travel Area, some may be down to data matching issues, but some may have overstayed. 
This means that 51% departed as long term emigrants, 18% departed and then returned with short term leave to remain, 26% extended 
their visa lawfully and with 5% there was no evidence of extension or departure.
 About one quarter of each year’s inflow stayed on lawfully. The most recent report from the ONS is: International Student Migration 
Research Update August 2017 



https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/articles/internationalstudentmigrati
onresearchupdate/august2017 .
Current knowledge therefore suggests that relatively few students remain illegally after the end of their studies.

David Coleman



Top 20 largest recruiters of international students 2014-15

Institution postgraduate students undergraduate students 
Total number of international 
students

University College London 7,200 6,345 13,545
The University of Manchester 5,650 6,565 12,215
The University of Edinburgh 4,530 5,550 10,080
Coventry University 3,715 5,385 9,100
The University of Sheffield 4,485 3,965 8,450
Kings College, London 4,205 4,140 8,345
The University of Birmingham 5,780 2,520 8,300
University of the Arts, London 2,015 6,130 8,145
Imperial College of Science, Technology and 
Medicine

4,235 3,730 7,965

The University of Warwick 3,695 3,730 7,425
The University of Oxford 5,190 2,155 7,345



Institution postgraduate students undergraduate students 
Total number of international 
students

The University of Glasgow 3,675 3,665 7,340
The University of Nottingham 3,075 4,170 7,245
The City University 4,205 3,000 7,205
London School of Economics and Political Science 4,995 2,055 7,050
Cardiff University 3,455 3,535 6,990
The University of Southampton 3,995 2,900 6,895
The University of Liverpool 2,040 4,825 6,865
University of Newcastle-Upon-Tyne 3,315 3,295 6,865
The University of Cambridge 3,960 2,400 6,360
   
source: UKCISA, from HESA,First Statistical Release 224

Top 20 largest recruiters of international students 2015-16

Institution postgraduate students undergraduate students 
Total number of international 
students

University College London 7,860 7,115 14,975
The University of Manchester 5,950 6,970 12,920
The University of Edinburgh 5,085 5,695 10,780
Coventry University 3,540 6,175 9,715
Kings College London 4,115 4,785 8,900
The University of Sheffield 4,595 3,930 8,525
Imperial College of Science, Technology and 
Medicine

4,550 3,970 8,520

University of the Arts, London 2,035 6,425 8,460
The University of Warwick 4,520 3,920 8,440
The University of Oxford 5,760 2,300 8,060
The University of Glasgow 3,845 3,790 7,635
The University of Birmingham 4,670 2,945 7,615
City, University of London 4,320 3,180 7,500
The University of Liverpool 2,075 5,235 7,310



Institution postgraduate students undergraduate students 
Total number of international 
students

University of Nottingham 3,170 4,070 7,240
The University of Southampton 4,050 3,175 7,225
Cardiff University 3,285 3,825 7,110
London School of Economics and Political 
Science

4,635 2,280 6,915

The University of Leeds 3,825 2,760 6,585
Newcastle University 3,145 3,415 6,560

https://www.ukcisa.org.uk/Research--Policy/Statistics/International-student-statistics-UK-higher-education



Merle Gering 
Chair 

Keep Our Green Belt Green Ltd 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
To North Warwickshire BC and 
The Local Plan Inspector 
 

Unmet Housing Need from Birmingham has been greatly exaggerated. - An Update with 
new data from HESA 

 
This is an update to my previous submission on Birmingham students, using newly 
available data from the Higher Education Statistics Authority (HESA) .   It refines and 
improves previous estimates, but comes largely to the same conclusion, that miscounting 
of international students greatly inflates the unmet housing need for Birmingham. 
 
New in this paper: 
 
 information on the destinations of students – 86% % of non EU international 
students at the 5 Birmingham universities have left the the West Midlands County within 6 
months of graduation.  Only 279 remain in Birmingham each year. 
  
 
Information on the destinations of students 
 
Every year, HESA carries out a survey on the destinations of HE students, 6 months after  
graduation (called the Destinations of Leavers Higher Education Survey – the DLHE).  In 
2015/16, 1480 non EU International students from the 5 Birmingham universities 
responded to the survey, giving it good sample size and small margins of sampling error.  
HESA supplied the following table (in yellow) :   
  

 



Destinations, 6 mo after graduation, non-EU International Graduates of 
 
Aston University 
Birmingham City University 
The University of Birmingham 
University College Birmingham 
Newman University 
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I assume that the location of students in employment in the DLHE indicates a likely 
intention to settle .  In contrast, where graduates have gone on to further study, I assume 
that this does not tell us where they plan to settle after graduation.  In Coventry, this is 
empirically true – FOI data from Warwick university showed that 4% of the applicants 
came from Coventry and 10 years after graduation, 4% of the graduates remained resident 
in Coventry. (see the appendix for the data)   There was no net increase.  In the absence 
of such data about Birmingham universities, it seems fair to make a similar assumption. 
 
Looking at the graduates in the survey who are in employment, only 14% remain in the 
West Midlands County1.  Extrapolating, this gives 14% * 5080  = 711 graduates 
remaining in the West Midlands County, from the cohort graduating in 2015/16.  Scaling 
this to Birmingham, 
 

                                            
1
Note:  HESA was not able to supply data relating to Birmingham only.  They could only supply data relating 

to residence in the area defined as West Midlands County 



population of Birmingham (Census2011)/population of West Midlands County = 
 
=1,073,045/2,736,460 
=39.2% 
 
Therefore, the expected number of students remaining in Birmingham = 
 
=0.392*711 
=279 non EU international graduates remain in Birmingham each year 
 
Comparison, The ONS approach to international students in Birmingham. 
 
According to the International Passenger Survey (the IPS), which ONS have used to 
measure student immigration and emigration, 90,000 students overstay their visas each 
year2.    Scaling this to Birmingham 
 
Nationally, the percentage of non EU International Graduates overstaying = 
= number of overstayers/total number of non EU qualifiers 
=  90,000/1529753 
 

percentage of students overstaying = 90000/152975 
=58.8% 
 

Therefore 
 

the number of non EU international Students, overstaying, in Birmingham = 
the number of non EU International students graduating in Birmingham* the national 
percentage overstaying 
 
= 5080 * 58.8% = 2987 overstaying foreign students who will be counted in to 
ONS2014 in Birmingham. 
 
[one might object that some of the 2987 are counted elsewhere, as internal 
migrants after graduation.  We know that this is largely impossible.  78.1% of the 
5080 foreign graduates  (14% remain in West Midlands+ 7.9% remain in the UK but 
not West Mids) have definitely left the country, - according the the DLHE,  so they 
cannot have triggered any event (ie GP registration) elsewhere in the UK which 
would have them register as an internal migrant.  At most 21.9% of them could still 
be somewhere in the UK – on that scenario, at the very most, internal migration 
could reduce the overstayers in the Birmingham figures from 2987 to 1874, which 
would still leave a very substantial overestimate in the Birmingham population 
projections 
= 20*1874 = 37490 overestimate of the population 
= 37490/2.36 = 15885 excess provision of homes. 
 

                                            
2
The Guardian   27 July 2017 Official estimates of international students in UK 'potentially misleading' 

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2017/jul/27/official-estimates-of-international-students-in-uk-
potentially-misleading 
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152975 is the number of non EU International Graduates, taken from the 14/15 HESA Statistical First 

Release . Table 10 - HE qualifications obtained by sex, level of qualification obtained, mode of study and 
domicile 2010/11 to 2014/15 



Comparison: 

Number of 
overstaying 
non EU 
international 
students in 
Birmingham, 
each year 

Source of Data Comment 

279 HESA DLHE This is based on a large sample (more than a 
thousand) .  Should be reliable.   

2987 International Passenger 
Survey – used to 
generate the international 
immigration and 
emigration in ONS2014 

Based on tiny sample sizes (less than a 
hundred).  Has been widely condemned as 
being “wholly inadequate” (by the House of 
Lords ), “potentially misleading” (by the Office 
of Statistics Regulation) etc. “unsuitable for use 
at local authority level because of inadequate 
sample sizes (by the UK Statistics Authority).  
We know, for Coventry, that sample sizes were 
of the order of 20, in and 20 out in recent 
years. Info from FOI query.  For Birmingham, 
by scaling, they will be of the order of 60 in and 
60 out.  It also appears that there are large 
errors of bias in the IPS, such that it fails to 
identify emigrating students. - this is revealed 
by the Home Office exit checks data, which 
showed that 2.6% students overstayed their 
visas, instead of 58.8% as estimated by the 
IPS (ie 90,000 overstays/year of 153, 000 
graduating) . 

   

 
Discussion: 
 
Statistically, the estimate based on the DLHE will be far more reliable because it is based 
on a much larger sample size, (1450)  and does not, so far as we know, contain non 
sampling bias errors.   The Exit Checks data, published 24 Aug 2017, disclosed that there 
is a huge bias in the IPS, such that it fails to identify emigrating students:  only 2.6% of 
them overstay, instead of the 58.8% identified by the IPS. 
 
If we accept the DLHE based estimate,  it follows that  the number of students overstaying 
is being hugely overestimated in ONS2014.   Instead of  2987 students remaining in 
Birmingham each year, the true number is 279 per  year.   
 
IPS/ONS2014 estimate = 2987 staying/year 
the DLHE estimate = 279/year 
 
Over 20 years, the IPS/ONS2014 has 20*2987 students overstaying = 59740 overstays 
 
in contrast, the DLHE estimate, has 20*279 = 5580 overstays. 
 
Therefore, the population over 20 years is overestimated by (59740 – 5580) = 54160 



 
In terms of housing requirement, 
 
54,160/2.36 = 22949 houses are NOT needed in the OAN deriving from ONS2014.   They 
are being provided for students who have left the city.   
 
 
      
Verification:   This methodology – scaling the national figures about overstaying foreign 
student to the local level – has been endorsed by Prof David Coleman, distinguished 
emeritus professor of demography at Oxford University.       His draft letter of endorsement 
is contained in the appendix.  He said  he was “highly impressed”   
“Your local analysis is as good as it can be, ….. I'd be happy to recommend your study.” 
 
Effect on the unmet housing need for Birmingham 
 

The Birmingham Development Plan (BDP, adopted January 
2017) quantified its shortfall as 37,900 (2011 –31). Given the overcounting of international 
students, the shortfall for Birmingham should be no more than 
 
37900- 22949 = 14951. 
 
In view of this substantial reduction, there is no need to provide 3790 homes for unmet 
Birmingham need in North Warwickshire. .   
 
For sustainability reasons, the requirement for Birmingham need should be removed 
entirely, rather than reduced pro rata.  Because North Warwickshire has very poor 
transport links with Birmingham, it is not a sustainable location for any of the 14951 homes 
of unmet Birmingham need.   Nor does North Warks  have the other infrastructure 
(schools, clinics, shopping, water and sewerage, sports facilities, roads, etc)  to 
accommodate a popultion increase of 8944 (=2.36*3790).  It would gravely strain the 
existing community.  For comparison, the net growth expected in North Warwicks of the 
period 2011-2031 is just 2888. [5% net growth].   The area does not have the infrastructure 
to absorb an increase of 19%   = (2888+8944)/62014    
    
 
 
It again analyses  the effect of non EU foreign students on the Birmingham population and 
housing projections. It applies my earlier analysis [of Coventry population growth] to 
Birmingham and concludes that miscounting of foreign students has significantly inflated 
the population projections for Birmingham.   
 
The previous conclusion remains unchanged:  there is no need for North Warwickshire to 
accept 3790 homes from Birmingham.   
 
 
 
 
Appendix: 
 
International migration forms a significant part of future growth in Birmingham.  If the 
forecasts for international migration are wrong, - as this paper asserts – then it can 
significantly distort future housing need. 



 
 



There are 4 Universities in Birmingham, with substantial numbers of non EU international 
students. 

Source: HESA Table 3 - HE student enrolments by HE provider, level of study, mode of 
study and domicile 2015/16 
 
 
In total, there were 9665 non EU international students at the Birmingham universities in 
2015/16.   
 
See the Table above, for New Hesa data- supplied this week -  it gives us 
 the total of qualifiers (graduates) in that year as 5080, and 
 tells us that 78% of graduates in work, 6 months after graduation, are outside 
of the UK. 
 
This data allows a more accurate re-calculation of the overcounting of foreign 
students in the Birmingham projections.   
 
 
 
 
While this note only examines a single year,  it provides powerful preliminary evidence, 
that a full independent reassessment of the Birmingham population numbers is now 
essential.   
 
While it may seem bold, to challenge the Office of National Statistics, and the SNPP, I cite 
the latest authoritative evidence – : 
 

“Many of the available measures [of migration] are wholly inadequate. ….. the 
International Passenger Survey …..cannot bear the burden placed upon it and 
cannot be relied upon to provide accurate estimates of net migration.” Student 
migration is a “significant challenge”      ‘Brexit and the Labour 
Market’, House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee 21 July 2017 

 
 

“The [ONS] former-student emigration estimate…. creates doubts about the 
patterns of student migration and generates a narrative that is potentially 



misleading”               ‘The Quality Of The Long-Term Student Migration Statistics’, 
27 July 2017, Office of Statistics Regulation 
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 30 January 2018 22:31

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP66965164

Title: Mr 

 

First name: Gordon 

 

Surname: Mclean 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your postcode or street/road  

 

Select addres  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SLP295



3

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 Positively 
Prepared,Not Justified,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.: Lack of thought as to the infrastructure for these sites. Detriment to the 
local community. 

 

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.: Until future infrastructure is made and facilities for future 
population is completed. No further builds should be carried out. 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Lynn Green

Sent: 30 January 2018 22:53

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Draft Submission Local Plan - objection to Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and 

Polesworth

Dear Sirs 
 
Objection to the Draft Submission Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and Polesworth 
 
I strongly object to the proposal to build over 2000 new houses in Dordon and Polesworth on the following 
basis: 
 

1. Loss of woodland and wildlife 
2. Increase in traffic and pollution 
3. Effect on village life 
4. Roads, schools, healthcare, community services not able to cope 
5. Serious consideration should be given to a new settlement elsewhere 

 
I was born and have lived in Dordon all of my life.  This is a village and we want to retain our village status 
and way of life. 
 
We have seen much change in recent years, commercial development with the Birch Coppice site that has 
took away our views of the fields on that side of the village.  We have the future impact of the HS2 and now 
you are looking to take away our fields, woodland and wildlife with the plans to build these new houses. 
Hearing the birds singing is such a beautiful thing and by destroying our fields and woodland you are taking 
this away from us.  These fields are where as a youngster I used to walk to Polesworth and where the local 
villagers currently walk their dogs, you are planning to take all of this away if the build goes ahead.     
 
I regularly run down Church Road and Dunns Lane to either Grendon or to Polesworth and really 
appreciate this time, taking in my surroundings, how peaceful and quiet it is and how lucky I am to live in a 
village where I can do this. This proposal will be affecting my leisure time and how I unwind from the 
stresses of work.  I find this time jogging down the country lanes very therapeutic plus I feel safe as there is 
little if any traffic, just the birds singing to keep me company.  However over these past months when I am 
running down the lanes all I can think of is how this plan will ruin this for me.  By building these new 
houses, there will be more cars on the road, making this hazardous plus more air pollution as more cars on 
the road.  This isn’t even looking at how roads cannot cope with any more traffic. 
 
Roads and the current traffic problem is such a massive issue in Dordon, mainly Long Street and the A5.  I 
live on Long Street so I see at first hand the issues.  This road is at a standstill on a daily occurrence with 
cars, buses and lorries.  Hearing your village name on the radio, you would think would be a good thing, 
however it is usually on the traffic news in a morning because there are problems on the A5 either between 
Long Street and the M42 junction or Long Street and Grendon, and you are looking to build more houses, 
where more cars will be on our roads, further adding to the already congestion and road issues we have. 
 
Our roads do not cope at present with the amount of traffic.  Even though you say there will be investment 
in more roads, where will these roads go and how will they take away the traffic from the A5 and Long 
Street when this will be the quickest way for the new owners of the houses to get to their homes? 
 
With the size of this build you are looking at developing our 2 villages of Dordon and Polesworth into a 
market town.  We do not want this, we want our villages to remain as they are - villages.  If I wanted to live 
in a town / market town, I would move but I don’t, I like living in a village. 
 
With the scale of this build, you should be seriously considering the development of a new settlement 
elsewhere because all of the investment that would be required to our current infrastructure to cope with 
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the new houses, you may have as well do all of this for a new settlement, away from this part of North 
Warwickshire. 
 
This proposal will completely destroy the village atmosphere and character.  We are a quiet village and you 
are looking to change the shape of our village life.  At present we have limited shopping, leisure, doctors 
and schools to cope with the current population.  For the build, you would need to build more of everything 
to cope with the increase in population – schools, health facilities, leisure, shops and community facilities, 
plus then to do this you are further impacting on the land we currently have.  The scale of the development 
is completely out of proportion to the size of our villages. 
 
I do hope there is the realisation that this is not a sound plan and that more serious consideration is given 
about building a new settlement elsewhere. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Lynn Green 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Lorraine Green 

Sent: 30 January 2018 23:02

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and Polesworth

Dear Sirs 
 
Objection to the Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and Polesworth 
  
I strongly object to the proposal to build over 2000 new houses in Dordon and Polesworth. 
  
Myself and my husband have lived in Dordon all of our married life, over 50 years.  This is where 
we brought our children up in a nice quiet village where the kids played in the woods and fields. 
  
We are privileged to live in a village surrounded by countryside, however these plans will take that 
away. 
  
Hearing the birds singing everyday and having the choice to be able to go for a walk down the 
country lanes where there is little if any traffic, is what makes living in a country village so great. 
  
I suffer from COPD and with the plan for these new houses, taking away our countryside and 
more traffic on the roads, this will give me even less quality of life with the increased pollution.   
  
These plans would be taking our beautiful countryside away, adding even more traffic to our 
roads, that cannot cope with the current amount of traffic. 
  
I live on Long Street and it is a daily occurrence that the street is at a standstill with traffic – buses, 
lorries and cars.   
  
The plans for the new houses will need massive investment in the roads, doctors (where is it 
already difficult to make an appointment unless you wait from 7am for the doctors to open), 
schools, shops and other facilities. 
  
Surely the cost for all of this, it would make more sense to consider a new settlement elsewhere? 
  
I do hope the plans are re-considered and you leave our villages of Dordon and Polesworth as is. 
  
Yours faithfully 
  
Lorraine Green 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Les Green

Sent: 30 January 2018 23:09

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and Polesworth

Dear Sirs 
  
Objection to the Local Plan for new houses in Dordon and Polesworth 
  
I strongly object to the proposal to build over 2000 new houses in Dordon and Polesworth. 
  
I have lived in Dordon all my life (74 years) so I have seen changes over the years however this 
proposal to build this amount of houses is absurd. 
  
Those who live on Long Street and who regularly travel down this street know the massive 
problem that is traffic congestion. 
  
Do you know how often we drive up Long Street and are not able to get the car in the drive due to 
traffic in front of the drive.  We need to turn round on Church Road to come back down the street 
to be able to access the drive and this is with the current traffic on the roads, I cannot imagine how 
bad it will get with the new build plans. 
  
Many a day the street is at a standstill with traffic.  You need to avoid even thinking about 
venturing on the A5 from Long Street unless it is after 9.30am due to the amount of traffic on the 
roads. 
  
This proposed development will add even more traffic and even though you say there will be plans 
for new roads, we do not know this plus how this would alleviate from the already massive 
problem. 
  
More cars will bring more pollution and my wife suffers from COPD so will impact on her quality of 
life. 
  
We like having the open countryside on our doorstop to be able to go for a leisurely walk through 
the fields or down the country lanes, with this development, you are impacting greatly on our lives. 
  
How lucky are we to have open countryside and woodland on our doorsteps.  The wildlife will be 
greatly affected by these plans. 
  
With the scale of this development how seriously has the Council looked into a new settlement 
elsewhere?  With the amount of investment needed, you should think about this away from North 
Warwickshire. 
  
There have got to be better proposals.  Our village needs to remain a village with the beautiful 
countryside left intact. 
  
Yours faithfully 
  
  
Leslie Green 
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 30 January 2018 23:35

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP66966255

Title: Mrs 

 

First name: Rita 

 

Surname: Poulson 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your postcode or street/road  

 

Select address:  
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fla:  

 

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 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 proposed development is too intensive. 

 

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.: The proposed development is far too intensive and does 
not provide recreational space or amenities for future inhabitants. The proposed density of development will 
impact on quality of life for all residents and increase social and mental health problems. North 
Warwickshire has been described as the "lungs" of the surrounding area. This intensive increase in housing 
will destroy its rural character and will create impossible congestion and too dense a population in an 
already busy area. No impact assessment has been done on the surrounding area and villages. The plan is 
not sustainable and an additional 20,000 people as along the A5 corridor will not be viable. Do we really 
need all the housing the government says we need? Coventry has apparently included the student population 
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in its calculations so are the facts accurate upon which the plan is based? We need to leave space for the 
already large population to use for recreation and grow food in this area, not increase the number of 
residents. We need a better quality of life in the future not quickly built, poorly designed developments 
which just make the developers rich and do not provide housing for the really needy who cannot afford to 
buy their own homes. 

 

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

 

If you wish to participate in the hearing sessions please indicate why you consider this to be necessary 
:  
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Horne, Andrew

From: readerpaul

Sent: 30 January 2018 23:42

To: planningpolicy

Cc: readerpaul@tiscali.co.uk

Subject: Local Plan Consultation

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.  
 
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 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.  
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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 will not be published until 2 
days after the deadline for this consultation. 
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, 
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Mr Paul Reader, 
 

 
 
 


