
Response to Draft Submission of North Warwickshire Local Plan 

From Shuttington & Alvecote Parish Council 

30 January 2018 

 

The Spatial Strategy sets out a major problem for our area. As 60% of North 
Warwickshire is within the Green Belt it puts even more pressure on our area of 
North Warwickshire which is not Green Belt. 

“The Local Plan’s approach is still to steer most development to the main towns and 
then in a cascade approach in other settlements with very little development towards 
the countryside.” (7.3). We support this approach, but there remain some glaring 
anomalies in our area. 

The Core Strategy did much more to protect Category 4 settlements like Shuttington 
and Alvecote so that settlement sites were normally no larger that 10 units. We have 
seen our site increased to 24 units. The only relevant comment being that services 
are limited. So there is no justification to more than double the housing allocation. 

We have a number of other concerns relating to additional housing in the village. We 
have concerns about the capacity of our sewage system. We already suffer with 
through traffic from surrounding areas. Public transport is woefully inadequate for 
anyone seeking to travel to work by bus. Roads to the south of village are frequently 
flooded in the winter. 

The provision of a meaningful gap seems to have taken flight. We find this whole 
section seems totally at odds with the spirit of the plan, the spirit of the Core Strategy 
which we have supported in the past and the supposed rural nature of this area. The 
temptation to just stick some more houses on to current development at the former 
golf course, which was itself a former open space seems just a licence to build 
anywhere. 

So the land to the west of Robey’s Lane is not considered to be part of the 
Meaningful Gap. It was part of that gap before Tamworth developed the golf course, 
so what has changed? The gradual erosion of the “Meaningful” bit of the gap. 

“Robey’s Lane itself is a small rural lane and it will be important that this is retained 
to ensure that the rurality of the gap is maintained.” Robey’s lane is rural because it 
runs between open fields leading to the ancient woodland and the Alvecote Priory, 
both important heritage sites. Instead we are to have a landscaped buffer to the west 
and a housing development to the east south of the ancient woodland. How is that 
still “rural”? Again this seems at odds with the aim to retain the rural nature of this 
Borough.  

We come back to the section in the Plan outlining the Meaningful Gap (7.29 – 7.32). 
The Core Strategy did not define the boundaries of the “Meaningful Gap” so we 
seem to have to accept that some of the “Meaningful Gap” has already been eroded. 
From now on “All new development within this gap should be small in scale and not 
intrude visually into the gap or physically reduce the size of the gap.” If there were 
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any new development, how could it not reduce the size of the gap, or indeed not 
intrude visually? The damage has already been done, the horse has already bolted. 
And what about Phase 1 development east of Robey’s Lane? Will that not reduce 
the size and will that not be visually intrusive? 

 

Some are already talking about the “meaningless” gap between Tamworth and 
Polesworth. 

We support the aims outlined on p18 that “The rural character of North Warwickshire 
will be retained and reinforced to ensure that when entering the Borough it is 
distinctive from the surrounding urban areas”. Where does this start as we head east 
along the B5000?  Also where will the supporting infrastructure be and who will 
provide it? WE have witnessed the effects of massive developments on our borders 
for the last 40 years without any supporting infrastructure and our attempts to get 
any supporting infrastructure were unsuccessful. We remain very sceptical for the 
future. 

The plan mentions the 17 sites at the Alvecote Travellers site (7.52). An additional 9 
residential places are needed. The plan does not mention where these additional 
places are going to be provided. We do not consider any further sites can be 
provided in Alvecote. The site already causes considerable problems.  

Lastly we are sceptical about the infrastructure to support all this extra building. Not 
just in North Warwickshire, but in Tamworth and even now in Lichfield. We see 
problems with infrastructure as a result of all these developments. Traffic problems, 
that will impinge on our parish. Pressure on shopping areas as well as doctors 
surgeries etc. We live close to the junction of 4 counties and feel that no one has an 
overall picture of the effect from all these areas. Staffordshire Highways have run 
their models to assess the impact of Arkall Farm on the roads into Tamworth. They 
make no mention of Shuttington or Alvecote. 

 

On behalf of Shuttington and Alvecote Parish Council 

Clerk: Mrs Anita Allsopp, 12 Bishop’s Cleeve, Austrey, Atherstone  Tel: 01827 
830086 

Chairman: Kurt Kovach, 19 Main Road, Shuttington, Tamworth, Sttafffs, B79 0DP. 
Tel 01827 898963  /  07931 724788 



  

Response to Meaningful Gap Assessment by Shuttington & Alvecote 
Parish Council 

5/03/2018 

 

I would like to add my views and those of the Parish Council to those I 
submitted to the local plan. While I support a great deal of the document 
and its comments on the need for a meaningful gap I wish to add weight 
to the importance of the area within our Parish and that immediately 
adjacent to our Parish. 

 

We should retain land adjacent to urban areas (2.1). Also, as indicated 
in paragraph 3.2, SP1 indicates the need for a minimum of 2000 homes 
and 14ha of employment land outside the Borough of Tamworth to 
satisfy its needs. While the golf course site may supply some of this, it is 
strange that your assessment shows the golf course land as an open 
space. We all know that this land is already being developed and an 
estate of houses has already been built. 

 

We also agree that a gap should be “contiguous, uninterrupted, an 
integrated whole” to be a Meaningful Gap (2.3). 

 

Despite these encouraging phrases in your document you write that 
areas 3 & 4 are listed as contributing least to the principle of a 
Meaningful Gap. This seems inconceivable to us. Areas 3 and 4 are 
both subject to plans for a massive development linked to the golf 
course development. This section of North Warwickshire would then be 
left with area 1 and area 2, which is mainly M42, HS2 and an open river 
flood plain. Where does that leave Alvecote Wood awarded the best 
small woodland in 2014, where indeed does that leave the village of 
Alvecote itself? You even include Area 7 in your list of least likely to 
contribute to the Meaningful Gap. With that the urban landscape would 
have marched right up to the M42. Do you really think that is 
acceptable? The only remaining area of rural North Warwickshire would 
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be the small village of Alvecote and an area of wetland around the river 
Anker and the Karting Centre. 

The Meaningful Gap would have become the meaningless gap. Driving 
along the B5000 everywhere would be built up until you crossed the M42 
then HS2 before plunging into Polesworth itself. Which bit of that is the 
rural bit? 

 

Also, if we look at Area 4, part of that is grade 2 farmland. Are we so well 
endowed with grade 2 land that we can afford to lose it so easily? Area 5 
has also the same grade of farmland and that is not even to be included. 

 

Your paragraph 9.4 does acknowledge that if development from the 
West begins to encroach towards Robey’s Lane then these areas’ 
importance will grow. Well what are you waiting for? The encroachment 
has already begun. Areas 3 and 4 are now vital to sustain a meaningful 
Gap.  

 

The rural character of the North Warwickshire Borough will be retained 
to ensure that when entering the Borough, it is distinctive from the 
surrounding urban areas (3.2). Why aren’t you more demonstrative 
about doing just that. The developers seem to think we will be happy 
with a Meaningful Gap consisting of a motorway, a high speed rail link 
and a High Pressure Gas Pipeline Buffer Zone. That is not good enough. 

 

We have numerous concerns about this level of building in such a small 
area. We do not believe the roads will cope. The road system is 
struggling at the moment! Not the A5/M42 junction, not the B5000. We 
are not convinced that Robey’s Lane will not take lots more traffic 
through Alvecote or indeed that Shuttington will not see lots more traffic 
vending its way from Tamworth and the new golf course development, 
never mind all those other potential sites that are springing up. In the 
Draft Local Plan you propose that all normal road access to the Robey’s 
Lane development will be through the Tamworth Amington Golf Course 
Development, which would mitigate some of the traffic problems for 
Alvecote and Shuttington. However, Tamworth Borough Council show 
no sign of making this provision for access to Robey’s Lane from the golf 



course site. We have not even considered the building of HS2 and its 
impact in this area.  

 

This is why we are so keen to retain all the Meaningful Gap as shown in 
your document. We think that is the minimum to try and retain some of 
the rural nature of this area and to provide a buffer between North 
Warwickshire and the urban areas of Tamworth. 

 

Lastly, I would welcome the opportunity to explain our views fully at an 
inquiry on the Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan. 

 

Kurt Kovach 

Chairman Shuttington & Alvecote Prish Council. 



Environment Agency 
Sentinel House 9 Wellington Crescent, Fradley Park, LICHFIELD, WS13 8RR. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

Cont/d.. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Planning Department 
PO Box 6 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1BG 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref:UT/2006/100274/CS-03/SB1-L01 

  
 
Date:  30th January 2018 
 
 

 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Local Plan (Draft Submission Version) 
 
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency the above Local Plan which is at draft 
submission stage.  
 
The Environment Agency  are the main body providing advice on improving resilience 
and adaptation to the effects of climate change, with particular regard on flood risk, 
water resources, water quality and aquatic biodiversity. 
 
We strive to make a positive contribution through our Statutory Consultee role and are 
happy to provide comments at this stage of the plan making process 
 
We are mindful that the Local Plan is at draft submissions stage and our scope for 
comments are limited however we have some concerns about the wording of some of 
your proposed policies in particularly from a Flood Risk and Biodiversity perspective. 
Therefore we have recommended amendments to some policies and text that will 
improve the policy and better alignment with national planning policy. 
 
We support the vision of the North Warwickshire Local Plan, which includes strategic 
objectives relating to reducing flood risk and protecting environmental assets. 
 
Flood risk 
 
Other than policy LP35 – Water Management - there is very little reference to flood risk 
or policies relating to climate change. The Local Plan needs to acknowledge that flood 
risk is present within the Local Plan area to ensure that future development is located 
outside areas at risk of flooding and can provide mitigation to reduce risk elsewhere. 
  
There is no mention or reference to the new climate change allowances published on 
19th February 2016 (Flood Risk Assessments: Climate Change Allowances) within 
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Policy LP35 or at all throughout the Local Plan. 
  
We recommend that a policy is included which identifies the need to consider the 
impacts of climate change on flood risk issues. Flood risk and its impacts should be 
considered for the lifetime of new/proposed development (considering the need to 
mitigate for increased future flood risk associated with predicted climate changes). 
 
On page 25 – Policy LP1 – Sustainable Development under ‘Quality of 
Development/Place’ there should be an additional bullet point to ensure future 
development is not at flood risk nor does it increase flood risk elsewhere and where 
possible, reduce flood risk.  
 
Within the Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Show People section on page 39. It should 
be noted that these pitches will be required to be located outside of Flood Zone 3 and 
ideally within Flood Zone 1 as caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for 
permanent residential use are classified as highly vulnerable according to Table 2: 
Flood risk vulnerability table of the NPPF Practice Guidance and therefore incompatible 
with Flood Zone 3 according to Table 3: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone 
compatibility of the same guidance. 
  
Bullet point 3 of Policy LP10 – Gypsy & Travellers sites - states that sites should avoid 
areas with a high risk of flooding but we consider that this bullet point should be 
expanded to ensure sites are located outside of Flood Zone 3 and ideally within Flood 
Zone 1. 
  
With regards to Policy LP16 – Natural Environment – there is no mention within this 
policy to protecting and enhancing the watercourses and floodplain within the Local 
Plan area. For development within the floodplain or adjacent to a watercourse, 
consideration must be given for improvement of the watercourse corridor and floodplain. 
Additional comments regarding policy LP16 from a biodiversity perspective can be 
found later in this response. 
  
On page 74, para 13.8 – Development should be restricted within areas at risk of 
flooding and works to reduce the flood risk should be sought after by future 
developments. In addition, the river corridors and floodplains within the Local Plan area 
should be restored. 
   
We consider the wording of para 13.11 needs amending as its states that ‘developers 
will be required to conduct a level 2 flood risk assessment as a level 1 strategic flood 
risk assessment was carried out in 2009’. We would recommend that the SFRA is 
updated as part of this Local Plan process as it is 9 years old. Flood models may have 
changed or been have been updated and these will need to be taken into account. In 
addition, if any sites are allocation within Flood Zone 2 or 3, then a Level 2 SFRA will be 
required to more accurately define the flood risk is the Local Plan area, and to ensure 
new development will be safe and will not increase flood risk elsewhere. Development 
will in addition to the SFRA, be required to produce a site-specific Flood Risk 
Assessment for any development within Flood Zones 2 or 3 or where the site area is 
over 1 hectare in Flood Zone 1. 
  
Within Policy LP31 – Development Considerations – We consider that additional points 
should be included, such as; 
 
“Development should be located within an area at low risk of flooding and all new 
development must be safe and not increase flood risk elsewhere, taking into account 
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the impacts of climate change” 
 
And  
 
“Development should be set back at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood 
defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from Ordinary watercourses for maintenance access.  
This includes existing culverted watercourses”.   
 
Whist we welcome references to the Water Framework Directive on Page 79 under 
Water management. We consider the last sentence in para 13.23 should be reworded 
to ‘for sites over one hectare the surface water run-off rates should be no greater than 
run-off rates prior to the development taking place (Greenfield run-off rates) or, if the 
site is previously developed, development actively reduces run off rates and volumes’.   

 
We consider that para 13.25 and13.26 require attention. The Sequential Test should be 
applied to the allocation of sites, with all development steered to Flood Zone 1 in the 
first instance. Any development located within Flood Zone 2 and 3 must produce a 
Flood Risk Assessment to demonstrate that the development will be safe and will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere. The FRA should take into account all sources of flood risk 
and also take into account climate change. In addition ‘The floodplain maps‘ should be 
referred to as the Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea) and is available on the 
gov.uk website.   
 
Para 13.26 requires re-wording. Effective flood risk management is based on minimising 
the risk of flooding by avoiding development in high risk areas, restricting discharge to 
rivers to greenfield runoff rates, and ensuring that new development is designed so as 
to minimise surface water flooding risks. This includes ensuring development is set back 
at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from 
Ordinary watercourses for maintenance access, including existing culverted 
watercourses. Sustainable drainage systems (SuDs) are an important feature in 
ensuring flood risk is effectively managed and all developments are expected to include 
the use of SuDs unless demonstrated to be inappropriate to do so. Developers must 
ensure that adequate space is made for the above ground storage of surface water 
within the design layout of all new developments to support the full use of SuDS and 
must demonstrate that improvements to water quality will be maximised through 
consideration of a range of techniques. All SuDS must protect and enhance water 
quality by reducing the risk of diffuse pollution by means of treating at source and 
including multiple treatment trains where feasible.  For residential developments a two 
stage SuDS treatment train must be provided and for commercial developments a three 
stage treatment train must be provided.   All SuDS schemes should be designed in 
accordance with the relevant national standards and there must be long term operation 
and maintenance arrangements in place for the lifetime of the development.  
 
In addition this paragraph states that ‘advice on SUDs can be sought from the 
Environment Agency’ however this sentence needs to be re-worded as the Lead Local 
Flood Authority are statutory consultee for surface water drainage proposals on all 
developments over 1 hectare and the Environment Agency will not be consulted on 
surface water drainage proposals.   
 
It will also be relevant to include a further point to ensure safeguarding land for flood risk 
management schemes and gaining developer contributions towards capital costs of 
schemes or maintenance costs of existing defences.   
 
With regards to Policy LP35, we would like to suggest that the title of the Policy is 
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changed to “Water and Flood Risk Management”. We recommend that there could be 
two policies, one to deal with Flood Risk Management and one to deal with sustainable 
drainage systems. We would be happy to work with you and the Lead Local Flood 
Authority to re-word this policy.  
 
Also there is no mention of the Sequential Test within this policy. We recommend that 
the following requirements are incorporated in to your flood risk management policy;  
 All development should create space for water by restoring functional floodplains 

(Flood Zone 3b) and contributing towards Blue and Green Infrastructure. 
 Development should be set back at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood 

defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from Ordinary watercourses for maintenance 
access, including existing culverted watercourses. 

 Single storey buildings, basements and buildings on stilts are not acceptable in 
Flood Zone 3. 

 Finished floor levels must be set a minimum of 600mm above the 1% AEP (1 in 100 
year) plus climate change flood level and 300mm above average surrounding 
ground level. 

 For sites in Flood Zone 3a, development should not impede flow routes, reduce 
floodplain storage or consume flood storage.. If the development does result in a 
loss of storage, compensatory floodplain storage should be provided on a ‘level for 
level’ and ‘volume for volume’ basis.  This requirement is applicable to the re-
development of brownfield sites. 

 Mitigation measures should be provided up to the 1 in 100 year (1% AEP) plus 
climate change fluvial flood event including the requirement for safe access and 
egress. 

  
Flood Risk Management Schemes 
 
Within the Local Plan, land should also be safeguarded for flood risk management 
schemes to reduce flood risk to existing communities. Warwickshire County Council 
have a number of schemes within the North Warwickshire area, including Fillongley and 
Polesworth. We would strongly advice contacting them to discuss further. 
  
Allocated sites 
 
The majority of site allocations fall within Flood Zone 1, however the following site 
allocations below fall within Flood Zone 2 or 3 or a watercourse is present on site. 
  
The Sequential Test should be applied to the allocation of sites, with all development 
steered to Flood Zone 1 in the first instance.  A level 2 SFRA is required where 
development is proposed in Flood Zones 2 or 3.   The SFRA should take into account 
the latest climate change allowances and should inform the application of the 
Sequential Test.  It’s important to note that areas in Flood Zone 1 could be located in 
Flood Zone 2 or 3 under the climate change scenario. 
  
For these sites within Flood Zone 2 and/or 3, points should be included within the 
relevant policies to ensure all development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and will 
not increase flood risk. Any development proposals would need to demonstrate that the 
floodplain is maintained and where opportunities arise restored in order to maximise 
flood storage.  It must be demonstrated that there is safe access and egress available. 
In addition, we recommend that every opportunity to maximise natural storage of flood 
water should be taken on site and that this should contribute to the provision of green 
and blue infrastructure. 
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 H1 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (River Anker) 
 H2 – Flood Zone 2 and potentially 3 (on the edge) (River Anker) 
 H3 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Innage Brook) 
 E1 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Innage Brook) and watercourse through the site 
 H14 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Langley Brook) 
 H15 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 H17 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 RH1 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 RH2 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 H22 – Flood Zone 1 but adjacent to watercourse 

  
We recommend that Warwickshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority 
are consulted on this Plan. The LLFA are responsible for managing flood risk from local 
sources including ordinary watercourses, groundwater and surface water. 
  
 
Biodiversity 
 
Please find below comments from a biodiversity perceptive. 
 
Policy LP14 – Landscape - fails to mention features other than trees and hedgerows.  
We would suggest adding waterbodies such as ponds and rivers are also important 
features and development should make space for water by providing sufficient stand off 
from such features to retain their landscape value and ecological function. 
  
Policy LP 16 Nature Environment states "Green Infrastructure includes parks, open 
spaces, playing fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens". We consider 
rewording this section to "Green Infrastructure includes parks, open spaces, playing 
fields, natural/semi-natural habitats, allotments and private gardens, because 
grasslands, wetlands and heathlands are just as valuable green infrastructure as 
woodlands. 
 
In chapter 13 Development Considerations, para 13.11 states "The Council seeks to 
reduce this risk by minimising surface water run-off to these rivers through the 
appropriate location of new development and requiring Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) and other appropriate attenuation measures."   
 
We would suggest that there should also be a mention of other potential other 
measures such as Natural Flood Management,  for example  NFM can highlight 
opportunities to attenuate water upstream via the restoration of habitats such as 
peatlands which also have an added benefit of sinking carbon thereby also contributing 
to a climate change strategy. 
 
Also in para 13.9 also states "ponds and ditches form an important natural drainage 
function that should, where possible, be protected and enhanced" We would highlight 
that this is misleading because drains are not natural features and would suggest 
amending this to "ponds and other wetlands form an important natural storage function 
that should, where possible, be protected and enhanced.  Drains provide an important 
land drainage function and need to be managed appropriately according to the surface 
water management requirements of the local area" 
  
Under DM 7 Water Management para 13.26 states that "Effective flood protection 
requires proper maintenance of watercourses and the control of water discharge 
through drainage systems" We are concerned that this encourages the perception that 
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rivers need to be artificially modified via ecologically damaging activities such as 
dredging or removal of woody debris in order to convey water effectively.  We would 
therefore suggest changing the statement to "Effective surface water management 
requires proper maintenance of watercourse infrastructure such as bridges, sluice gates 
and trash screens and the control of surface water discharge through drainage systems" 
 
Again in para 13.26 there is also the repetition of the following statement "Ponds and 
ditches form an important natural drainage function that should where possible be 
protected and enhanced" as found in 13.9.  We would again recommend either 
changing to "Ponds and wetlands form an important natural water storage function that 
should where possible be protected and enhanced"   
 
We would like to suggest this section could be further expanded to give a better 
overview of the range of water management issues and opportunities, Our suggested 
text would be; 
 
‘Flood alleviation requires an holistic approach to water management.  Rivers and 
streams need to be allowed to function via natural geomorphological processes such as 
meandering and connecting with the floodplain in order to increase/maintain capacity 
and store flood water in appropriate locations.  Artificial surface water infrastructure 
such as drains, SUDs, flood walls, flood storage areas etc. need to be designed well 
and properly maintained.  While the ecosystem services that can help manage water 
such as rivers, healthy soils, vegetation cover and wetlands need to be protected to 
allow ground water storage, prevent rapid surface water runoff and soil erosion'.  
 
Also in para13.26 it states "A particular issue has been identified by the Environment 
Agency in the Atherstone and Mancetter area." but there is no further elaboration?. 
  
We would like to see a rewording of the first paragraph on policy LP 35 Water 
Management. It currently states "In line with the objectives of the Water Framework 
Directive, development proposals must not affect the ecological status of a waterbody 
and where appropriate, incorporate measures to improve its ecological value." 
 
We would suggest the following; 
‘’In line with the objectives of the Water Framework Directive, development proposals 
must not detrimentally affect the ecological status of a waterbody and where 
appropriate, incorporate measures to improve its ecological value’’. 
 
Groundwater 
 
Please find below general comments from our Groundwater and Contaminated team. 
 
The area covered by the Local Plan is predominantly located on Mudstone which is 
designated a ‘Secondary (B) Aquifer’ by the Environment Agency.  Areas around 
Polesworth are indicated to be located on the Principle Aquifer of the Bromsgrove 
Sandstone Formation. These bedrock strata are covered by various superficial deposits 
of Alluvium (clay, silt, sand and gravel layers), designated a Secondary A Aquifer; and 
layers of Bosworth Clay, designated a Secondary Undifferentiated Aquifer. 
 
Principle Aquifers provide significant quantities of water for people and may also sustain 
rivers, lakes and wetlands. Secondary A Aquifers are capable of supporting water 
supplies at a local rather than strategic scale, and in some cases forming an important 
source of base flow to rivers.  Secondary B Aquifers may store and yield limited 
amounts of groundwater due to localised features such as fissures, thin permeable 
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horizons.  Unproductive strata are generally unable to provide usable water supplies 
and are unlikely to have surface water and wetland ecosystems dependent upon them. 
 
Our records indicate that several historic landfills are located around the Dordon area. It 
should be noted that Local Authorities hold the most detailed records of historic landfills 
and consequently the relevant department of North Warwickshire District Council should 
be contacted to ascertain if there is any additional information available. If development 
is to be carried out in areas where historic landfills are present, consideration should be 
given to any residual risk to ‘Controlled Waters’ receptors and the need for any remedial 
actions. 
 
In planning any development in the local plan area, reference should be made to our 
‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice’ (GP3) document.  This sets out our 
position on a wide range of activities and developments, including: 
  
 Storage of pollutants and hazardous substances 
 Solid waste management 
 Discharge of liquid effluents into the ground (including site drainage) 
 Management of groundwater resources 
 Land contamination 
 Ground source heat pumps 
 Cemetery developments   

 
Government Policy, as detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 
120), states that ‘where a site is affected by contamination or land stability issues, 
responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or 
landowner’.  Consequently should a development site currently or formerly have been 
subject to land-use(s) which have the potential to have caused contamination of the 
underlying soils and groundwater then any Planning Application must be supported by a 
Preliminary Risk Assessment.  This should demonstrate that the risks posed to 
‘Controlled Waters’ by any contamination are understood by the applicant and can be 
safely managed. 
  
We trust that our comments are useful to you in taking forward the Local Plan and 
please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss any aspect of our 
representation 
  
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Kazi Hussain 
Planning Specialist 
 
Direct dial 020 3025 3030  
Direct e-mail swwmplanning@Environment-Agency.gov.uk 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: KNG Developments LLP 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

 

Address:  
C/O Framptons 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Peter Bateman 

Company Framptons 
 

Address  
Framptons, Oriel House, 42 North Bar 
Banbury, Oxon, OX16 0TH 
 

 

Telephone 01295 672310 
 

Email Peter.bateman@framptons-planning.com 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
 

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP4 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified  

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
Whilst KNG Developments LLP supports the principle of safeguarding land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 
as advocated by policy LP4 the review mechanism is not supported. This is because it advocates a full 
review of the Local Plan to release the land. As identified in the accompanying representations a more 
flexible partial review is recommended to respond to changes in circumstance without the delay of fully 
reviewing the plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

              
 
 
Please refer to accompanying representations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes x No 
 

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

              
Whilst KNG Developments supports the principle of Policy LP4 they do not support the wording of 
the policy and feel they could contribute to the discussion on the justification for a partial review as 
well as exception circumstances justifying the release of land from the Green Belt. 

 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 

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

Signature Peter Bateman Date 31/01/2018 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Framptons Town Planning act for KNG Developments LLP who own the land edged red as 

shown on the plan at APPENDIX 1. These representations provide comment on the North 

Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) Draft Local Plan (Draft Submission Version). 

 

1.2 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan will merge the various existing NWBC Development 

Plans (adopted and draft) into a single Local Development Plan document that will combine 

the adopted Core Strategy, the Draft Site Allocations Plan and the Draft Development 

Management Plan together to form a single Development Plan for the Borough. 

 

1.3 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan sets out the planning policies and site allocations that 

will be developed in the Borough in the coming years. It is aiming to provide over 6,800 homes 

and an additional 40 hectares of employment land. These will primarily be located in 

Polesworth, Dordon and Atherstone along the A5 corridor with other growth at Ansley 

Common and Hartshill. There are other allocations in other settlements (including of interest 

to KNG Developments LLP land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury), which is identified as land to be 

released from the Green Belt and safeguarded. 

 

1.4 KNG Developments LLP have participated in previous North Warwickshire Borough Council 

(NWBC) consultations including the NWBC Core Strategy; the NWBC Site Allocation Preferred 

Options Consultation and the NWBC SHLAA Call for Sites with a view to promoting land to the 

west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury as a site suitable for a residential development. As a 

summary of the chronology of KNG’s participation the following lists their involvement: 

• February 2013 Site Allocations Consultation; 

• May 2013 Preferred Options Consultation; 
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• July 2013 NWBC SHLAA Consultation; 

• January 2014 Core Strategy EiP (Hearing Statement and Participation); 

• October 2015 Call for Sites for Part II Plan; and 

• 31st March 2017 – Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.5 The historical submissions summarised above by KNG Developments LLP advocated the 

release of land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury from the Green Belt as the site will deliver 

sustainable patterns of development. It is not intended for these submissions to repeat 

previous points or append previously submitted promotional material where nothing has 

changed for the sake of brevity, however these documents will be updated and submitted as 

supporting evidence to accompany future EiP hearing statements so that the site promotion is 

accompanied by robust evidence. 
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2.0 THE SITE AND KINGSBURY CONTEXT 

 

2.1 The Settlement of Kingsbury is located approximately 8.5km east of Sutton Coldfield and 7km 

south of Tamworth along the A51 (Tamworth Road), in the North Warwickshire Borough in 

Warwickshire. It has a population of around 4,000 making it a relatively large settlement in the 

North Warwickshire context. APPENDIX 2 shows the settlement of Kingsbury in its sub regional 

context. 

 

2.2 The settlement lies within close commuting distance of Birmingham, approximately 16.5 km 

to the southwest. Local mainline railway stations are available at Tamworth; Birmingham 

International and Coleshill all of which are realistic options for residents to access the railway 

network. The driving times from Kingsbury for a 15 minute and 30 minute drive are shown at 

APPENDIX 3. 

 

2.3 The village has grown up along the A51 and Tamworth Road, which represents the main route 

through the village and which links the village with the wider road network. The village itself 

lies adjacent to and above the River Tame, which runs north west, parallel to the village, and 

within a wide river valley which includes a number of man-made and natural lakes and 

waterbodies. The M42 corridor bounds the village to the north, travelling north east, south 

west. The eastern edge of the village is constrained by the Birmingham to Lichfield railway line. 

 

2.4 The village lies adjacent to Kingsbury Water Park, which is situated to the east next to 

Bodymoor Heath, and is a series of 15 lakes in 243 hectares of land. The water park sits on the 

valley floor with the village of Kingsbury gently rising up from the eastern banks of the River 

Tame. Local landscape includes leisure uses such as fishing, sailing and camping in the water 
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park, as well as woodland and arable farmland, navigated by a network of pedestrian 

footpaths. 

 

2.5 The KNG Developments LLP site is situated immediately adjacent to the existing built up edge 

of the village partly alongside to Tamworth Road and River Tame and is bordered to the north 

by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. 

 

2.6 The site measures approximately 14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly arable 

agricultural land bordered by hedgerows and tree planting. To the north west corner a 

proportion of scrub vegetation occupies low lying land within the floodplain. To the south west 

of the site a high level parcel of grassland field margin sits between neighbouring residential 

development and the vegetated river bank which falls steeply to the river Tame.  

 

2.7 The site is bisected by a low lying ditch to form an eastern and western portion. A line of pylons 

cross the site running east west, two pylons fall within the site boundary. 

 

2.8 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 

watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and, along with the woodland edge and 

the M42 corridor, forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lies adjacent to the northeastern boundary but is 

partially visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. 

Beyond the access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with 

the watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 
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2.9 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

2.10 The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. 

 

2.11 To the south of this development lies Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public 

Right of Way runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres 

of the site’s southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the 

wider village of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

2.12 The site is bounded to the west by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the 

River Tame, forming a defensible boundary to the site, beyond which lies Kingsbury Water Park 

which extends to Bodymoor Heath road, some 1.2km to the west and south. 

 

2.13 In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 (HS2) northern leg route was revealed. The line will run 

through the northern part of the site, parallel to the M42 corridor. The preferred route for HS2 

Phase 2 was then published on the 30th November 2015 and is a material consideration of 

substance in the context of plan-making. 

 

2.14 The site is located approximately 700m away from the village centre, making walking and 

cycling sustainable options. Both the site and the wider village are well served by local bus 
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connections, with the nearest bus stop 150m from the eastern boundary of the site on 

Tamworth Road. APPENDIX 4 contains a summary of the regular bus services and travel times 

to neighbouring higher order settlements. Also included as part of Appendix 4 are the existing 

bus services/timetables serving Kingsbury which demonstrates the settlement is well placed 

to provide access to public transport as alternatives to private motor vehicle. 

 

2.15 Kingsbury village centre has a number of village shops and two pubs and includes a post office 

and a doctor’s surgery as summarised at APPENDIX 5. The nearest primary school is 

approximately 400m from the site and the nearest secondary school, which includes a public 

swimming pool, is approximately 500m from the site. The nearest hospitals is approximately 7 

km away in Tamworth and 9km away in Sutton Coldfield. 

 

2.16 The closest employment facilities to the site are those which are provided for by the number 

of shops and services located in the centre of Kingsbury. Further to this, employment 

opportunities exist at the Kingsbury oil storage facility (Kingsbury Terminal) to the east of the 

village and to the north east at TNT Express and Planters Garden Centre. Other employment 

opportunities exist in the locality, such as Coleshill Industrial Estate, Birch Coppice and Hams 

Hall, as well as a multitude of opportunities at nearby Birmingham and Tamworth. 

 

2.17 Small pockets of public open space and formal rights of way are available for use throughout 

the village and its surrounding area which are well used by residents and dog walkers. The 

Illustrative Master Plan (Produced by LDA) at APPENDIX 6 shows how the site being promoted 

by KNG Developments LLP could be developed to connect with these networks of green space. 

The end development would increase public access to the green infrastructure network and 

provide high quality access to the riverside walk along the River Tame which links to the centre 

of the village in an attractive and user friendly way. 
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2.18 The vision document at APPENDIX 7 (again, produced by LDA) outlines how the site could be 

developed and provides an overview of how the development would address constraints and 

deliver a high quality, attractive and sustainable housing development which would sit 

comfortably in this location as an enhancement of Kingsbury. 

 

2.19 In a technical delivery sense there are no constraints that would prevent development coming 

forward. Previous submissions to the North Warwickshire Local Plan and other formal 

consultations processes have been accompanied by a number of technical evidence 

documentation that the site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is technically deliverable from a 

highways; drainage; ground conditions; ecological; heritage; air quality; noise; and landscape 

perspectives: 

• Transportation Technical Note (WSP); 

• Flood Risk Assessment (RSK); 

• Noise Report (Innovate Acoustics); 

• Air Quality Report (RSK); 

• Affordable Housing Note (Bridgehouse Property Consultants); 

• Ground Investigation (RSK); 

• Ecological Assessments (BSG); 

• Site Appraisal (Bradley Design Associates); and 

• Statement of Community Involvement (Framptons). 

 

2.20 It is not intended to resubmit these documents for this consultation (although a new master 

plans and promotional document are appended) as nothing has altered on site in the 

intervening time. However, for the future consultation on the Submission Draft Local Plan 

updated technical work will accompany KNG’s submissions. 
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3.0 NORTH WARWICKSHIRE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

 

3.1 Having decided to review and merge its three plans NWBC commenced the process in 2015 

of instructing the formation of evidence base documents. The following are at the time of 

writing these representations available: 

 Green Belt Review Part 1 (June 2015) (Warwickshire wide) 

 Green Belt Review Part 2 (April 2016) (Stratford on Avon District and North 

Warwickshire Borough administrative areas only) 

 Draft Local Plan (July 2016)  

 Committee Report to LDF Committee (August 2016)  

 Minutes of the August LDC Committee (September 2016)  

 MOU with Birmingham City Council (September 2016)  

 NWBC SHLAA (October 2016)  

 Sustainability Appraisal (February 2017)  

 Draft Submission Version (7th November 2017 to 31st January 2018) 

 

3.2 This section of the representations will offer comment the Draft Submission Version Local 

Plan) in relation to the land promoted by KNG developments LLP.  

 

Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

 

3.3 There is a clear need to deliver sustainable development to provide housing (market, 

affordable and extra care) to meet the local needs of the Borough. There is also a recognised 

need to meet the significant unmet cross border housing needs in relation to Tamworth (the 

adopted Core Strategy contains a commitment to 500 dwellings which is carried over). There 

is also need to meet the needs of the geographically nearby Birmingham/West Midlands 
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Conurbation for which a recent Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the 

authorities has been committed to.  

 

3.4 The combination of Borough need; Tamworth need and Birmingham need equates to an 

unprecedented pressure for the Borough.  When these high levels of need are considered 

alongside the desirable nature of increased population to help sustain services and facilities 

and secure investment in infrastructure a picture of the planning situation in this context 

begins to emerge. 

 

3.5 The multitude of factors and affecting the Borough and the predicted pressure for additional 

growth is acknowledged by the introductory text in the Draft Local Plan which states:  

 

“The Borough lies between Birmingham, Solihull, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton and Hinckley, 

all of which are growing areas.  Growth is expected to take place in the Borough in the plan 

period to assist with the need to provide housing for the Coventry & Warwickshire and the 

Greater Birmingham areas.  In addition, the Borough Council will continue its commitment to 

deliver 500 dwellings for Tamworth from the previous Core Strategy.  There is an additional 

requirement in the Tamworth adopted Local Plan for a further 825 dwellings and 14 hectares 

of employment to be provided in North Warwickshire and Lichfield.  The Borough therefore has 

pressure for growth from all around.  This is not only in terms of land being sought in this 

Borough but in terms of the environmental implications of such growth” (Emphasis Added) 

 

3.6 It is within this context of unprecedented growth that the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

is being presented and which land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is being promoted as suitable 

for a residential development site.  
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Policy LP4 

 

3.7 There is one policy in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 2017/2018 which is of direct 

relevance to the land being prompted by KNG Developments LLP at Tamworth Road Kingsbury. 

This is Policy LP4 (page 29) which is a policy seeking to identify two areas of land to be 

safeguarded to come forward in the event that additional housing sites are needed.  

 

3.8 Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the two sites that are presently in the Green Belt, 

but which are identified by draft Policy LP4 to be removed from the Green Belt and designated 

as ‘Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development’ as outlined at Page 29 of the Draft 

Plan.  

 

3.9 KNG Developments LLP are supportive of this emerging policy status although seek via these 

representations to make a number of comments about the precise wording of the policy 

needing refinement to be sound by reason of giving greater clarity. 

 

3.10 KNG Developments LLP acknowledges that the Council requires a positive long term strategy 

to accommodate growth, which was seen as essential in a Borough that has two thirds (60%) 

Green Belt coverage yet still has to enable sufficient flexibility to respond to changing 

circumstances and deliver commitments made through recent Memorandum of 

Understandings (MoU) with its neighbouring authorities. 
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3.11 For ease of reference Policy LP4 states: 

 

LP4 Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development 

 

Land at Hawkeswell Lane, Coleshill, and land to the west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, as identified 

on the Proposals Map, will be removed from the Green Belt and safeguarded for potential future 

development needs.  

 

The identified areas will be protected from development other than that which is necessary in relation 

to the operation of existing uses, change of use to alternative open land uses or temporary uses.  All 

proposals must not prejudice the possibility of long term development on the safeguarded land site. 

 

The status of safeguarded land sites will only change through a review of the local plan. 

 

3.12 KNG Developments as stated previously it’s supportive of the draft safeguarded status, but 

feels the final paragraph of the policy fails to take the opportunity to plan positively. This is 

because the policy requirement can only release the land through a full review of the plan. This 

is a costly, resource and time intensive process which will defy the objectives of safeguarded 

land as it will prevent the two sites presently identified for safeguarding from coming forward 

quickly to respond to changes in circumstances.  

 

3.13 It is submitted that the policy could be made increasingly sound by making the review 

mechanism more flexible. Specifically, it is recommended that the policy advocate partial 

review in certain circumstances to enable the safeguarded land to be released and respond to 

changes in circumstances. These could be a five-year land supply shortfall; cross border 

housing need from Coventry; cross border housing need from Tamworth; or cross border 
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housing need from the Birmingham conurbation all of which are possible scenarios for this 

context that would justify a fast partial review of the plan to respond to the housing need. The 

needs if they are proven will in all probability require a rapid response and by leaving the 

wording as presently drafted the land can only be reviewed via a full review of the Local Plan 

which will not be flexible or rapid. 
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4.0 GREEN BELT CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 The main constraint applicable to land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is the Green Belt policy 

designation. Paragraph 79 of the Framework reaffirms the Government’s continued support 

for Green Belt as a strategic planning policy tool where preventing development in conflict 

with the five purposes of the Green Belt (para 80) is justified. Such a position has been recently 

reiterated and reaffirmed by the Government’s Housing and Planning White Paper ‘Fixing our 

Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017).  

4.2 Paragraph 79 of the Framework states the essential characteristic of Green Belts are their 

openness and permanence. Permanence is not defined in terms of time duration, but is 

intended to be longer than usual Development Plan period of 15 years defined by paragraph 

157 of the Framework. Green Belt is not intended to exist unaltered in perpetuity. This is why 

Paragraphs 83 to 86 of the Framework relate to review and alteration mechanisms and the 

need to test the necessity of the designation against exceptional circumstances as specifically 

outlined in Para 83. 

 

4.3 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 

4.4 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

 

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 
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4.5 Paragraph 86 states that: -  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

- where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period; and 

- define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

4.6 It is submitted that the followings apply to any release at Tamworth Road be it Allocation or 

Safeguarding. The release of land from the Green Belt would not lead to the unrestricted 

sprawl of a large built up area. (Kingsbury is not a large built up area for the purposes of the 

West Midlands Green Belt which contains the spread of the conurbation). The development 

will not adversely impact upon the setting and special character of Kingsbury as a historic town. 

The release of land at Tamworth Road will not undermine urban regeneration within 

Kingsbury.  Development at Tamworth Road would not cause neighbouring towns to merge 

into one another. In reality the release of Tamworth Road would not result in actuality, or in 

perception that Kingsbury had merged into Tamworth or any other settlement. There would 

remain a clear open tract of land beyond the extended urban edge of Kingsbury. 

 

4.7 The existing urban areas and settlements within the Borough alone do not have sufficient 

capacity to deliver the full extent of the Borough’s housing and other development needs 

(including commitments to neighbouring authorities) in a sufficiently flexible manner and 

therefore identifying safeguarded land is a realistic and clearly justifiable option. 
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4.8 This need for flexibility and aspiration for a long term strategy to meet unprecedented needs 

is implied in the 2016 SHLAA which concludes that:  

 

“Given that the maximum 15-year dwelling requirement for North Warwickshire is 8,374 

dwellings, this finding would suggest that the release of Green Belt land is not required in order 

for the Borough to meet its housing requirements up to 2031. However, our site categorisation 

does not take account of all the policy considerations that are relevant in selecting sites for 

allocation, which are likely to include the broad sustainability of the total development pattern, 

impact on biodiversity and landscape, and strategic transport and other infrastructure capacity 

issues. We have not undertaken any analysis to consider whether the theoretical supply from 

the sites we have assessed is in the right place to meet strategic policy objectives. If not then it 

could well be necessary to release some Green Belt land in order to achieve the targets in full.” 

(Executive Summary) 

 

4.9 The approach advocated by NWBC to safeguard the land at Kingsbury accords with the 

requirements of Section 9 of the Framework relating to Green Belt specifically para 86. It also 

accords with para 182 relating to the need for plans to be positively prepared and effective 

amongst other indicators of soundness and is supported directly by the recommendations of 

the 2016 SHLAA.  

 

4.10 In looking to redefine boundaries with safeguarded land using Paragraph 85 of the Framework, 

considerations for review of the green belt boundaries north of Kingsbury have been set out:  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

1) ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 
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2) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

3) where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period;  

4) make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposed the development; 

5) satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

6) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy 

 

4.11 National planning policy advises at paragraph 52 of the Framework that the supply of new 

homes can sometimes be best achieved through extensions to existing villages and towns, 

which Tamworth Road would achieve being a logical extension of the settlement. Furthermore, 

paragraph 55 states: - 

 

“to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will 

enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.” 
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4.12 The site has historically been considered logical for development by the Council. Indeed the 

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), published as long ago as February 2010, 

considered the site favourably for future development stating: - 

 

“…from the information available, part of the site could be considered suitable in principle for 

future housing potential, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 

transport, and because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to 

the creation of a sustainable, mixed community….The Green Belt status is an issue but sensitive 

design and limited scale of development could overcome any concerns” 

 

Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open 

 

4.13 According to the North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment (“LCA”) which is a 

broader assessment than the high level LUC Green Belt Review, the Site is heavily influenced 

by the M42 corridor. The LCA further identifies the Site as having relatively low landscape 

sensitivity. On page 189 of the LCA consideration is given to the potential for built development 

and states: - 

 

“Urban fringe, intensively farmed or unmanaged land, crossed by pylons with peripheral 

urbanising detractors, this area could be suitable for some residential development in 

appropriate locations at the residential settlement edge…Any residential development would 

need to relate well to the existing settlement and be accompanied by robust GI [Green 

Infrastructure] provision.” 

 

4.14 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native tree and shrub that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 
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watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and along with the woodland edge, and 

the M42 corridor forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lie adjacent to the north eastern boundary but is partially 

visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. Beyond the 

access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with the 

watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 

 

4.15 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

4.16 The southern site boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. To the south of this development lies 

Kingsbury Primary School, Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public Right of Way 

runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres of the site’s 

southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the wider village 

of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

4.17 In summary, however, the land to the north of Kingsbury (i.e. the Site) is visually well contained 

for the most part with topography and vegetation combining to restrict views from longer 

distances. The Site’s ‘openness’ will be permanently and irreversibly damaged by HS2.   
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Safeguarded land 

 

4.18 Kingsbury is contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the 

plan period, will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address 

this problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary 

School, GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is 

a need for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population.  

 

Boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period 

 

4.19 Allocating the Site for development will enable the housing demands to be met and will 

remove the need to alter the boundary in the future. As previously stated, Kingsbury has many 

physical constraints to provide development beyond the village boundary.  

 

Define boundaries clearly, using physical features 

 

4.20 It is submitted that the land edged red as shown in APPENDICES 1 and 6 should be excluded 

from the Green Belt. The reviewed Green Belt would be the line of the HS2 Phase 2, a 

permanent physical barrier to development. 

 

4.21 In summing up the site promoted by KNG Developments LLP is a realistic option that accords 

with the main Framework requirements relating to Green Belt. The site of adopting the scoring 

advocated by Framptons (see March 2017 representations) fails to make a positive 

contribution to Green Belt function and is not necessary to be retained as Green Belt. Subject 

to Exceptional Circumstances being demonstrated the site specific characteristics of the site 

indicate the identification for safeguarding is a sound conclusion for the Council to identify. 
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5.0 EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

 

5.1 The site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is located in the Green Belt and therefore of critical 

importance are the below two paragraphs of the Framework which this section of the 

representations will address. 

 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 

 

5.1 The most relevant post NPPF Case Law relating to Paragraph 83 of the Framework is Gallagher 

Homes Ltd v Solihull Borough Council [2014]. The main conclusion this case drew was that 

preparing a new local plan is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance justifying alteration to 

a green belt boundary. 

 

5.2 The Gallagher v Solihull Case was preceded by a considerable amount of case law on the 

meaning of "exceptional circumstances". Cases include Carpets of Worth Limited v Wyre Forest 

District Council (1991, Laing Homes Limited v Avon County Council (1993), COPAS v Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001], and R (Hague) v Warwick District Council [2008]. 

 

5.3 It is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself be regarded 

as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary. National 

guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in the context of reviews of local 
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plans (e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83 NPPF), and has always required "exceptional 

circumstances" to justify a revision. The NPPF makes no change to this.  

 

5.4 For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional circumstances 

which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However, this is a single composite 

test in terms of NPPF; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional unless 

they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS). Therefore, although the words 

requiring necessity for a boundary revision have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, 

the test remains the same. The Gallagher Judgement expressly accepts this interpretation.  

 

5.5 Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are exceptional 

for these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is capable of amounting 

to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law. A plan-maker, such as NWBC in this instance, 

may err in law if they fail to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. Once a 

Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general planning 

concepts to justify an alteration. 

 

5.6 The demonstration of exceptional circumstances is a well debated topic in planning law terms 

with no all-encompassing definition as outlined by the list of relevant cases mentioned 

previously. Rather in simplistic terms it is a combination of factors which apply to a site and 

set of circumstances which when weighed up cumulatively need to be something out of the 

ordinary and a series of interconnected factors which justify a review or alteration of the Green 

Belt. 
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Exceptional Circumstances for NWBC safeguarding sites in the Green Belt 

 

5.7 In North Warwickshire a combination of factors exists, which when collated equates to 

exceptional circumstances being demonstrated sufficiently to justify a release of land from the 

Green Belt for safeguarding, which can be summed up as follows: A high housing need; a large 

extent of Green Belt (two thirds); Neighbouring Authorities with high housing needs 

(Tamworth and Birmingham); formal agreement over the need for North Warwickshire to 

accommodate neighbouring growth (signed and committed MoU); lack of sustainable 

brownfield or previously developed sites (SHLAA conclusion); SHLAA evidence that the Green 

Belt will be likely to be needed; lack of suitable non-Green Belt sites in locations geographically 

suited to meet the needs of neighbouring authorities; available sites which do not score highly 

on Green Belt function but do score well in sustainability terms; and available sites that are 

deliverable in a technical sense.  

 

5.8 Housing need – Table 2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies a high housing need for NWBC. The 

Draft Plan identifies the following: 

 

“Due to the low past delivery rates and the rural nature of the Borough the delivery of all of the 

housing will however be dependent on the provision of infrastructure.  The Local Plan therefore 

seeks to deliver a minimum of 5280 homes over the plan period from 2011-31.  This equates to 

an annual housing requirement of 264 new homes per annum.  The provision of the additional 

housing within the Plan period up to 9070 will be challenging and be a major change for the 

Borough”.   (Emphasis added) 

 

5.9 High housing need for North Warwickshire and neighbouring authorities is a fact and the 

Borough acknowledges at multiple points in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan that it has 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 25    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

to find a sustainable solution to accommodate. This is reflected in the SHLAA and 

Memorandum of Understandings (MoU) with Tamworth and Birmingham. It is part of the 

overall planning picture impacting on the Borough and therefore those preparing the Plan have 

to apply planning judgement to whether or not the situation is sufficiently exceptional to justify 

reviewing the Green Belt. 

 

5.10 Beyond simply the scale of housing need the Borough has to accommodate over the plan 

period the limiting factors are a combination of available sites; the extent of Green Belt 

coverage and the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development (required by paragraph 

84 of the Framework).  

 

5.11 The Draft Local Plan confirms that two thirds of the Borough is subject to Green Belt 

designation (paragraph 7.12 page 25), this along with the apparent development pressure on 

the Borough from within and outside (para 7.13) justified participation in the Review of the 

Green Belt. The Review concludes some areas of Green Belt are performing poorly (para 7.14). 

Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the sites which has been identified as a result of 

the review and application of planning judgement by officers to be safeguarded. Another 

factor in the proposals to safeguard the land are the recommendations of the 2016 SHLAA 

which has reviewed all the available sites and has concluded that some in the Green Belt justify 

immediate allocation and some justify safeguarding. 

 

5.12 The Council has a duty to ensure the plan delivers sustainable development. This was 

reiterated in case law by the recent IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] 

judgment in which Mrs Justice Patterson confirmed in relation to para 84 “is clear advice to 

decision makers to take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any 
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review of green belt boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and additional travel 

are clearly relevant”.  

 

5.13 Kingsbury is a highly logical location to identify for accommodating a safeguarding reserve site 

for the following reasons: It is a sustainable settlement (Kingsbury being a Category 3 

Settlement defined by Draft Policy LP2); the village has sustainable links to higher order 

settlements especially via bus as summarised in section 2 of these representations; the 

settlement is well connected to Tamworth and could serve Tamworth’s needs; the settlement 

is well connected to and within relatively close distance to Birmingham and the wider West 

Midlands Conurbation. It would be a suitable location to house those people unable to secure 

housing in Birmingham but who retain social, economic, employment and educational linkages 

to the conurbation; the settlement is largely self-contained with services and facilities the 

majority of which would benefit from additional population to help sustain (as detailed in the 

Matthew Taylor Report); the scale of proposal KNG are proposing would be sufficiently large 

to assist with infrastructure provision such as education (Draft LP paragraph 7.5 page 22) 

where a certain quantum of housing is needed to enable viable expansion. 

 

5.14 The only other settlement with similar locational advantage and sustainability credentials is 

nearby Coleshill, which is also presently subject to Green Belt designation. Coleshill is however 

also identified to accommodate a safeguarded site by Draft Policy LP4 and is suitable for the 

same reasons.  

 

5.15 The Council strategy in the Draft Local Plan identifies two suitable sites; in two suitable 

settlements which will deliver sustainable patterns of development which accords with 

National Planning Policy in the event that the formally allocated sites fail to deliver the required 

housing. This is a clear attempt to provide a pragmatic long terms strategy (albeit presently 
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with insufficient flexibility to move with potentially changing circumstances). Such an approach 

accords with the aims and objectives of paragraphs 182 of the Framework specifically bullet 

one ‘plan positively’; bullet two ‘justified’, bullet three ‘effective’ ad fourth bullet ‘consistent 

with national policy’. However, the by better defining the circumstances that would trigger the 

release of safeguarded sites and enabling a partial review the necessary flexibility can be 

achieved which will make the policy deliverable in a timely, viable and transparent manner. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 KNG Developments LLP in relation to their land interest at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 

supports the principle of identifying the land for safeguarding in the Draft Submission Version 

Local Plan.  

 

6.2 Kingsbury is a sustainable location that is capable of accommodating growth. The settlement 

has an artificial constraint in the form of the Green Belt and the existing settlement boundary 

which has constrained growth in the past. In order to deliver sustainable development it is 

appropriate to review the Green Belt and settlement boundary as the evidence base has done 

and make a positive decision in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of development 

to look to safeguard sites in the event that additional land is needed in the future. 

 

6.3 Paragraphs 83 and 84 of the Framework provide a mechanism for a reviewing the Plan and 

making alterations to Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances can be 

demonstrated. As examined in this submissions it is a matter of planning judgement as to 

whether or not sufficient exceptional circumstances has been demonstrated. KNG 

Developments submit that the combination of factors applicable to this context equates to 

sufficient reasoning to conclude exceptional circumstances have been established.  

 

6.4 The need for housing for North Warwickshire’s needs, neighbouring Tamworth’s needs, and 

the needs of neighbouring Birmingham/West Midlands in a sustainable location that offers 

sustainable connectivity to the likely destinations for residents retaining linkages to their 

origins to deliver sustainable patterns of development constitutes exceptional circumstances.  
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6.5 As detailed by the  case law referred to by section 4 of these submissions whether or not the 

planning situation justifies Green belt Review and the Plan thereafter justifies Green Belt 

release to deliver the spatial vision is a matter of planning judgment for the Plan maker. It is 

submitted that the context of North Warwickshire there are a combination of factors that 

equate to exceptional circumstances in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 

6.6 Alteration of the Green Belt in accordance with the indicative master plan will not harm the 

underlying purposes of the Green Belt in the Kingsbury context (para 80). Kingsbury is 

contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the plan period, 

will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address this 

problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary School, 

GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is a need 

for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population. 

 

6.7 It is submitted that subject to making Policy LP4 more flexible by not having to fully review the 

Local Plan to release the two safeguarded sites the plan will be sound as a partial review can 

ensure the release is justified without the time, expense and resources of a complete review. 

The instances where the plan can be reviewed should be defined in the policy and should 

include lack of five-year supply as well as cross border housing need from Coventry, 

Birmingham or Tamworth or indeed any other neighbouring housing market area unable to 

meet their own needs as identified through the Duty to Cooperate process. 
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1                                                                                                                        Framptons 
    PF/9417 

 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

1) Birmingham Airport 
 

- - - - - 

2) NEC 
 

- - - - - 

3) Blythe Valley Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

4) Castle Vale / Fort 
Dunlop 
 

No. 116 – travel time 
approx. 24 mins.  
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- - - - 

5) Coleshill Parkway / 
Roman Park 
 

No. 115 – travel times 
approx. 38 mins. 
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- No. 115  
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-Saturday.  
 

- - 

6) Kings Norton Business 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

7) Kitts Green Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

8) Longbridge 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

 

    2                                                                                                                          Framptons 
PF/9417 

 

9) Midpoint Business Park 
 

No. 116 (Asda 
Superstore, Minworth) 
– travel time approx. 
16 mins + 20 minute 
walk. 
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 
No. 16 (Water Orton 
Station) – travel time 
approx. 18 mins. + 32 
minute walk. 
Frequency: hourly 
between 08HR50 – 
14HR20. 
 

- - - - 

10) Reddicap Trading 
Estate 
 

- -- - - - 

11) Monkspath Business 
Park Solihull 
 

- - - - - 

12) Solihull Land Rover 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 
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13) Goodman Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

14) Solihull Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

15) Sutton Coldfield Town 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

16) Tyseley Industrial 
Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

17) Birmingham City 
Centre  
 

No. 116 (Aston 
University) – 32 mins 
approx.  
No. 116 (Corporation 
Street) – 38 mins 
approx.  

- - - - 
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Facilities available in the settlements                                                        
 

Framptons 
PF/8917 

 

Facilities Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

Primary School X X X X X 

Secondary 

School/college 

X -  X X X 

Doctors X X X X X 

Dentist X -  X X X 

Post Office X X X X X 

Convenience Store X X X X X 

Pharmacy X X X X X 

Leisure Centre X - X X X 

Church X X  X X X 

Restaurant/pubs X X X X X 
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THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN PREPARED AND CHECKED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ISO 9001:2008

VISION

1. Vision
2. Planning Context
3. Why Kingsbury?
4. The Site
5. The Concept
6. Green Belt
7. Summary

CONTENTS

The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet 
local need in a location that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver 
substantial open space with delightful walks along the River Tame.

The Kingsbury development will produce a residential environment of the highest standards. 
It will be characterised by high quality homes enhanced with attractive landscaped streets 
and generous open spaces, and will be set within an attractive landscape backdrop with good 
links to the surrounding area. 

Key to the vision for Kingsbury will be the benefits derived from the village’s connectivity 
to Tamworth and Birmingham. The increased population will offer the potential to sustain 
existing local facilities and services whilst also supporting Kingsbury’s community spirit and 
village way of life. 

Ultimately, Kingsbury would provide much needed new homes in an area that suffers from 
a housing need. An extended Kingsbury has the potential to deliver up to 194 new homes 
for the growing population of the wider conurbation, offering a way of life which has 
sustainability and the environment at its core.
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PLANNING CONTEXT

BAYSWATER    VISION ©FLICKR. CREATOR: PAUL REYNOLDS. TITLE: KINGSBURY WATER PARK 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/legalcode

KNG Developments LLP own the land identified in this promotion material and has participated in the previous 
rounds of consultation associated with the formation of the North Warwickshire Local Plan with a view to promoting 
their landholding as a sustainable urban extension to the settlement. The site is considered a logical site for 
development. It relates well to the existing urban area and it has no significant planning constraints beyond its location 
within the Green Belt. 

The site can assist North Warwickshire Borough Council, and specifically Kingsbury, to meet its unmet housing needs 
including the provision of affordable housing. Kingsbury is also geographically well positioned to help with cross 
border housing needs from either Tamworth or Birmingham, both of whom have unmet needs that cannot be met 
within their respective administrative areas. Those being housed in North Warwickshire from outside the District 
would find Kingsbury a realistic and practical location to retain social, economic and educational links to Tamworth 
and Birmingham.

The key submissions are: - 

�� The existing Local Plan fails to provide an adequate level of housing provision which results in the housing needs 
of the Borough not being met;
�� The site is available and can help the Council meet its existing housing needs, and secure and maintain a robust 

supply of housing land; 
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the additional 500 dwellings (from Tamworth Borough Council) to be 

catered for within North Warwickshire;
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the needs of the Birmingham Conurbation which cannot presently 

meet its full objectively assessed housing needs within its administrative boundaries;
�� Kingsbury is a sustainable settlement which has not to date been allocated sufficient growth through the existing 

Local Plan and therefore has clear capacity for a settlement of its size given its range of services and facilities;
�� The promotion advocates for the release of land from the Green Belt which for Tamworth Road is a highly logical 

release being bounded by the Tamworth Road, River Thame, and the M42. 
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DELIVERABLE SITE
The site is available, it is under the control of a single party, and is deliverable without significant anticipated 
infrastructure costs. In planning terms, it is a site that can come forward quickly should it be released from the Green 
Belt. The site is not ideal for its existing agricultural use due to its irregular shape; topography; pylons and loss of part 
of the site to the proposed HS2 route. Technical studies have also demonstrated that there are no significant constraints 
that cannot be mitigated or would prevent delivery e.g. drainage, noise, ecology or highways access.

HOUSING NEED
Kingsbury has not had sufficient housing via the existing Local Plan proportionate to its size due to Green Belt 
restrictions. The site can help deliver unmet housing need from within the Borough and surrounding areas of 
Tamworth Borough Council and the Birmingham Conurbation. 

ACCESSIBLE LOCATION
The site is within walking and cycling distance of the centre of Kinsbury and is well connected to larger settlements, 
major employment sites and key transport infrastructure.  The centre of Tamworth is approximately 5 miles to the 
north of the Site, along the A51 Tamworth Road, and there is a regular bus service along this route. Tamworth has a 
train station, with services running between London and North East England.

The centre of Birmingham is approximately 15 miles to the south-west of the site, and the junction with M42/
M6 is only 10 miles away, providing easy access to the wider motorway network and connections to the north and 
south of the country. The site also benefits from easy access to a range of employment opportunities. Tamworth and 
Birmingham are both home to a range of logistics, office and retail areas. Other employment areas close to the site 
include the Kingsbury Link Business Park and Birch Coppice Business Park.

LANDSCAPE FIT
The site benefits from good containment by the River Tame, M42 corridor and the proposed HS2 route, meaning that 
development can be accommodated within the site without encroaching on the wider countryside. The presence 
of existing trees and hedgerows along the site boundaries, particularly along the M42 and River Tame, also means 
that the site is not highly visible in the wider landscape. New green infrastructure will be provided as part of the 
development and will allow access to the River Tame.
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The Site is situated within the village of Kingsbury adjacent to Tamworth Road and is bordered to the north 
by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. The Site measures approximately 
14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly agricultural land bordered by hedgerow and tree planting. 

The northern boundary of the Site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the edge of a 
wider band of scrub and taller trees that runs up to the M42 corridor. In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 
(HS2) northern leg route was revealed. It is understood that the line will run through the northern part of 
the Site, parallel to the M42 corridor.

The eastern boundary of the Site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed by the A51, 
Tamworth Road. Beyond Tamworth Road lies an area of residential development.

The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential development on 
Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent.

The western boundary is formed by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the River Tame, 
beyond which lies the Kingsbury Water Park.

The Site boundary extends south along the River Tame, in a narrow corridor between the river and rear 
gardens along Tame Bank. Should the Site be developed, it is intended that this piece of land would be used 
for informal recreation and to provide a footpath link between the proposed residential area and the local 
schools.

The local primary school is within 5 minutes walking distance from the site and the secondary school and 
local centre are within 10 minutes walking distance. 
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THE CONCEPT 

Aerial Photography: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, 
USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

The development concept plan opposite illustrates the underlying design principles which have been derived from the 
site specific constraints and opportunities to ensure the development responds positively to the site and its context. 
Above all it is shaped by the idea of creating a very fine new asset for everyone in Kingsbury.

RESIDENTIAL AREA
The concept plan has been arranged to ensure the proposed residential development relates well to the existing urban 
area, whilst responding to existing site features such as the pylons. The development proposals will be set back from 
the A51, providing a green frontage, similar to that already experienced on the opposite side of Tamworth Road. 

Where the development adjoins the urban area, new dwellings will back onto existing rear gardens of properties along 
Ralph crescent/Bracebridge Road. To the north of the site, an offset of 20m will be provided to the HS2 line. In addition, 
development will be set back 10m from the site boundary around the sewage plant, with proposed tree planting to 
create a screen to supplement the existing tree and shrub boundary.

COMMUNITY PARK
A community park is proposed at the heart of the development, providing an attractive setting for new development, 
opportunities for recreation, and pedestrian access to the river corridor. 

RIVERSIDE WALK
There will be a strong focus on access along the River Tame, creating an attractive walking and cycling route, and 
taking advantage of opportunities to connect with the school and village facilities to the south of the site. 

NATURE AREA
The area of land between the proposed line of HS2 and the M42 is the lowest lying part of the site, and will be largely 
inaccessible. This will be retained and enhanced for nature and ecology purposes and may include attenuation features.  

DRAINAGE BASIN

BUFFER TO SEWAGE PLANT

VEHICULAR ACCESS 
INTO DEVELOPMENT

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 
INTO DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY PARK

FOOTPATH LINK TO PUBLIC 
RIGHT OF WAY

NATURE AREA

RETAINED TREE CLUSTER

RETAINED AND EXTENDED 
WOODLAND BELT

RIVERSIDE WALK
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GREEN BELT
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Green Belt (2011)
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The release from the Green Belt is considered highly logical. It will make use of identifiable long term features to form 
boundaries for the site including Tamworth Road; the M42 (and HS2 once constructed) and the existing course of the 
River Tame. 

Based on analysis of the site it is recommended that the Green Belt boundary follows the south edge of the eastern 
edge of the River Tame. These are both recognisable, permanent and defensible features that can be used to contain 
development and prevent further encroachment. 

The south-western extent of the Green Belt boundary should be aligned with the corner of the field, before the site 
narrows into the corridor between the river and existing houses. It is intended that this piece of land is used for 
informal recreation and does not specifically require Green Belt release. 

The North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment is relevant to the overall understanding of the site. The 
Landscape Character Assessment consider the site to have lower landscape sensitivity, and would be suitable for 
some residential development. It describes the site as an urban fringe landscape, comprising intensively farmed or 
unmanaged land, crossed by pylons, and with urbanising detractors.

M40

RIVER TAME

TAMWORTH 
ROAD
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SUMMARY
The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet local need in a location 
that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver substantial open space with walks along the River 
Tame. The concept masterplan presented in this document demonstrates how the development will be designed. 
Overall it is anticipated that the site can deliver 194 dwellings. Further details of proposed land use are provided below. 

QUANTUM OF DEVELOPMENT
The framework plan, as presented on page 11, shows the following land uses:

       * Total new built development

Applying an average net density of  35 dph, this will translate into the following capacity:

OPEN SPACE PROVISION
The quantity of open space provided, including the Community Park, Riverside Walk and Nature Area is 8.94 ha and 
exceeds the standards identified in the guidance provided in the Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study for North 
Warwickshire Borough: Final Report

AVERAGE DENSITY (DPH) NO. OF DWELLINGS TOTAL REQUIRED FOR OPEN SPACE (HA) 
Total Land Area 194 1.74

CATEGORY AREA (HA)
Total Land Area 14.49
Residential * 5.55
Community Park 2.45
Nature Area 1.86
Riverside Park 4.63
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: KNG Developments LLP 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

 

Address:  
C/O Framptons 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Peter Bateman 

Company Framptons 
 

Address  
Framptons, Oriel House, 42 North Bar 
Banbury, Oxon, OX16 0TH 
 

 

Telephone 01295 672310 
 

Email Peter.bateman@framptons-planning.com 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 

SLP303 2 of 2



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
 

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP4 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified  

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
Whilst KNG Developments LLP supports the principle of safeguarding land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 
as advocated by policy LP4 the review mechanism is not supported. This is because it advocates a full 
review of the Local Plan to release the land. As identified in the accompanying representations a more 
flexible partial review is recommended to respond to changes in circumstance without the delay of fully 
reviewing the plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2.8  Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to 
ensure that the Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in 
accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

              
 
 
Please refer to accompanying representations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes x No 
 

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

              
Whilst KNG Developments supports the principle of Policy LP4 they do not support the wording of 
the policy and feel they could contribute to the discussion on the justification for a partial review as 
well as exception circumstances justifying the release of land from the Green Belt. 

 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 

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

Signature Peter Bateman Date 31/01/2018 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Framptons Town Planning act for KNG Developments LLP who own the land edged red as 

shown on the plan at APPENDIX 1. These representations provide comment on the North 

Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) Draft Local Plan (Draft Submission Version). 

 

1.2 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan will merge the various existing NWBC Development 

Plans (adopted and draft) into a single Local Development Plan document that will combine 

the adopted Core Strategy, the Draft Site Allocations Plan and the Draft Development 

Management Plan together to form a single Development Plan for the Borough. 

 

1.3 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan sets out the planning policies and site allocations that 

will be developed in the Borough in the coming years. It is aiming to provide over 6,800 homes 

and an additional 40 hectares of employment land. These will primarily be located in 

Polesworth, Dordon and Atherstone along the A5 corridor with other growth at Ansley 

Common and Hartshill. There are other allocations in other settlements (including of interest 

to KNG Developments LLP land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury), which is identified as land to be 

released from the Green Belt and safeguarded. 

 

1.4 KNG Developments LLP have participated in previous North Warwickshire Borough Council 

(NWBC) consultations including the NWBC Core Strategy; the NWBC Site Allocation Preferred 

Options Consultation and the NWBC SHLAA Call for Sites with a view to promoting land to the 

west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury as a site suitable for a residential development. As a 

summary of the chronology of KNG’s participation the following lists their involvement: 

• February 2013 Site Allocations Consultation; 

• May 2013 Preferred Options Consultation; 
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• July 2013 NWBC SHLAA Consultation; 

• January 2014 Core Strategy EiP (Hearing Statement and Participation); 

• October 2015 Call for Sites for Part II Plan; and 

• 31st March 2017 – Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.5 The historical submissions summarised above by KNG Developments LLP advocated the 

release of land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury from the Green Belt as the site will deliver 

sustainable patterns of development. It is not intended for these submissions to repeat 

previous points or append previously submitted promotional material where nothing has 

changed for the sake of brevity, however these documents will be updated and submitted as 

supporting evidence to accompany future EiP hearing statements so that the site promotion is 

accompanied by robust evidence. 
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2.0 THE SITE AND KINGSBURY CONTEXT 

 

2.1 The Settlement of Kingsbury is located approximately 8.5km east of Sutton Coldfield and 7km 

south of Tamworth along the A51 (Tamworth Road), in the North Warwickshire Borough in 

Warwickshire. It has a population of around 4,000 making it a relatively large settlement in the 

North Warwickshire context. APPENDIX 2 shows the settlement of Kingsbury in its sub regional 

context. 

 

2.2 The settlement lies within close commuting distance of Birmingham, approximately 16.5 km 

to the southwest. Local mainline railway stations are available at Tamworth; Birmingham 

International and Coleshill all of which are realistic options for residents to access the railway 

network. The driving times from Kingsbury for a 15 minute and 30 minute drive are shown at 

APPENDIX 3. 

 

2.3 The village has grown up along the A51 and Tamworth Road, which represents the main route 

through the village and which links the village with the wider road network. The village itself 

lies adjacent to and above the River Tame, which runs north west, parallel to the village, and 

within a wide river valley which includes a number of man-made and natural lakes and 

waterbodies. The M42 corridor bounds the village to the north, travelling north east, south 

west. The eastern edge of the village is constrained by the Birmingham to Lichfield railway line. 

 

2.4 The village lies adjacent to Kingsbury Water Park, which is situated to the east next to 

Bodymoor Heath, and is a series of 15 lakes in 243 hectares of land. The water park sits on the 

valley floor with the village of Kingsbury gently rising up from the eastern banks of the River 

Tame. Local landscape includes leisure uses such as fishing, sailing and camping in the water 
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park, as well as woodland and arable farmland, navigated by a network of pedestrian 

footpaths. 

 

2.5 The KNG Developments LLP site is situated immediately adjacent to the existing built up edge 

of the village partly alongside to Tamworth Road and River Tame and is bordered to the north 

by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. 

 

2.6 The site measures approximately 14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly arable 

agricultural land bordered by hedgerows and tree planting. To the north west corner a 

proportion of scrub vegetation occupies low lying land within the floodplain. To the south west 

of the site a high level parcel of grassland field margin sits between neighbouring residential 

development and the vegetated river bank which falls steeply to the river Tame.  

 

2.7 The site is bisected by a low lying ditch to form an eastern and western portion. A line of pylons 

cross the site running east west, two pylons fall within the site boundary. 

 

2.8 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 

watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and, along with the woodland edge and 

the M42 corridor, forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lies adjacent to the northeastern boundary but is 

partially visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. 

Beyond the access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with 

the watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 
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2.9 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

2.10 The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. 

 

2.11 To the south of this development lies Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public 

Right of Way runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres 

of the site’s southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the 

wider village of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

2.12 The site is bounded to the west by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the 

River Tame, forming a defensible boundary to the site, beyond which lies Kingsbury Water Park 

which extends to Bodymoor Heath road, some 1.2km to the west and south. 

 

2.13 In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 (HS2) northern leg route was revealed. The line will run 

through the northern part of the site, parallel to the M42 corridor. The preferred route for HS2 

Phase 2 was then published on the 30th November 2015 and is a material consideration of 

substance in the context of plan-making. 

 

2.14 The site is located approximately 700m away from the village centre, making walking and 

cycling sustainable options. Both the site and the wider village are well served by local bus 
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connections, with the nearest bus stop 150m from the eastern boundary of the site on 

Tamworth Road. APPENDIX 4 contains a summary of the regular bus services and travel times 

to neighbouring higher order settlements. Also included as part of Appendix 4 are the existing 

bus services/timetables serving Kingsbury which demonstrates the settlement is well placed 

to provide access to public transport as alternatives to private motor vehicle. 

 

2.15 Kingsbury village centre has a number of village shops and two pubs and includes a post office 

and a doctor’s surgery as summarised at APPENDIX 5. The nearest primary school is 

approximately 400m from the site and the nearest secondary school, which includes a public 

swimming pool, is approximately 500m from the site. The nearest hospitals is approximately 7 

km away in Tamworth and 9km away in Sutton Coldfield. 

 

2.16 The closest employment facilities to the site are those which are provided for by the number 

of shops and services located in the centre of Kingsbury. Further to this, employment 

opportunities exist at the Kingsbury oil storage facility (Kingsbury Terminal) to the east of the 

village and to the north east at TNT Express and Planters Garden Centre. Other employment 

opportunities exist in the locality, such as Coleshill Industrial Estate, Birch Coppice and Hams 

Hall, as well as a multitude of opportunities at nearby Birmingham and Tamworth. 

 

2.17 Small pockets of public open space and formal rights of way are available for use throughout 

the village and its surrounding area which are well used by residents and dog walkers. The 

Illustrative Master Plan (Produced by LDA) at APPENDIX 6 shows how the site being promoted 

by KNG Developments LLP could be developed to connect with these networks of green space. 

The end development would increase public access to the green infrastructure network and 

provide high quality access to the riverside walk along the River Tame which links to the centre 

of the village in an attractive and user friendly way. 
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2.18 The vision document at APPENDIX 7 (again, produced by LDA) outlines how the site could be 

developed and provides an overview of how the development would address constraints and 

deliver a high quality, attractive and sustainable housing development which would sit 

comfortably in this location as an enhancement of Kingsbury. 

 

2.19 In a technical delivery sense there are no constraints that would prevent development coming 

forward. Previous submissions to the North Warwickshire Local Plan and other formal 

consultations processes have been accompanied by a number of technical evidence 

documentation that the site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is technically deliverable from a 

highways; drainage; ground conditions; ecological; heritage; air quality; noise; and landscape 

perspectives: 

• Transportation Technical Note (WSP); 

• Flood Risk Assessment (RSK); 

• Noise Report (Innovate Acoustics); 

• Air Quality Report (RSK); 

• Affordable Housing Note (Bridgehouse Property Consultants); 

• Ground Investigation (RSK); 

• Ecological Assessments (BSG); 

• Site Appraisal (Bradley Design Associates); and 

• Statement of Community Involvement (Framptons). 

 

2.20 It is not intended to resubmit these documents for this consultation (although a new master 

plans and promotional document are appended) as nothing has altered on site in the 

intervening time. However, for the future consultation on the Submission Draft Local Plan 

updated technical work will accompany KNG’s submissions. 
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3.0 NORTH WARWICKSHIRE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

 

3.1 Having decided to review and merge its three plans NWBC commenced the process in 2015 

of instructing the formation of evidence base documents. The following are at the time of 

writing these representations available: 

 Green Belt Review Part 1 (June 2015) (Warwickshire wide) 

 Green Belt Review Part 2 (April 2016) (Stratford on Avon District and North 

Warwickshire Borough administrative areas only) 

 Draft Local Plan (July 2016)  

 Committee Report to LDF Committee (August 2016)  

 Minutes of the August LDC Committee (September 2016)  

 MOU with Birmingham City Council (September 2016)  

 NWBC SHLAA (October 2016)  

 Sustainability Appraisal (February 2017)  

 Draft Submission Version (7th November 2017 to 31st January 2018) 

 

3.2 This section of the representations will offer comment the Draft Submission Version Local 

Plan) in relation to the land promoted by KNG developments LLP.  

 

Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

 

3.3 There is a clear need to deliver sustainable development to provide housing (market, 

affordable and extra care) to meet the local needs of the Borough. There is also a recognised 

need to meet the significant unmet cross border housing needs in relation to Tamworth (the 

adopted Core Strategy contains a commitment to 500 dwellings which is carried over). There 

is also need to meet the needs of the geographically nearby Birmingham/West Midlands 
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Conurbation for which a recent Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the 

authorities has been committed to.  

 

3.4 The combination of Borough need; Tamworth need and Birmingham need equates to an 

unprecedented pressure for the Borough.  When these high levels of need are considered 

alongside the desirable nature of increased population to help sustain services and facilities 

and secure investment in infrastructure a picture of the planning situation in this context 

begins to emerge. 

 

3.5 The multitude of factors and affecting the Borough and the predicted pressure for additional 

growth is acknowledged by the introductory text in the Draft Local Plan which states:  

 

“The Borough lies between Birmingham, Solihull, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton and Hinckley, 

all of which are growing areas.  Growth is expected to take place in the Borough in the plan 

period to assist with the need to provide housing for the Coventry & Warwickshire and the 

Greater Birmingham areas.  In addition, the Borough Council will continue its commitment to 

deliver 500 dwellings for Tamworth from the previous Core Strategy.  There is an additional 

requirement in the Tamworth adopted Local Plan for a further 825 dwellings and 14 hectares 

of employment to be provided in North Warwickshire and Lichfield.  The Borough therefore has 

pressure for growth from all around.  This is not only in terms of land being sought in this 

Borough but in terms of the environmental implications of such growth” (Emphasis Added) 

 

3.6 It is within this context of unprecedented growth that the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

is being presented and which land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is being promoted as suitable 

for a residential development site.  
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Policy LP4 

 

3.7 There is one policy in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 2017/2018 which is of direct 

relevance to the land being prompted by KNG Developments LLP at Tamworth Road Kingsbury. 

This is Policy LP4 (page 29) which is a policy seeking to identify two areas of land to be 

safeguarded to come forward in the event that additional housing sites are needed.  

 

3.8 Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the two sites that are presently in the Green Belt, 

but which are identified by draft Policy LP4 to be removed from the Green Belt and designated 

as ‘Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development’ as outlined at Page 29 of the Draft 

Plan.  

 

3.9 KNG Developments LLP are supportive of this emerging policy status although seek via these 

representations to make a number of comments about the precise wording of the policy 

needing refinement to be sound by reason of giving greater clarity. 

 

3.10 KNG Developments LLP acknowledges that the Council requires a positive long term strategy 

to accommodate growth, which was seen as essential in a Borough that has two thirds (60%) 

Green Belt coverage yet still has to enable sufficient flexibility to respond to changing 

circumstances and deliver commitments made through recent Memorandum of 

Understandings (MoU) with its neighbouring authorities. 
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3.11 For ease of reference Policy LP4 states: 

 

LP4 Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development 

 

Land at Hawkeswell Lane, Coleshill, and land to the west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, as identified 

on the Proposals Map, will be removed from the Green Belt and safeguarded for potential future 

development needs.  

 

The identified areas will be protected from development other than that which is necessary in relation 

to the operation of existing uses, change of use to alternative open land uses or temporary uses.  All 

proposals must not prejudice the possibility of long term development on the safeguarded land site. 

 

The status of safeguarded land sites will only change through a review of the local plan. 

 

3.12 KNG Developments as stated previously it’s supportive of the draft safeguarded status, but 

feels the final paragraph of the policy fails to take the opportunity to plan positively. This is 

because the policy requirement can only release the land through a full review of the plan. This 

is a costly, resource and time intensive process which will defy the objectives of safeguarded 

land as it will prevent the two sites presently identified for safeguarding from coming forward 

quickly to respond to changes in circumstances.  

 

3.13 It is submitted that the policy could be made increasingly sound by making the review 

mechanism more flexible. Specifically, it is recommended that the policy advocate partial 

review in certain circumstances to enable the safeguarded land to be released and respond to 

changes in circumstances. These could be a five-year land supply shortfall; cross border 

housing need from Coventry; cross border housing need from Tamworth; or cross border 
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housing need from the Birmingham conurbation all of which are possible scenarios for this 

context that would justify a fast partial review of the plan to respond to the housing need. The 

needs if they are proven will in all probability require a rapid response and by leaving the 

wording as presently drafted the land can only be reviewed via a full review of the Local Plan 

which will not be flexible or rapid. 
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4.0 GREEN BELT CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 The main constraint applicable to land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is the Green Belt policy 

designation. Paragraph 79 of the Framework reaffirms the Government’s continued support 

for Green Belt as a strategic planning policy tool where preventing development in conflict 

with the five purposes of the Green Belt (para 80) is justified. Such a position has been recently 

reiterated and reaffirmed by the Government’s Housing and Planning White Paper ‘Fixing our 

Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017).  

4.2 Paragraph 79 of the Framework states the essential characteristic of Green Belts are their 

openness and permanence. Permanence is not defined in terms of time duration, but is 

intended to be longer than usual Development Plan period of 15 years defined by paragraph 

157 of the Framework. Green Belt is not intended to exist unaltered in perpetuity. This is why 

Paragraphs 83 to 86 of the Framework relate to review and alteration mechanisms and the 

need to test the necessity of the designation against exceptional circumstances as specifically 

outlined in Para 83. 

 

4.3 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 

4.4 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

 

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 
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4.5 Paragraph 86 states that: -  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

- where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period; and 

- define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

4.6 It is submitted that the followings apply to any release at Tamworth Road be it Allocation or 

Safeguarding. The release of land from the Green Belt would not lead to the unrestricted 

sprawl of a large built up area. (Kingsbury is not a large built up area for the purposes of the 

West Midlands Green Belt which contains the spread of the conurbation). The development 

will not adversely impact upon the setting and special character of Kingsbury as a historic town. 

The release of land at Tamworth Road will not undermine urban regeneration within 

Kingsbury.  Development at Tamworth Road would not cause neighbouring towns to merge 

into one another. In reality the release of Tamworth Road would not result in actuality, or in 

perception that Kingsbury had merged into Tamworth or any other settlement. There would 

remain a clear open tract of land beyond the extended urban edge of Kingsbury. 

 

4.7 The existing urban areas and settlements within the Borough alone do not have sufficient 

capacity to deliver the full extent of the Borough’s housing and other development needs 

(including commitments to neighbouring authorities) in a sufficiently flexible manner and 

therefore identifying safeguarded land is a realistic and clearly justifiable option. 
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4.8 This need for flexibility and aspiration for a long term strategy to meet unprecedented needs 

is implied in the 2016 SHLAA which concludes that:  

 

“Given that the maximum 15-year dwelling requirement for North Warwickshire is 8,374 

dwellings, this finding would suggest that the release of Green Belt land is not required in order 

for the Borough to meet its housing requirements up to 2031. However, our site categorisation 

does not take account of all the policy considerations that are relevant in selecting sites for 

allocation, which are likely to include the broad sustainability of the total development pattern, 

impact on biodiversity and landscape, and strategic transport and other infrastructure capacity 

issues. We have not undertaken any analysis to consider whether the theoretical supply from 

the sites we have assessed is in the right place to meet strategic policy objectives. If not then it 

could well be necessary to release some Green Belt land in order to achieve the targets in full.” 

(Executive Summary) 

 

4.9 The approach advocated by NWBC to safeguard the land at Kingsbury accords with the 

requirements of Section 9 of the Framework relating to Green Belt specifically para 86. It also 

accords with para 182 relating to the need for plans to be positively prepared and effective 

amongst other indicators of soundness and is supported directly by the recommendations of 

the 2016 SHLAA.  

 

4.10 In looking to redefine boundaries with safeguarded land using Paragraph 85 of the Framework, 

considerations for review of the green belt boundaries north of Kingsbury have been set out:  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

1) ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 18    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                           March 2018 

2) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

3) where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period;  

4) make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposed the development; 

5) satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

6) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy 

 

4.11 National planning policy advises at paragraph 52 of the Framework that the supply of new 

homes can sometimes be best achieved through extensions to existing villages and towns, 

which Tamworth Road would achieve being a logical extension of the settlement. Furthermore, 

paragraph 55 states: - 

 

“to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will 

enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.” 
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4.12 The site has historically been considered logical for development by the Council. Indeed the 

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), published as long ago as February 2010, 

considered the site favourably for future development stating: - 

 

“…from the information available, part of the site could be considered suitable in principle for 

future housing potential, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 

transport, and because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to 

the creation of a sustainable, mixed community….The Green Belt status is an issue but sensitive 

design and limited scale of development could overcome any concerns” 

 

Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open 

 

4.13 According to the North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment (“LCA”) which is a 

broader assessment than the high level LUC Green Belt Review, the Site is heavily influenced 

by the M42 corridor. The LCA further identifies the Site as having relatively low landscape 

sensitivity. On page 189 of the LCA consideration is given to the potential for built development 

and states: - 

 

“Urban fringe, intensively farmed or unmanaged land, crossed by pylons with peripheral 

urbanising detractors, this area could be suitable for some residential development in 

appropriate locations at the residential settlement edge…Any residential development would 

need to relate well to the existing settlement and be accompanied by robust GI [Green 

Infrastructure] provision.” 

 

4.14 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native tree and shrub that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 
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watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and along with the woodland edge, and 

the M42 corridor forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lie adjacent to the north eastern boundary but is partially 

visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. Beyond the 

access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with the 

watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 

 

4.15 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

4.16 The southern site boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. To the south of this development lies 

Kingsbury Primary School, Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public Right of Way 

runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres of the site’s 

southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the wider village 

of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

4.17 In summary, however, the land to the north of Kingsbury (i.e. the Site) is visually well contained 

for the most part with topography and vegetation combining to restrict views from longer 

distances. The Site’s ‘openness’ will be permanently and irreversibly damaged by HS2.   
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Safeguarded land 

 

4.18 Kingsbury is contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the 

plan period, will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address 

this problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary 

School, GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is 

a need for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population.  

 

Boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period 

 

4.19 Allocating the Site for development will enable the housing demands to be met and will 

remove the need to alter the boundary in the future. As previously stated, Kingsbury has many 

physical constraints to provide development beyond the village boundary.  

 

Define boundaries clearly, using physical features 

 

4.20 It is submitted that the land edged red as shown in APPENDICES 1 and 6 should be excluded 

from the Green Belt. The reviewed Green Belt would be the line of the HS2 Phase 2, a 

permanent physical barrier to development. 

 

4.21 In summing up the site promoted by KNG Developments LLP is a realistic option that accords 

with the main Framework requirements relating to Green Belt. The site of adopting the scoring 

advocated by Framptons (see March 2017 representations) fails to make a positive 

contribution to Green Belt function and is not necessary to be retained as Green Belt. Subject 

to Exceptional Circumstances being demonstrated the site specific characteristics of the site 

indicate the identification for safeguarding is a sound conclusion for the Council to identify. 
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5.0 EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

 

5.1 The site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is located in the Green Belt and therefore of critical 

importance are the below two paragraphs of the Framework which this section of the 

representations will address. 

 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 

 

5.1 The most relevant post NPPF Case Law relating to Paragraph 83 of the Framework is Gallagher 

Homes Ltd v Solihull Borough Council [2014]. The main conclusion this case drew was that 

preparing a new local plan is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance justifying alteration to 

a green belt boundary. 

 

5.2 The Gallagher v Solihull Case was preceded by a considerable amount of case law on the 

meaning of "exceptional circumstances". Cases include Carpets of Worth Limited v Wyre Forest 

District Council (1991, Laing Homes Limited v Avon County Council (1993), COPAS v Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001], and R (Hague) v Warwick District Council [2008]. 

 

5.3 It is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself be regarded 

as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary. National 

guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in the context of reviews of local 
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plans (e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83 NPPF), and has always required "exceptional 

circumstances" to justify a revision. The NPPF makes no change to this.  

 

5.4 For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional circumstances 

which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However, this is a single composite 

test in terms of NPPF; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional unless 

they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS). Therefore, although the words 

requiring necessity for a boundary revision have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, 

the test remains the same. The Gallagher Judgement expressly accepts this interpretation.  

 

5.5 Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are exceptional 

for these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is capable of amounting 

to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law. A plan-maker, such as NWBC in this instance, 

may err in law if they fail to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. Once a 

Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general planning 

concepts to justify an alteration. 

 

5.6 The demonstration of exceptional circumstances is a well debated topic in planning law terms 

with no all-encompassing definition as outlined by the list of relevant cases mentioned 

previously. Rather in simplistic terms it is a combination of factors which apply to a site and 

set of circumstances which when weighed up cumulatively need to be something out of the 

ordinary and a series of interconnected factors which justify a review or alteration of the Green 

Belt. 
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Exceptional Circumstances for NWBC safeguarding sites in the Green Belt 

 

5.7 In North Warwickshire a combination of factors exists, which when collated equates to 

exceptional circumstances being demonstrated sufficiently to justify a release of land from the 

Green Belt for safeguarding, which can be summed up as follows: A high housing need; a large 

extent of Green Belt (two thirds); Neighbouring Authorities with high housing needs 

(Tamworth and Birmingham); formal agreement over the need for North Warwickshire to 

accommodate neighbouring growth (signed and committed MoU); lack of sustainable 

brownfield or previously developed sites (SHLAA conclusion); SHLAA evidence that the Green 

Belt will be likely to be needed; lack of suitable non-Green Belt sites in locations geographically 

suited to meet the needs of neighbouring authorities; available sites which do not score highly 

on Green Belt function but do score well in sustainability terms; and available sites that are 

deliverable in a technical sense.  

 

5.8 Housing need – Table 2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies a high housing need for NWBC. The 

Draft Plan identifies the following: 

 

“Due to the low past delivery rates and the rural nature of the Borough the delivery of all of the 

housing will however be dependent on the provision of infrastructure.  The Local Plan therefore 

seeks to deliver a minimum of 5280 homes over the plan period from 2011-31.  This equates to 

an annual housing requirement of 264 new homes per annum.  The provision of the additional 

housing within the Plan period up to 9070 will be challenging and be a major change for the 

Borough”.   (Emphasis added) 

 

5.9 High housing need for North Warwickshire and neighbouring authorities is a fact and the 

Borough acknowledges at multiple points in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan that it has 
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to find a sustainable solution to accommodate. This is reflected in the SHLAA and 

Memorandum of Understandings (MoU) with Tamworth and Birmingham. It is part of the 

overall planning picture impacting on the Borough and therefore those preparing the Plan have 

to apply planning judgement to whether or not the situation is sufficiently exceptional to justify 

reviewing the Green Belt. 

 

5.10 Beyond simply the scale of housing need the Borough has to accommodate over the plan 

period the limiting factors are a combination of available sites; the extent of Green Belt 

coverage and the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development (required by paragraph 

84 of the Framework).  

 

5.11 The Draft Local Plan confirms that two thirds of the Borough is subject to Green Belt 

designation (paragraph 7.12 page 25), this along with the apparent development pressure on 

the Borough from within and outside (para 7.13) justified participation in the Review of the 

Green Belt. The Review concludes some areas of Green Belt are performing poorly (para 7.14). 

Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the sites which has been identified as a result of 

the review and application of planning judgement by officers to be safeguarded. Another 

factor in the proposals to safeguard the land are the recommendations of the 2016 SHLAA 

which has reviewed all the available sites and has concluded that some in the Green Belt justify 

immediate allocation and some justify safeguarding. 

 

5.12 The Council has a duty to ensure the plan delivers sustainable development. This was 

reiterated in case law by the recent IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] 

judgment in which Mrs Justice Patterson confirmed in relation to para 84 “is clear advice to 

decision makers to take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any 
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review of green belt boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and additional travel 

are clearly relevant”.  

 

5.13 Kingsbury is a highly logical location to identify for accommodating a safeguarding reserve site 

for the following reasons: It is a sustainable settlement (Kingsbury being a Category 3 

Settlement defined by Draft Policy LP2); the village has sustainable links to higher order 

settlements especially via bus as summarised in section 2 of these representations; the 

settlement is well connected to Tamworth and could serve Tamworth’s needs; the settlement 

is well connected to and within relatively close distance to Birmingham and the wider West 

Midlands Conurbation. It would be a suitable location to house those people unable to secure 

housing in Birmingham but who retain social, economic, employment and educational linkages 

to the conurbation; the settlement is largely self-contained with services and facilities the 

majority of which would benefit from additional population to help sustain (as detailed in the 

Matthew Taylor Report); the scale of proposal KNG are proposing would be sufficiently large 

to assist with infrastructure provision such as education (Draft LP paragraph 7.5 page 22) 

where a certain quantum of housing is needed to enable viable expansion. 

 

5.14 The only other settlement with similar locational advantage and sustainability credentials is 

nearby Coleshill, which is also presently subject to Green Belt designation. Coleshill is however 

also identified to accommodate a safeguarded site by Draft Policy LP4 and is suitable for the 

same reasons.  

 

5.15 The Council strategy in the Draft Local Plan identifies two suitable sites; in two suitable 

settlements which will deliver sustainable patterns of development which accords with 

National Planning Policy in the event that the formally allocated sites fail to deliver the required 

housing. This is a clear attempt to provide a pragmatic long terms strategy (albeit presently 
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with insufficient flexibility to move with potentially changing circumstances). Such an approach 

accords with the aims and objectives of paragraphs 182 of the Framework specifically bullet 

one ‘plan positively’; bullet two ‘justified’, bullet three ‘effective’ ad fourth bullet ‘consistent 

with national policy’. However, the by better defining the circumstances that would trigger the 

release of safeguarded sites and enabling a partial review the necessary flexibility can be 

achieved which will make the policy deliverable in a timely, viable and transparent manner. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 KNG Developments LLP in relation to their land interest at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 

supports the principle of identifying the land for safeguarding in the Draft Submission Version 

Local Plan.  

 

6.2 Kingsbury is a sustainable location that is capable of accommodating growth. The settlement 

has an artificial constraint in the form of the Green Belt and the existing settlement boundary 

which has constrained growth in the past. In order to deliver sustainable development it is 

appropriate to review the Green Belt and settlement boundary as the evidence base has done 

and make a positive decision in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of development 

to look to safeguard sites in the event that additional land is needed in the future. 

 

6.3 Paragraphs 83 and 84 of the Framework provide a mechanism for a reviewing the Plan and 

making alterations to Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances can be 

demonstrated. As examined in this submissions it is a matter of planning judgement as to 

whether or not sufficient exceptional circumstances has been demonstrated. KNG 

Developments submit that the combination of factors applicable to this context equates to 

sufficient reasoning to conclude exceptional circumstances have been established.  

 

6.4 The need for housing for North Warwickshire’s needs, neighbouring Tamworth’s needs, and 

the needs of neighbouring Birmingham/West Midlands in a sustainable location that offers 

sustainable connectivity to the likely destinations for residents retaining linkages to their 

origins to deliver sustainable patterns of development constitutes exceptional circumstances.  
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6.5 As detailed by the  case law referred to by section 4 of these submissions whether or not the 

planning situation justifies Green belt Review and the Plan thereafter justifies Green Belt 

release to deliver the spatial vision is a matter of planning judgment for the Plan maker. It is 

submitted that the context of North Warwickshire there are a combination of factors that 

equate to exceptional circumstances in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 

6.6 Alteration of the Green Belt in accordance with the indicative master plan will not harm the 

underlying purposes of the Green Belt in the Kingsbury context (para 80). Kingsbury is 

contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the plan period, 

will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address this 

problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary School, 

GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is a need 

for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population. 

 

6.7 It is submitted that subject to making Policy LP4 more flexible by not having to fully review the 

Local Plan to release the two safeguarded sites the plan will be sound as a partial review can 

ensure the release is justified without the time, expense and resources of a complete review. 

The instances where the plan can be reviewed should be defined in the policy and should 

include lack of five-year supply as well as cross border housing need from Coventry, 

Birmingham or Tamworth or indeed any other neighbouring housing market area unable to 

meet their own needs as identified through the Duty to Cooperate process. 

 

Framptons 

 

January 2018 
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Dwg. No. PF/9417.01

Land off Tamworth Road, Kingsbury in relation to employment locations

Ordnance Survey  © Crown Copyright 2015. All rights reserved. 
Licence number 100022432. Plotted Scale -  1:150000
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                                                                      Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                                        

 

1                                                                                                                        Framptons 
    PF/9417 

 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

1) Birmingham Airport 
 

- - - - - 

2) NEC 
 

- - - - - 

3) Blythe Valley Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

4) Castle Vale / Fort 
Dunlop 
 

No. 116 – travel time 
approx. 24 mins.  
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- - - - 

5) Coleshill Parkway / 
Roman Park 
 

No. 115 – travel times 
approx. 38 mins. 
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- No. 115  
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-Saturday.  
 

- - 

6) Kings Norton Business 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

7) Kitts Green Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

8) Longbridge 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

 

    2                                                                                                                          Framptons 
PF/9417 

 

9) Midpoint Business Park 
 

No. 116 (Asda 
Superstore, Minworth) 
– travel time approx. 
16 mins + 20 minute 
walk. 
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 
No. 16 (Water Orton 
Station) – travel time 
approx. 18 mins. + 32 
minute walk. 
Frequency: hourly 
between 08HR50 – 
14HR20. 
 

- - - - 

10) Reddicap Trading 
Estate 
 

- -- - - - 

11) Monkspath Business 
Park Solihull 
 

- - - - - 

12) Solihull Land Rover 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 
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13) Goodman Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

14) Solihull Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

15) Sutton Coldfield Town 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

16) Tyseley Industrial 
Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

17) Birmingham City 
Centre  
 

No. 116 (Aston 
University) – 32 mins 
approx.  
No. 116 (Corporation 
Street) – 38 mins 
approx.  

- - - - 
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Facilities available in the settlements                                                        
 

Framptons 
PF/8917 

 

Facilities Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

Primary School X X X X X 

Secondary 

School/college 

X -  X X X 

Doctors X X X X X 

Dentist X -  X X X 

Post Office X X X X X 

Convenience Store X X X X X 

Pharmacy X X X X X 

Leisure Centre X - X X X 

Church X X  X X X 

Restaurant/pubs X X X X X 
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THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN PREPARED AND CHECKED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ISO 9001:2008

VISION

1. Vision
2. Planning Context
3. Why Kingsbury?
4. The Site
5. The Concept
6. Green Belt
7. Summary

CONTENTS

The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet 
local need in a location that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver 
substantial open space with delightful walks along the River Tame.

The Kingsbury development will produce a residential environment of the highest standards. 
It will be characterised by high quality homes enhanced with attractive landscaped streets 
and generous open spaces, and will be set within an attractive landscape backdrop with good 
links to the surrounding area. 

Key to the vision for Kingsbury will be the benefits derived from the village’s connectivity 
to Tamworth and Birmingham. The increased population will offer the potential to sustain 
existing local facilities and services whilst also supporting Kingsbury’s community spirit and 
village way of life. 

Ultimately, Kingsbury would provide much needed new homes in an area that suffers from 
a housing need. An extended Kingsbury has the potential to deliver up to 194 new homes 
for the growing population of the wider conurbation, offering a way of life which has 
sustainability and the environment at its core.
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PLANNING CONTEXT

BAYSWATER    VISION ©FLICKR. CREATOR: PAUL REYNOLDS. TITLE: KINGSBURY WATER PARK 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/legalcode

KNG Developments LLP own the land identified in this promotion material and has participated in the previous 
rounds of consultation associated with the formation of the North Warwickshire Local Plan with a view to promoting 
their landholding as a sustainable urban extension to the settlement. The site is considered a logical site for 
development. It relates well to the existing urban area and it has no significant planning constraints beyond its location 
within the Green Belt. 

The site can assist North Warwickshire Borough Council, and specifically Kingsbury, to meet its unmet housing needs 
including the provision of affordable housing. Kingsbury is also geographically well positioned to help with cross 
border housing needs from either Tamworth or Birmingham, both of whom have unmet needs that cannot be met 
within their respective administrative areas. Those being housed in North Warwickshire from outside the District 
would find Kingsbury a realistic and practical location to retain social, economic and educational links to Tamworth 
and Birmingham.

The key submissions are: - 

�� The existing Local Plan fails to provide an adequate level of housing provision which results in the housing needs 
of the Borough not being met;
�� The site is available and can help the Council meet its existing housing needs, and secure and maintain a robust 

supply of housing land; 
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the additional 500 dwellings (from Tamworth Borough Council) to be 

catered for within North Warwickshire;
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the needs of the Birmingham Conurbation which cannot presently 

meet its full objectively assessed housing needs within its administrative boundaries;
�� Kingsbury is a sustainable settlement which has not to date been allocated sufficient growth through the existing 

Local Plan and therefore has clear capacity for a settlement of its size given its range of services and facilities;
�� The promotion advocates for the release of land from the Green Belt which for Tamworth Road is a highly logical 

release being bounded by the Tamworth Road, River Thame, and the M42. 
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DELIVERABLE SITE
The site is available, it is under the control of a single party, and is deliverable without significant anticipated 
infrastructure costs. In planning terms, it is a site that can come forward quickly should it be released from the Green 
Belt. The site is not ideal for its existing agricultural use due to its irregular shape; topography; pylons and loss of part 
of the site to the proposed HS2 route. Technical studies have also demonstrated that there are no significant constraints 
that cannot be mitigated or would prevent delivery e.g. drainage, noise, ecology or highways access.

HOUSING NEED
Kingsbury has not had sufficient housing via the existing Local Plan proportionate to its size due to Green Belt 
restrictions. The site can help deliver unmet housing need from within the Borough and surrounding areas of 
Tamworth Borough Council and the Birmingham Conurbation. 

ACCESSIBLE LOCATION
The site is within walking and cycling distance of the centre of Kinsbury and is well connected to larger settlements, 
major employment sites and key transport infrastructure.  The centre of Tamworth is approximately 5 miles to the 
north of the Site, along the A51 Tamworth Road, and there is a regular bus service along this route. Tamworth has a 
train station, with services running between London and North East England.

The centre of Birmingham is approximately 15 miles to the south-west of the site, and the junction with M42/
M6 is only 10 miles away, providing easy access to the wider motorway network and connections to the north and 
south of the country. The site also benefits from easy access to a range of employment opportunities. Tamworth and 
Birmingham are both home to a range of logistics, office and retail areas. Other employment areas close to the site 
include the Kingsbury Link Business Park and Birch Coppice Business Park.

LANDSCAPE FIT
The site benefits from good containment by the River Tame, M42 corridor and the proposed HS2 route, meaning that 
development can be accommodated within the site without encroaching on the wider countryside. The presence 
of existing trees and hedgerows along the site boundaries, particularly along the M42 and River Tame, also means 
that the site is not highly visible in the wider landscape. New green infrastructure will be provided as part of the 
development and will allow access to the River Tame.

WHY KINGSBURY?
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Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright. 
All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 [2016] 
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Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright. 
All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 [2016] 

The Site is situated within the village of Kingsbury adjacent to Tamworth Road and is bordered to the north 
by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. The Site measures approximately 
14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly agricultural land bordered by hedgerow and tree planting. 

The northern boundary of the Site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the edge of a 
wider band of scrub and taller trees that runs up to the M42 corridor. In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 
(HS2) northern leg route was revealed. It is understood that the line will run through the northern part of 
the Site, parallel to the M42 corridor.

The eastern boundary of the Site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed by the A51, 
Tamworth Road. Beyond Tamworth Road lies an area of residential development.

The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential development on 
Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent.

The western boundary is formed by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the River Tame, 
beyond which lies the Kingsbury Water Park.

The Site boundary extends south along the River Tame, in a narrow corridor between the river and rear 
gardens along Tame Bank. Should the Site be developed, it is intended that this piece of land would be used 
for informal recreation and to provide a footpath link between the proposed residential area and the local 
schools.

The local primary school is within 5 minutes walking distance from the site and the secondary school and 
local centre are within 10 minutes walking distance. 
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THE CONCEPT 

Aerial Photography: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, 
USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

The development concept plan opposite illustrates the underlying design principles which have been derived from the 
site specific constraints and opportunities to ensure the development responds positively to the site and its context. 
Above all it is shaped by the idea of creating a very fine new asset for everyone in Kingsbury.

RESIDENTIAL AREA
The concept plan has been arranged to ensure the proposed residential development relates well to the existing urban 
area, whilst responding to existing site features such as the pylons. The development proposals will be set back from 
the A51, providing a green frontage, similar to that already experienced on the opposite side of Tamworth Road. 

Where the development adjoins the urban area, new dwellings will back onto existing rear gardens of properties along 
Ralph crescent/Bracebridge Road. To the north of the site, an offset of 20m will be provided to the HS2 line. In addition, 
development will be set back 10m from the site boundary around the sewage plant, with proposed tree planting to 
create a screen to supplement the existing tree and shrub boundary.

COMMUNITY PARK
A community park is proposed at the heart of the development, providing an attractive setting for new development, 
opportunities for recreation, and pedestrian access to the river corridor. 

RIVERSIDE WALK
There will be a strong focus on access along the River Tame, creating an attractive walking and cycling route, and 
taking advantage of opportunities to connect with the school and village facilities to the south of the site. 

NATURE AREA
The area of land between the proposed line of HS2 and the M42 is the lowest lying part of the site, and will be largely 
inaccessible. This will be retained and enhanced for nature and ecology purposes and may include attenuation features.  
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GREEN BELT
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The release from the Green Belt is considered highly logical. It will make use of identifiable long term features to form 
boundaries for the site including Tamworth Road; the M42 (and HS2 once constructed) and the existing course of the 
River Tame. 

Based on analysis of the site it is recommended that the Green Belt boundary follows the south edge of the eastern 
edge of the River Tame. These are both recognisable, permanent and defensible features that can be used to contain 
development and prevent further encroachment. 

The south-western extent of the Green Belt boundary should be aligned with the corner of the field, before the site 
narrows into the corridor between the river and existing houses. It is intended that this piece of land is used for 
informal recreation and does not specifically require Green Belt release. 

The North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment is relevant to the overall understanding of the site. The 
Landscape Character Assessment consider the site to have lower landscape sensitivity, and would be suitable for 
some residential development. It describes the site as an urban fringe landscape, comprising intensively farmed or 
unmanaged land, crossed by pylons, and with urbanising detractors.

M40

RIVER TAME

TAMWORTH 
ROAD
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SUMMARY
The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet local need in a location 
that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver substantial open space with walks along the River 
Tame. The concept masterplan presented in this document demonstrates how the development will be designed. 
Overall it is anticipated that the site can deliver 194 dwellings. Further details of proposed land use are provided below. 

QUANTUM OF DEVELOPMENT
The framework plan, as presented on page 11, shows the following land uses:

       * Total new built development

Applying an average net density of  35 dph, this will translate into the following capacity:

OPEN SPACE PROVISION
The quantity of open space provided, including the Community Park, Riverside Walk and Nature Area is 8.94 ha and 
exceeds the standards identified in the guidance provided in the Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study for North 
Warwickshire Borough: Final Report

AVERAGE DENSITY (DPH) NO. OF DWELLINGS TOTAL REQUIRED FOR OPEN SPACE (HA) 
Total Land Area 194 1.74

CATEGORY AREA (HA)
Total Land Area 14.49
Residential * 5.55
Community Park 2.45
Nature Area 1.86
Riverside Park 4.63
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Horne, Andrew

From: Marilyn Massingham <m_massingham@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 18:22

To: planningpolicy

Subject: 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. 
 

SLP304
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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.  
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The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as it is. This is 
in contravention of S.159 NPPF.  
 
The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review 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, 
 
Marilyn Massingham 
Local Resident 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Horne, Andrew

From: MANDY WILLIAMS <mt-64@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 18:41

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Ansley Planning permission

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. 
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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 



3

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 southwest of the Borough, means that the ‘Draft Plan’ also fails to 
comply with S. 160 & S. 161 NPPF. 
 
The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as it is. This is 
in contravention of S.159 NPPF. 
 
The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review remains unpublished, 
despite the consultation having only a few weeks left to run. 
 
So, in conclusion, I oppose this Local Plan and do not agree that it has been positively prepared. It is not 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy. 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 

Amanda Williams 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Openshaw, Paul <P.Openshaw@VDLSteelWeld.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 19:45

To: planningpolicy

Subject: 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 
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next, it finds sites in Ansley Common (a small village with one shop) to place hundreds 
more homes. This is not evidenced within the plan. 
 
This provides enough reason to be concerned about the effectiveness of this plan. In order 
for the plan to be justified, it must be deliverable and it is not clear how the plan will be 
delivered. The number of homes planned for this plan period, is significantly higher than at 
any point in this Borough’s history. It is not clear how the planning permissions needed for 
this plan will be delivered or how the number of homes needed will be completed. Only in 
1997 has the Borough seen housing completions reach above 260 and only as recently as 
2012, the number was as low as 38.  
 
One might suggest that in North Warwickshire, a rural Borough, it is often more difficult to 
build a significant number of new homes in existing towns and villages because of the 
rurality. 
 
Rural communities, not used to large scale builds, often react strongly to plans for 
development. This in turn, impacts on the length of time required for planning permissions 
to be granted and it almost always results in a developer being required to pay something 
(often not enough) for infrastructure. Putting this infrastructure in place then reduces the 
viability of schemes and in turn reduces the number of affordable properties on the sites.  
 
In the accompanying ‘Infrastructure Plan’, the Borough Council have failed to show how the 
majority of schemes will be funded, have failed to provide detail for most of the schemes 
and in many cases, have failed to provide evidence that service providers or agencies with 
responsibility for said infrastructure, back the proposal put forward in the plan 
 
All of this, leads to the questioning of the effectiveness of this plan to be delivered. If two or 
maybe even one of the larger sites within this plan ‘fell through’ then the plan will not 
deliver the homes required and if the number isn’t met, the likelihood is that even basic 
infrastructure will fall because of a lack of funding as well. This means that the plan isn’t 
flexible enough to cope with just one land owner withdrawing part of all of their land.  
 
The third part of this consultation, asks for comments on whether this ‘Draft Local Plan’ is 
constituent with National Policy.  
 
S.157 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that ‘Local Plans’: 
 
 plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the 

objectives, principles and policies of this Framework 

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

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

 indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key diagram and land-use 
designations on a proposals map 
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 allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new land 
where necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development 
where appropriate 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

 

Yours faithfully,  

 
 
Paul Openshaw 
109 Watling Street  
Grendon 
CV9 2 PH 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Alison Nicholls <alison-nicholls@live.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:28

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Wilson, Susan

Subject: NWBC Local Plan Comments

I refer to a piece of land at Coventry Road, Kingsbury, ref. SLA139. 
 
We submitted this parcel of land for consideration in May 2008 for inclusion in North Warwickshire's Land 
Availability Assessment to seek release of this site for housing.   The land was identified within the draft SHLAA as 
having development potential in August 2009. Whilst it is  a greenfield site it does have some brownfield 
characteristics with the existing low level agricultural buildings on site, and was 'considered suitable in principle for 
future housing potential and is in a sustainable location'.  
 
I would advise that the site is still available and there are no legal or ownership problems. We would like it to be 
considered for release.    We do not feel  that development of a sensitive nature would impact on the surroundings as 
there are already brick built buildings on the site, and a large telephone exchange building and house to one side.  The 
site was considered suitable for building potential because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 
transport, green space,  play areas and local schools.    
 
Alison and Jamie Nicholls 
07769846412 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Consultation	  response	  Form	  

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

Emma	  Stanley	  
16	  Goodere	  Drive	  

Polesworth	  
Tamworth	  

Staffs	  
B78	  1BZ	  

01827	  330006	  
emmastanley@northwarks.gov.uk	  

To	  The	  Forward	  Planning	  Dept,	  North	  Warwickshire	  Borough	  Council,	  	  

Having	  lived	  in	  Polesworth	  all	  of	  my	  life,	  the	  proposed	  submission	  for	  the	  local	  plan	  concerns	  me	  
greatly.	  There	  are	  several	  reasons	  which	  I	  will	  explain	  further.	  	  

	   Already,	  Polesworth,	  a	  community	  based	  village	  (not	  town),	  is	  being	  swamped	  with	  cars	  avoiding	  
the	  A5.	  On	  a	  daily	  basis,	  there	  is	  a	  queue	  protruding	  through	  the	  singular	  main	  road	  through	  the	  village	  as	  
people	  are	  struggling	  to	  turn	  onto	  the	  B5000.	  If	  there	  is	  ever	  an	  accident	  on	  the	  A5,	  Polesworth	  comes	  to	  a	  
standstill	  as	  all	  traffic	  diverts	  through	  a	  village	  with	  small	  humped	  back	  bridges	  and	  a	  junction	  which	  
becomes	  increasingly	  unsafe	  the	  more	  traffic	  that	  drives	  through	  it.	  That	  is	  now;	  that	  is	  without	  the	  
thousands	  of	  cars	  that	  would	  be	  added	  with	  the	  proposed	  houses.	  	  

	   Aside	  from	  the	  issues	  with	  the	  A5	  and	  the	  B5000,	  Polesworth	  has	  no	  substantial	  alternative	  for	  
people	  to	  use	  public	  transport.	  There	  is	  a	  railway	  station	  whereby	  people	  can	  get	  a	  train	  at	  07:30	  in	  the	  
morning	  –	  they	  cannot	  return	  home	  to	  Polesworth	  station.	  The	  bus	  service	  is	  not	  particularly	  regular	  and	  
doesn’t	  service	  people	  who	  need	  to	  go	  to	  Tamworth/Nuneaton	  early	  in	  the	  morning	  or	  late	  at	  night.	  The	  
lack	  of	  public	  transport	  results	  in	  people	  using	  their	  cars,	  and	  therefore	  refers	  back	  to	  the	  problems	  that	  
brings.	  	  	  

	   Furthermore,	  Polesworth’s	  current	  infrastructure	  is	  bursting	  to	  the	  seams.	  The	  Polesworth	  School	  is	  
not	  only	  a	  hazard	  in	  terms	  of	  traffic	  density	  but	  would	  not	  facilitate	  the	  potential	  children	  it	  would	  need	  to	  
serve	  with	  the	  proposals	  and	  neither	  would	  the	  Nethersole	  School.	  The	  health	  centre	  struggles	  now	  to	  
cope	  let	  alone	  when	  thousands	  of	  more	  patients	  would	  need	  to	  be	  served.	  The	  police	  station	  is	  in	  
Bedworth;	  police	  officers	  struggle	  to	  deal	  with	  increasing	  crime	  with	  the	  area	  they	  cover	  now.	  	  

	   I	  also	  support	  the	  objection	  put	  forward	  by	  the	  Labour	  Group	  of	  North	  Warwickshire	  Borough	  
Council	  and	  Polesworth	  Parish	  Council.	  	  

Kind	  Regards,	  

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

Introduction	  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Overall	  Level	  of	  Growth	  

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

However,	  the	  plan	  then	  proceeds	  to	  add	  a	  further	  3,790	  to	  the	  requirement	  as	  a	  contribution	  to	  meeting	  the	  
substantial	  unmet	  housing	  need	  arising	  in	  Birmingham.	  This	  is	  a	  based	  on	  a	  bi-‐lateral	  agreement	  between	  North	  
Warwickshire	  and	  Birmingham	  and	  the	  technical	  basis	  for	  the	  figure	  is	  unclear.	  There	  is	  no	  wider	  agreement	  in	  place	  
to	  accommodate	  the	  whole	  of	  Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  which	  stands	  at	  37,900	  dwellings.	  The	  result	  is	  an	  overall	  
housing	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  (see	  table	  2	  of	  the	  plan)	  	  of	  9.600	  which	  would	  require	  an	  annual	  
completion	  rate	  some	  150%	  higher	  than	  that	  required	  by	  the	  current	  Core	  Strategy.	  



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

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

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

To	  re-‐iterate,	  the	  Group	  does	  not	  consider	  that	  it	  is	  appropriate	  to	  make	  specific	  provision	  for	  meeting	  Birmingham’s	  
needs	  in	  North	  Warwickshire	  in	  advance	  of	  a	  wider	  agreement	  on	  how	  Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  should	  be	  met	  and	  it	  is	  
also	  concerned	  at	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  plan	  to	  assess	  alternatives	  to	  the	  housing	  requirement	  included	  in	  the	  
submission	  NWLP	  even	  though	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  reasonable	  alternatives	  do	  exist.	  

Overall	  Strategy	  

The	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  as	  follows:	  

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

Category	  2	  Green	  Belt	  Market	  Town	  (Coleshill)	  

Category	  3A	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (Outside	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  3B	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (In	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  4	  Other	  Settlements	  

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



firm	  proposal	  in	  this	  submission,	  but	  is	  an	  indication	  that	  if	  a	  proper	  search	  is	  undertaken,	  new	  settlement	  options	  
are	  likely	  to	  be	  available.	  	  	  

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

Infrastructure	  

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

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

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

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

The	  STA	  sets	  out	  measures	  which	  will	  be	  required	  to	  mitigate	  this.	  It	  identifies	  that	  4,688	  new	  dwellings	  are	  
proposed	  within	  the	  corridor	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  proposals	  in	  the	  NWLP	  and	  it	  identifies	  mitigation	  works	  in	  three	  
phases	  –	  those	  required	  by	  2021	  (when	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  555	  new	  dwellings	  will	  be	  complete),	  by	  2026	  (when	  it	  is	  
assumed	  that	  2962	  dwellings	  will	  be	  complete)	  and	  2031	  (when	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  all	  4688	  dwellings	  will	  be	  
complete).	  

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

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

In	  addition	  to	  this	  it	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  a	  number	  of	  the	  infrastructure	  improvements	  involve	  major	  
engineering	  works,	  including	  dualling	  the	  A5	  and	  constructing	  a	  by-‐pass.	  These	  will	  have	  significant	  impacts	  on	  
property	  in	  the	  area,	  but	  they	  have	  not	  been	  subject	  to	  any	  form	  of	  consultation	  as	  part	  of	  the	  plan	  preparation	  
process.	  



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

	  

Consultation	  Process	  	  

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion	  

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

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  



OBJECTION	  BY	  POLESWORTH	  PARISH	  COUNCIL	  TO	  THE	  DRAFT	  NORTH	  WARWICKSHIRE	  LOCAL	  PLAN	  
2017.	  

Regulation	  19	  –	  Consultation	  response	  Form	  

Section	  1	  Personal	  Details	  
	  Polesworth	  Parish	  Council,	  The	  Tithe	  Barn,	  Hall	  Court,	  Bridge	  Street,	  Polesworth,	  B78	  1DT.	  Telephone	  
01827	  892320.	  
	  E-‐mail	  info@polesworthparishcouncil.co.uk	  

Section	  2	  Representation	  
Question	  2.1	  Paragraphs	  15.33	  to	  15.38,	  Policy	  LP39	  

Question	  2.2	  Object	  to	  the	  above	  (see	  objections	  below)	  
Polesworth	  Parish	  Council	  objects	  to	  the	  proposal	  contained	  within	  the	  Draft	  North	  Warwickshire	  Local	  
Plan	  2017	  for	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  minimum	  of	  2,000	  dwellings	  on	  land	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth	  and	  
Dordon.	  This	  proposal	  is	  contained	  within	  policy	  LP39	  of	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  with	  further	  detail	  provided	  in	  the	  
Polesworth	  with	  Dordon	  section	  of	  the	  Plan	  in	  paragraphs	  15.33	  to	  15.38.	  

Question	  2.3	  The	  Parish	  Council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  legally	  compliant.	  

Question	  2.4	  the	  Parish	  council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Submission	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  compliant	  with	  
the	  duty	  to	  co-‐operate.	  

Question	  2.5	  The	  Parish	  Council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Submission	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  Sound.	  

Question	  2.6	  The	  Parish	  Council	  considers	  that	  the	  Draft	  Submissison	  Local	  Plan	  is	  not	  Sound	  because	  it	  
is	  not	  Justified.	  

In	  summary	  the	  reasons	  are	  given	  below.	  

	  

•   The	  overall	  housing	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  set	  within	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  is	  more	  than	  
twice	  the	  level	  set	  in	  the	  current	  North	  Warwickshire	  Core	  Strategy	  which	  was	  only	  adopted	  in	  
2014.	  This	  very	  substantial	  change	  has	  not	  been	  clearly	  justified	  or	  assessed	  in	  sustainability	  terms.	  

•   The	  Council	  is	  seeking	  to	  distribute	  this	  substantially	  higher	  housing	  requirement	  in	  line	  with	  the	  
strategic	  approach	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Core	  Strategy	  and	  has	  not	  adequately	  considered	  whether	  
alternative	  strategies	  might	  be	  more	  appropriate	  and	  sustainable.	  

•   The	  proposed	  site	  is	  not	  a	  suitable	  or	  sustainable	  location	  for	  new	  housing	  on	  this	  scale,	  because	  of	  
inadequate	  transport	  infrastructure,	  its	  impact	  on	  the	  landscape	  	  and	  wildlife	  sites	  and	  its	  impact	  on	  
the	  character	  of	  the	  small	  town	  of	  Polesworth	  which	  has	  limited	  local	  service	  provision.	  

•   	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  that	  the	  site	  is	  deliverable.	  

Further	  detail	  in	  support	  of	  these	  grounds	  of	  objection	  is	  set	  out	  below.	  

These	  comments	  have	  been	  prepared	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  information	  available	  at	  the	  time	  of	  writing,	  
including	  the	  2017	  version	  of	  the	  Infrastructure	  Delivery	  Plan	  and	  the	  2017	  Sustainability	  Appraisal.	  	  The	  
Parish	  Councils	  reserve	  the	  right	  to	  make	  further	  representations	  in	  the	  event	  that	  further	  documents	  are	  
published	  before	  the	  end	  of	  the	  consultation	  period.	  



Context	  

The	  North	  Warwickshire	  Core	  Strategy	  was	  adopted	  in	  October	  2014.	  It	  sets	  a	  housing	  requirement	  of	  
3,150	  for	  the	  Borough	  for	  the	  period	  2011	  to	  2029	  (175	  dwellings	  per	  year).	  This	  includes	  provision	  for	  500	  
dwellings	  to	  meet	  needs	  arising	  in	  Tamworth.	  

The	  Strategy	  also	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  with	  Category	  1	  (the	  highest	  category)	  comprising	  
market	  towns	  outside	  the	  green	  belt.	  Polesworth	  with	  Dordon	  is	  included	  in	  this	  category,	  with	  the	  only	  
other	  settlement	  in	  the	  category	  being	  Atherstone	  with	  Mancetter.	  Policy	  NW2	  indicates	  that	  over	  50%	  of	  
the	  housing	  requirement	  will	  be	  met	  within	  these	  two	  settlements.	  The	  Core	  Strategy	  does	  not	  make	  
specific	  land	  allocations,	  but	  policy	  NW19	  indicates	  that	  the	  focus	  for	  growth	  will	  be	  to	  the	  east	  and	  south	  
of	  Polesworth/Dordon.	  

The	  Borough	  Council	  intended	  to	  undertake	  the	  process	  of	  allocating	  sites	  to	  meet	  this	  requirement	  
through	  a	  Site	  Allocations	  Plan.	  The	  Pre-‐submission	  version	  of	  this	  was	  published	  in	  June	  2014.	  This	  
proposed	  sites	  for	  617	  dwellings	  at	  Polesworth/Dordon,	  including	  360	  on	  the	  former	  Orchard	  Colliery	  site	  
which	  forms	  the	  southern	  part	  of	  the	  larger	  site	  now	  proposed	  in	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  2016.	  This	  compares	  
to	  a	  minimum	  figure	  of	  440	  identified	  in	  policy	  NW5	  of	  the	  Core	  Strategy.	  

The	  Council	  subsequently	  decided	  not	  to	  continue	  with	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  Site	  Allocations	  Plan.	  This	  
reflected	  pressures	  for	  additional	  housing	  within	  the	  Borough	  arising	  mainly	  from	  the	  adjoining	  cities	  of	  
Birmingham	  and	  Coventry,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  unable	  to	  meet	  their	  future	  housing	  needs	  within	  their	  own	  
boundaries.	  The	  Council	  has	  responded	  to	  this	  through	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan,	  which	  will	  replace	  the	  Core	  
Strategy	  and	  contains	  site	  allocations	  and	  development	  management	  policies,	  thus	  bringing	  all	  the	  
Borough’s	  planning	  policies	  into	  a	  single	  document.	  The	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  covers	  the	  period	  2011	  to	  2031	  
and	  aspires	  to	  provide	  9070	  dwellings	  over	  that	  period	  (452	  per	  year).	  

Overall	  Housing	  Requirement	  

The	  housing	  requirement	  of	  3,150	  (175	  per	  year)	  in	  the	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  is	  based	  on	  a	  Strategic	  
Housing	  Market	  Assessment	  (SHMA)	  carried	  out	  by	  GL	  Hearn	  and	  Partners	  for	  Coventry	  and	  Warwickshire.	  
The	  requirement	  fully	  meets	  the	  projected	  household	  growth,	  based	  on	  demographic	  factors,	  in	  North	  
Warwickshire	  over	  the	  plan	  period	  (2011	  to	  2029)	  	  and	  makes	  provision	  for	  an	  additional	  500	  dwellings	  to	  
meet	  needs	  arising	  in	  Tamworth.	  

The	  SHMA	  was	  updated	  in	  2016.	  There	  was	  little	  change	  in	  the	  demographic-‐based	  need	  for	  North	  
Warwickshire,	  but	  the	  Update	  recommended	  somewhat	  higher	  figures	  to	  take	  account	  of	  economic	  and	  
affordability	  factors,	  resulting	  in	  an	  estimated	  housing	  requirement	  of	  4740	  for	  the	  slightly	  longer	  period	  of	  
2011	  –	  2031	  (237	  per	  year).	  

In	  addition	  to	  this	  the	  Borough	  Council	  agreed	  to	  accommodate	  a	  further	  540	  dwellings,	  as	  part	  of	  an	  
agreed	  approach	  with	  Coventry	  City	  Council	  and	  the	  other	  Warwickshire	  Councils	  to	  help	  provide	  for	  
Coventry’s	  housing	  needs,	  not	  all	  of	  which	  can	  be	  met	  within	  the	  city’s	  boundary.	  This	  further	  raised	  the	  
requirement	  to	  5,280	  (264	  per	  year).	  

Finally,	  the	  Council	  is	  also	  proposing	  to	  accommodate	  a	  further	  3,790	  dwellings	  to	  meet	  10%	  of	  the	  
shortfall	  in	  housing	  provision	  in	  Birmingham.	  This	  is	  a	  based	  on	  a	  bi-‐lateral	  agreement	  between	  North	  
Warwickshire	  and	  Birmingham.	  There	  is	  no	  wider	  agreement	  in	  place	  to	  accommodate	  the	  whole	  of	  
Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  which	  stands	  at	  37,900	  dwellings.	  



This	  gives	  a	  total	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  of	  9,070	  dwellings	  (452	  per	  year).	  The	  annual	  rate	  is	  
158%	  higher	  than	  the	  rate	  contained	  in	  the	  Core	  Strategy	  which	  was	  only	  adopted	  two	  years	  ago.	  

This	  is	  a	  radically	  different	  level	  of	  growth.	  As	  will	  be	  seen	  the	  difference	  arises	  not	  because	  of	  any	  
fundamental	  change	  in	  North	  Warwickshire’s	  own	  demographic,	  employment	  or	  affordability	  needs.	  These	  
account	  for	  only	  just	  over	  40%	  of	  the	  proposed	  aspirational	  housing	  requirement.	  The	  remainder	  (almost	  
60%)	  results	  from	  decisions	  that	  have	  been	  made	  to	  make	  provision	  within	  the	  Borough	  for	  some	  of	  the	  
housing	  shortfalls	  being	  experienced	  by	  the	  neighbouring	  cities	  of	  Coventry	  and	  Birmingham.	  The	  evidence	  
base	  supporting	  the	  draft	  plan	  contains	  no	  rationale	  for	  these	  decisions,	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  what	  (if	  any)	  
alternatives	  have	  been	  considered	  and	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  no	  sustainability	  assessment	  to	  demonstrate	  
that	  the	  approach	  being	  followed	  is	  the	  most	  appropriate.	  

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

The	  aspirational	  housing	  requirement	  of	  9070,	  which	  gives	  rise	  to	  the	  need	  for	  the	  proposed	  housing	  
allocation	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth	  and	  Dordon,	  has	  not	  been	  clearly	  justified.	  Further	  consideration	  
should	  be	  given	  to	  it,	  including	  a	  proper	  assessment	  of	  alternative	  levels	  of	  growth.	  	  

Failure	  to	  Consider	  Alternative	  Strategies	  

The	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  as	  follows:	  

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

Category	  2	  Green	  Belt	  Market	  Town	  (Coleshill)	  

Category	  3A	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (Outside	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  3B	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (In	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  4	  Other	  Settlements	  

Over	  50%	  of	  new	  housing	  development	  is	  allocated	  to	  category	  1,	  with	  the	  remainder	  distributed	  between	  
the	  remaining	  categories.	  

The	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  proposes	  changes	  to	  this	  settlement	  hierarchy.	  The	  first	  two	  categories	  and	  categories	  
3A	  and	  3B	  are	  combined,	  and	  a	  new	  category	  2	  is	  added	  comprising	  “settlements	  adjoining	  the	  outer	  
boundary	  of	  the	  Borough.”	  	  This	  new	  category	  does	  not	  in	  reality	  relate	  to	  settlements	  within	  the	  Borough	  :	  
rather	  it	  enables	  the	  allocation	  for	  new	  housing	  of	  two	  sites	  adjoining	  	  neighbouring	  cities/towns,	  a	  large	  



site	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  Tamworth	  and	  a	  smaller	  green	  belt	  site	  which	  forms	  an	  addition	  to	  a	  large	  sustainable	  
urban	  extension	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  Birmingham.	  

With	  the	  exception	  of	  these	  two	  sites,	  the	  strategy	  for	  the	  distribution	  of	  new	  housing	  continues	  to	  be	  to	  
focus	  it	  on	  the	  category	  1	  settlements.	  In	  theory	  the	  change	  to	  the	  settlement	  hierarchy	  to	  include	  Coleshill	  
in	  category	  1	  enables	  development	  to	  be	  spread	  between	  three	  rather	  than	  two	  settlements,	  but	  this	  is	  not	  
carried	  through	  into	  practice	  since	  only	  94	  dwellings	  are	  proposed	  for	  Coleshill	  compared	  to	  1,911	  in	  
Atherstone/Mancetter	  and	  2,071	  in	  Polesworth/Dordon	  (with	  another	  1191	  close	  by	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  
Tamworth).	  	  With	  the	  exception	  of	  a	  modest	  amount	  of	  development	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  adjoining	  
settlements,	  the	  strategy	  is	  therefore	  unchanged	  from	  the	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy,	  even	  though	  the	  
housing	  requirement	  is	  substantially	  higher	  and	  the	  Council	  is	  proposing	  to	  make	  significant	  provision	  to	  
help	  meet	  the	  housing	  needs	  of	  adjoining	  cities.	  

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

Even	  within	  the	  chosen	  strategy	  it	  is	  not	  easy	  to	  understand	  why	  the	  amount	  of	  additional	  housing	  
allocated	  to	  Polesworth/Dordon	  is	  higher	  than	  to	  the	  other	  two	  category	  1	  settlements.	  Both	  of	  these	  
settlements	  have	  better	  local	  services,	  in	  particular	  shopping	  and	  public	  transport,	  than	  
Polesworth/Dordon.	  

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

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

It	  is	  difficult	  to	  reconcile	  these	  conclusions	  with	  the	  strategy	  actually	  included	  in	  the	  draft	  Local	  Plan	  which	  
is	  effectively	  to	  concentrate	  development	  in	  and	  around	  the	  main	  settlements	  outside	  the	  Green	  Belt.	  	  

A	  new	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  was	  published	  in	  February	  2017,	  over	  4	  months	  after	  the	  start	  of	  the	  
consultation	  period.	  This	  fails	  to	  clarify	  the	  position.	  The	  justification	  for	  the	  selected	  growth	  option	  is	  set	  
out	  in	  table	  4.4.	  This	  suggests	  that	  the	  strategy	  is	  a	  combination	  of	  three	  options	  –	  OUT1	  (development	  
adjoining	  the	  boundary	  of	  the	  Borough),	  OUT2	  (settlements	  closest	  to	  where	  the	  need	  arises)	  and	  OUT3	  
(Distribution	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  strategy	  for	  the	  whole	  plan).	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  how	  OUT2	  is	  represented	  in	  
the	  adopted	  strategy,	  and	  OUT1	  is	  only	  represented	  by	  two	  sites,	  for	  141	  homes	  adjoining	  the	  Birmingham	  



boundary	  (a	  tiny	  fraction	  of	  the	  total	  requirement	  to	  meet	  Birmingham’s	  needs),	  and	  a	  site	  for	  1191	  homes	  
on	  the	  edge	  of	  Tamworth	  which	  substantially	  exceeds	  North	  Warwickshire’s	  requirement	  to	  accommodate	  
housing	  to	  meet	  Tamworth’s	  needs.	  In	  effect	  the	  adopted	  strategy	  is	  OUT3	  with	  some	  minor	  variations.	  

The	  Parish	  Councils	  consider	  that	  the	  Borough	  Council	  has	  failed	  to	  give	  full	  and	  proper	  consideration	  to	  
alternative	  growth	  strategies,	  and	  has	  failed	  to	  consult	  on	  alternatives.	  In	  so	  far	  as	  it	  has	  considered	  
alternatives,	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  assessment	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  support	  the	  strategy	  actually	  included	  in	  
the	  draft	  plan.	  

Suitability	  and	  Sustainability	  of	  the	  Proposed	  Site	  

The	  site	  lies	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth/Dordon,	  bounded	  by	  the	  existing	  settlements	  to	  the	  west,	  ribbon	  
development	  along	  the	  A5,	  backed	  by	  regenerating	  woodland	  to	  the	  south,	  the	  B5000	  to	  the	  north,	  and	  by	  
open	  countryside	  to	  the	  east,	  much	  of	  this	  boundary	  consisting	  of	  a	  country	  lane	  with	  low	  hedgerows.	  It	  is	  
proposed	  to	  construct	  a	  new	  distributor	  road	  to	  serve	  the	  site	  between	  the	  B5000	  and	  the	  A5.	  The	  
northern	  section	  of	  this	  has	  already	  been	  constructed	  as	  part	  of	  a	  housing	  development	  which	  is	  currently	  
under	  construction.	  

The	  site	  has	  a	  varied	  topography.	  	  The	  southern	  section	  rises	  sharply	  from	  the	  A5	  to	  Dunns	  Lane,	  which	  
already	  contains	  a	  band	  of	  ribbon	  development	  extending	  into	  the	  site.	  The	  existing	  settlement	  of	  Dordon	  
lies	  on	  top	  of	  a	  ridge,	  and	  so	  this	  section	  of	  the	  site	  drops	  significantly	  from	  west	  to	  east.	  It	  contains	  many	  
trees	  and	  is	  generally	  well	  screened,	  but	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  new	  distributor	  road	  will	  inevitably	  impact	  
on	  this.	  

To	  the	  north	  of	  Dunns	  Lane,	  the	  land	  falls	  from	  north	  to	  south	  as	  it	  descends	  into	  the	  Anker	  Valley.	  
However	  Hoo	  Hill	  is	  a	  prominent	  landscape	  feature	  at	  the	  north	  east	  extremity	  of	  the	  site.	  Again	  the	  site	  
falls	  from	  the	  Dordon	  ridge	  in	  an	  easterly	  direction.	  This	  area	  of	  the	  site	  is	  predominantly	  farm	  land,	  and	  is	  
more	  open	  and	  less	  well	  screened	  than	  the	  southern	  section,	  particularly	  the	  area	  to	  the	  east	  of	  St	  Helena	  
Rd,	  but	  it	  includes	  a	  significant	  area	  of	  woodland	  known	  as	  the	  Hollies.	  	  Dordon	  Hall,	  an	  attractive	  grade	  2	  
listed	  bulding	  adjoins	  the	  site	  and	  is	  a	  significant	  feature	  in	  the	  landscape	  when	  viewed	  from	  the	  north	  and	  
east.	  

Although	  designated	  as	  a	  ‘market	  town’	  Polesworth	  has	  only	  a	  limited	  range	  of	  local	  services,	  focused	  in	  
the	  historic	  core	  around	  Polesworth	  Abbey.	  In	  particular	  there	  are	  no	  supermarkets,	  so	  residents	  need	  to	  
travel	  elsewhere	  (Atherstone	  or	  Tamworth)	  for	  their	  main	  food	  shopping.	  There	  is	  a	  railway	  station,	  but	  
this	  has	  only	  one	  train	  a	  day,	  so	  is	  valueless	  for	  most	  purposes.	  Bus	  services	  provide	  links	  to	  Nuneaton,	  
Tamworth	  and	  Atherstone.	  	  Polesworth	  is	  in	  effect	  a	  large	  village	  rather	  than	  a	  market	  town	  like	  
Atherstone	  or	  Coleshill.	  Historic	  patterns	  of	  growth	  have	  led	  it	  to	  merge	  with	  the	  separate	  village	  of	  
Dordon	  which	  has	  even	  fewer	  local	  facilities.	  Both	  Polesworth	  and	  Dordon	  have	  a	  distinct	  character	  and	  
strong	  local	  communities.	  

The	  proposed	  development	  will	  dramatically	  increase	  the	  population	  of	  the	  two	  settlements.	  
Polesworth/Dordon	  will	  effectively	  become	  a	  small	  town,	  but	  without	  the	  scale	  of	  local	  facilities	  that	  would	  
normally	  be	  expected	  in	  a	  settlement	  of	  this	  size	  and	  with	  little	  prospect	  that	  these	  will	  be	  provided.	  As	  a	  
result	  many	  local	  residents	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  travel	  outside	  the	  local	  community	  to	  access	  services	  and	  
for	  employment.	  The	  result	  will	  be	  a	  ‘dormitory’	  town	  with	  little	  sense	  of	  community.	  The	  distinctive	  
character	  of	  the	  existing	  settlements	  will	  be	  lost.	  



Because	  of	  the	  limited	  availability	  of	  public	  transport,	  it	  is	  also	  likely	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  trips	  for	  shopping,	  
work	  etc.	  will	  be	  made	  by	  car.	  This	  is	  inherently	  undesirable	  from	  a	  sustainability	  perspective.	  Given	  that	  
the	  development	  is	  intended	  in	  part	  to	  meet	  housing	  needs	  arising	  in	  Birmingham,	  to	  which	  there	  are	  no	  
direct	  links	  by	  public	  transport,	  it	  is	  to	  be	  expected	  that	  there	  will	  be	  a	  significant	  increase	  in	  car	  journeys	  
to	  and	  from	  Birmingham.	  

Apart	  from	  the	  sustainability	  issues	  which	  this	  raises,	  the	  main	  roads	  serving	  the	  development	  are	  already	  
subject	  to	  severe	  congestion.	  This	  is	  particularly	  true	  of	  the	  section	  of	  the	  A5	  between	  junction	  10	  of	  the	  
M42	  and	  the	  M69.	  A	  new	  junction	  will	  be	  required	  on	  this	  congested	  section,	  and	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  existing	  
congestion	  problems	  will	  be	  made	  worse	  unless	  major	  improvements	  are	  undertaken.	  No	  information	  has	  
been	  provided	  to	  indicate	  what	  is	  proposed	  or	  how	  this	  will	  be	  funded.	  There	  are	  also	  congestion	  issues	  on	  
the	  B5000	  which	  provides	  a	  link	  to	  Tamworth.	  Improving	  this	  road	  appears	  difficult	  because	  of	  existing	  
narrow	  bridges	  and	  again	  no	  details	  of	  any	  enhancement	  proposals	  have	  currently	  been	  provided.	  In	  this	  
respect	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  also	  includes	  a	  proposal	  for	  a	  further	  1200	  houses	  at	  Robey’s	  
Lane,	  adjacent	  to	  Tamworth,	  to	  the	  west	  of	  the	  M42.	  This	  site	  will	  also	  add	  further	  to	  traffic	  flows	  on	  the	  
B5000.	  

As	  described	  above,	  the	  site	  is	  attractive	  in	  landscape	  terms.	  Currently	  built	  development	  runs	  along	  the	  
Dordon	  ridge	  and	  is	  then	  enclosed	  within	  the	  Anker	  valley	  in	  Polesworth.	  The	  proposal	  will	  result	  in	  built	  
development	  flowing	  down	  the	  ridge	  from	  Dordon	  and	  extending	  out	  into	  open	  countryside.	  The	  eastern	  
parts	  of	  the	  site	  are	  exposed	  and	  visible	  from	  some	  distance,	  and	  the	  eastern	  boundary	  is	  weak,	  so	  that	  
subsequent	  pressure	  for	  even	  further	  expansion	  is	  likely.	  The	  setting	  of	  Dordon	  Hall	  will	  be	  compromised.	  
For	  these	  reasons,	  the	  impact	  on	  the	  landscape	  will	  be	  significant.	  

The	  site	  contains	  two	  Sites	  of	  Importance	  for	  Nature	  Conservation,	  one	  of	  which	  is	  an	  area	  of	  ancient	  
woodland.	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  what	  measures	  will	  be	  taken	  to	  protect	  these.	  The	  woodland	  will	  be	  surrounded	  
by	  the	  housing	  development,	  and	  it	  is	  hard	  to	  see	  how	  its	  current	  value	  could	  be	  maintained.	  There	  is	  
therefore	  likely	  to	  be	  an	  adverse	  impact	  on	  the	  biodiversity	  of	  the	  area.	  

The	  2017	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  includes	  an	  assessment	  of	  development	  sites.	  This	  supports	  the	  view	  that	  
there	  are	  significant	  sustainability	  issues	  with	  this	  site.	  The	  Polesworth/Dordon	  sites	  are	  considered	  in	  
table	  5.3.	  The	  assessment	  identifies	  the	  proposed	  site	  as	  performing	  negatively	  against	  five	  of	  the	  twenty	  
sustainability	  objectives	  and	  only	  one	  of	  the	  23	  other	  assessed	  sites	  has	  more	  negative	  scores.	  	  

The	  Parish	  Councils	  therefore	  consider	  that	  site	  is	  not	  suitable	  for	  housing	  development	  on	  the	  proposed	  
scale	  and	  that	  this	  would	  be	  unsustainable.	  	  

Deliverability	  

The	  Infrastructure	  Delivery	  Plan,	  as	  it	  currently	  stands,	  does	  not	  provide	  full	  details	  of	  the	  infrastructure	  
which	  will	  be	  required	  to	  enable	  the	  development	  of	  this	  site	  to	  proceed	  satisfactorily.	  However	  it	  is	  clear	  
that	  there	  will	  be	  substantial	  infrastructure	  requirements,	  including	  the	  following:	  

•   The	  construction	  of	  a	  new	  link	  road	  between	  the	  A5	  and	  the	  B5000.	  
•   A	  new	  junction	  on	  the	  A5.	  
•   Improvements	  to	  the	  Grendon	  and	  Dordon	  islands	  on	  the	  A5,	  and	  possibly	  other	  improvements	  to	  

this	  road,	  depending	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  transport	  studies.	  
•   Possible	  improvements	  to	  the	  B5000,	  depending	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  transport	  studies.	  



•   Enhanced	  public	  transport	  and	  cycling	  provision	  
•   New	  primary	  school	  provision.	  
•   New	  secondary	  school	  provision.	  
•   A	  new	  health	  centre	  for	  primary	  care	  purposes	  and	  possibly	  other	  community	  provision.	  
•   Contributions	  to	  police	  and	  fire	  service	  provision.	  
•   Enhancements	  to	  water	  supply	  and	  sewerage	  provision.	  
•   Provision	  of	  additional	  public	  open	  space	  and	  measures	  to	  ensure	  the	  proper	  management	  of	  

wildlife	  areas.	  

In	  addition	  to	  this,	  under	  policy	  LP9	  of	  the	  draft	  Local	  Plan,	  there	  would	  be	  a	  requirement	  for	  40%	  of	  the	  
new	  dwellings	  to	  be	  affordable.	  

There	  are	  no	  costings	  for	  the	  majority	  of	  these	  requirements.	  The	  exception	  to	  this	  is	  the	  requirement	  for	  
additional	  educational	  provision,	  which	  is	  assessed	  as	  in	  excess	  of	  £6.5	  million.	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  some	  of	  
the	  other	  costs	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  very	  considerable,	  particularly	  the	  provision	  of	  a	  new	  junction	  and	  other	  
improvements	  to	  the	  A5	  trunk	  road.	  This	  creates	  a	  major	  uncertainty	  and	  casts	  real	  doubt	  on	  whether	  this	  
proposal	  is	  actually	  viable.	  It	  appears	  that	  the	  Borough	  Council	  recognises	  this	  in	  that	  the	  Memorandum	  of	  
Understanding	  with	  Birmingham	  City	  Council,	  under	  which	  North	  Warwickshire	  has	  agreed	  to	  plan	  for	  
3,790	  homes	  to	  meet	  Birmingham’s	  needs,	  indicates	  at	  point	  6	  that	  this	  is	  dependent	  on”	  the	  provision	  of	  
and	  timely	  delivery	  of	  infrastructure.”	  

Polesworth	  Parish	  Council	  is	  concerned	  that	  if	  this	  site	  is	  allocated	  without	  these	  issues	  being	  resolved,	  
there	  is	  a	  risk	  that	  development	  will	  proceed	  without	  the	  ability	  to	  deliver	  essential	  infrastructure	  at	  the	  
appropriate	  time.	  This	  would	  be	  wholly	  unacceptable.	  

	  

Conclusions	  

The	  Draft	  North	  Warwickshire	  Local	  Plan	  proposes	  a	  much	  higher	  level	  of	  new	  housing	  than	  the	  recently	  
adopted	  Core	  Strategy.	  This	  results	  from	  decisions	  to	  locate	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  new	  housing	  in	  North	  
Warwickshire	  to	  help	  meet	  shortfalls	  in	  supply	  in	  Coventry	  and	  Birmingham.	  While	  it	  is	  clearly	  reasonable	  
for	  the	  Borough	  to	  make	  some	  contribution	  to	  this	  shortfall,	  there	  is	  no	  clear	  rationale	  for	  the	  scale	  of	  
provision	  proposed,	  particularly	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Birmingham	  where	  there	  is	  no	  comprehensive	  agreement	  on	  
how	  the	  shortfall	  will	  be	  met	  across	  the	  Birmingham	  Housing	  Market	  Area,	  and	  there	  has	  been	  no	  
sustainability	  assessment	  of	  the	  approach.	  

The	  strategy	  for	  distributing	  this	  much	  higher	  level	  of	  housing	  remains	  essentially	  unchanged	  from	  the	  
adopted	  Core	  Strategy,	  despite	  the	  increase	  in	  numbers	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  much	  of	  the	  increased	  demand	  
results	  from	  pressures	  from	  outside	  the	  Borough.	  Alternative	  approaches	  do	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  been	  
seriously	  considered	  even	  though	  a	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  of	  alternative	  options	  appears	  to	  conclude	  that	  
there	  are	  other	  options	  which	  perform	  better	  than	  the	  chosen	  approach.	  There	  has	  been	  no	  consultation	  
on	  alternative	  options.	  

The	  application	  of	  this	  strategic	  approach	  results	  in	  a	  large	  housing	  allocation	  to	  the	  east	  of	  
Polesworth/Dordon.	  This	  location	  is	  not	  sustainable	  because	  of	  the	  limited	  range	  of	  local	  facilities	  available	  
in	  the	  existing	  settlement	  and	  the	  limited	  public	  transport	  connections.	  This	  will	  result	  in	  the	  new	  housing	  
area	  being	  heavily	  car	  dependant	  and	  will	  undermine	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  two	  settlements.	  



In	  addition	  there	  will	  be	  significant	  impacts	  on	  traffic	  flows	  on	  the	  A5	  and	  B5000,	  with	  currently	  no	  
information	  on	  how	  these	  will	  be	  addressed.	  The	  development	  will	  also	  be	  damaging	  in	  landscape	  terms	  
and	  will	  impact	  on	  areas	  of	  biodiversity	  importance	  including	  an	  area	  of	  ancient	  woodland.	  

It	  is	  clear	  that	  significant	  infrastructure	  improvements	  will	  be	  required	  to	  enable	  this	  development	  to	  
proceed,	  but	  currently	  there	  is	  no	  costing	  of	  these.	  There	  are	  therefore	  significant	  uncertainties	  over	  
whether	  the	  proposal	  is	  actually	  deliverable.	  

For	  all	  the	  above	  reasons	  the	  Parish	  Council	  consider	  that	  these	  proposals	  should	  be	  withdrawn	  and	  there	  
should	  be	  a	  full	  and	  proper	  consideration	  of	  alternative	  approaches.	  
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Dittman, Mike

From: Judy Barren <judy.barren@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:54

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to local plan concerning proposals for Ansley Common and surrounding 

area

 
 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.  
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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, 
Mr & Mrs Parker 
20 Ansley Common 
Nuneaton 
CV10 0QD  
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Magda <mjphotography80@gmail.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:59

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Housing 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. 
 
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 
Magda Jagielska 
34 Bretts Hall Estate  
Ansley Common 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Brownsword Liz <lizzieb185@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 15:01

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Ojection to Core plan and proposed housing developments

Dear Sirs, 
 
I would like to raise an objection to the proposed development of 120 houses that are to be built off Spon 
Lane,  
Grendon. 
 
I feel that the plan is not effective and there is insufficient infrastructure in place to support such another 
huge impact on the area. 
It does not meet the needs of the local people or consider our points of view. We want to be part of a 
village community, this is why we chose to live here in the first place and not a large town.  
 
There are no schools for all these children to attend, infant, junior or senior.  Since the new Queen 
Elizabeth Academy has been built it is no where near the size of the two older schools, one of which has 
been demolished, and if they bolt pods on to accommodate more pupils as was suggested at the meeting 
at the council offices on 18th January, where can the pupils exercise as we know there is an obesity 
problem on the increase. 
 
Atherstone Leisure Centre is barely adequate at the moment for the increased number of people wishing 
to exercise, but with this development plus all the others planned for the area it will be totally unviable to 
support the active people.  
 
To get an appointment at Doctors or Dentists you have to wait for at least a week if not more. If you need 
a hospital forget it. I understand that the George Elliot has now been put back on special measures due to 
lack of equipment following a damming report last week on national television. 
 
The A5 now is like living on a motorway with very heavy traffic 24/7 with the addition of Royal Mail and 
Car transporters from the old Baddesley Mine site and with Core 42 plus Aldi, TNT, Ocado this is just a few 
of the business that have located in the area over the last few years. Lorries pass all day every day and all 
night it is difficult to sleep and you cannot open windows because of the noise, dust and fumes generated 
from this. 
 
I would like to know how the council propose, if these houses are built, to allow the children and elderly, 
who have to cross this main road to access the bus stops, will be able to do so safely? Drivers certainly do 
not give way to allow someone to walk across the road from the bus stop let alone when you pull out in a 
car. Some of the lorries put their foot down and then tailgate your car in a threatening manner because 
they have not adhered to the speed limit of 40 mph. 
 
The bus stop by the Grendon island is so close to the island from the west bound traffic vehicles speed 
they come around there and with it being blind also is a constant danger. 
 
The road surface due to the increase in traffic is now breaking up and in urgent need of repair in several 
areas. 
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On top of this I would like to ask has anything been considered regarding our wild life and hedgerows? 
 
We now have a family of Buzzards that have now made it their home, foxes, pheasants, hares, rabbits, 
hedgehogs and numerous finches, robins and small birds to mention just a few. 
 
I seriously believe that the council has not considered what we, the residents, want for our villages and 
surrounding area and have been bullied by the government to fulfill new dwellings. What they have 
proposed has little or no consideration for the people that voted them there in the first place. 
 
I would also be interested to see when the next census is due to take place as we have not been asked to 
complete one for many years.  This will also highlight where the need for all these new homes comes from 
in light of Brexit and the borders being closed. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Mrs E A Brownsword 
185 The Meadows 
Watling Street 
Grendon 
Atherstone 
CV9 2PJ 
email: lizzieb185@hotmail.co.uk 
 



 
 
North Warwickshire Local Plan Submission Consultation 
 
Consultation Deadline – 31 January 2018  
 

 
Contact Details 
Planning and Local Authority Liaison Department 
The Coal Authority 
200 Lichfield Lane 
Berry Hill 
MANSFIELD 
Nottinghamshire 
NG18 4RG 
 
Planning Email:  planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
Planning Enquiries:   01623 637 119 
 
Date 
30 January 2018  
 

 
Background on the Coal Authority  
 
The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the Department for Business, 
Energy & Industrial Strategy.  The Coal Authority was established by Parliament in 1994 to: 
undertake specific statutory responsibilities associated with the licensing of coal mining operations 
in Britain; handle subsidence claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine 
operators; deal with property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining. 
 
 
The main areas of planning interest to the Coal Authority in terms of policy making relate to: 

 the safeguarding of coal in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in 
Scotland, and Minerals Planning Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales; 
 

 the establishment of a suitable policy framework for energy minerals including 
hydrocarbons in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning Policy 
Framework and Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in 
Scotland, and Minerals Planning Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales; and 
 

 ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future liability on the 
tax payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims arising from the legacy of 
coal mining in accordance with the advice in The National Planning Policy Framework and 
Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in Scotland, and Planning 
Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales. 

 
Background to Coal Issues in North Warwickshire  
 
Surface Coal Resources and Prior Extraction 
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As you will be aware, the North Warwickshire Borough Council area contains coal resources which 
are capable of extraction by surface mining operations.  These resources cover an area amounting 
to approximately 4.86% of the North Warwickshire Borough Council area.   
 
The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unnecessarily sterilised by new 
development. Where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking to encourage 
prior extraction of the coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential 
land instability problems in the process. 
 
Coal Mining Legacy 
 
As you will be aware, the North Warwickshire Borough Council area has been subjected to coal 
mining which will have left a legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential 
public safety and stability problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities.   
 
Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine workings, emissions of mine 
gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the discharge of water from abandoned coal 
mines. These surface hazards can be found in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists 
near to the surface, including existing residential areas. 
 
The Coal Authority has records of over 171,000 coal mine entries across the coalfields, although 
there are thought to be many more unrecorded. Shallow coal which is present near the surface can 
give rise to stability, gas and potential spontaneous combustion problems. Even in areas where 
coal mining was deep, in some geological conditions cracks or fissures can appear at the surface.  
It is estimated that as many as 2 million of the 7.7 million properties across the coalfields may lie in 
areas with the potential to be affected by these problems. In our view, the planning processes in 
coalfield areas need to take account of coal mining legacy issues.   
 
Within the North Warwickshire Borough Council area there are 281 recorded mine entries and 19 
coal mining related hazards have been reported to The Coal Authority. Mine entries may be 
located in built up areas, often under buildings where the owners and occupiers have no 
knowledge of their presence unless they have received a mining report during the property 
transaction.  Mine entries can also be present in open space and areas of green infrastructure, 
potentially just under the surface of grassed areas. Mine entries and mining legacy matters should 
be considered by Planning Authorities to ensure that site allocations and other policies and 
programmes will not lead to future public safety hazards.   
 
Although mining legacy occurs as a result of mineral workings, it is important that new 
development recognises the problems and how they can be positively addressed.  However, it is 
important to note that land instability and mining legacy is not a complete constraint on new 
development; rather it can be argued that because mining legacy matters have been addressed 
the new development is safe, stable and sustainable. 
 
As The Coal Authority owns the coal and coal mine entries on behalf of the state, if a development 
is to intersect the ground then specific written permission of The Coal Authority may be required. 
 
Specific Comments on the North Warwickshire Local Plan Submission  
 
The comments which The Coal Authority would like to make or see in relation to the above 
document are: 
 
Representation No.1 
 
Paragraph 1.5  
 
Support - The Coal Authority supports the notification in the Local Plan of signposting to the 
Mineral Core Strategy prepared by the County Council.    
 



Representation No.2 
 
Policy LP31 – Development Considerations  
 
Positively 
Prepared 

Justified Effective Consistency to 
NPPF 

Legal & Procedural Requirements Inc. 
Duty to Cooperate 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 
 
Support – The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this policy which seeks to ensure that 
mineral reserves are not sterilised and which acknowledges that where mining legacy is present 
land should be appropriately remediated.   
 
 
Representation No.3 
 
Paragraph 14.38 – The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this paragraph which identifies 
that the issue of coal reserves needs further investigation to ascertain the exact areas of 
development to the east of Polesworth and Dordon.     
 
 
Kind regards 
 

Melanie Lindsley  

 
Melanie Lindsley BA (Hons), DipEH, DipURP, MA, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTPI    

Team Leader - Planning Liaison  
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Horne, Andrew

From: yvette stanley <yvettestanley80@gmail.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:28

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to the local plan

 
Mrs Yvette Stanley 
16 Goodere Drive 
Polesworth 
Tamworth 
B78 1BZ 
 
 
To Forward planning department  
NWBC 
 
I am writing my objection to the proposed local plan. Th impact on this amount of houses that this plan 
would have on our villages does not bear thinking about. No thought about services, schools,transport the 
roads cannot cope at the moment with the amount of traffic! Never mind the local doctors etc. 
 
I attach a copy of the objection which Polesworth Parish Council which lists objections in more detail more 
than I ever could which I fully support and would like it included in my objection. 
 
Yvette Stanley  
 
 
 
 

OBJECTION BY POLESWORTH PARISH COUNCIL TO THE DRAFT NORTH WARWICKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2017. 

Regulation 19 – Consultation response Form 

Section 1 Personal Details 

Polesworth Parish Council, The Tithe Barn, Hall Court, Bridge Street, Polesworth, B78 1DT. Telephone 01827 892320. 

E-mail info@polesworthparishcouncil.co.uk 

Section 2 Representation 

Question 2.1 Paragraphs 15.33 to 15.38, Policy LP39 

Question 2.2 Object to the above (see objections below) 

Polesworth Parish Council objects to the proposal contained within the Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan 2017 for the construction of a 

minimum of 2,000 dwellings on land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon. This proposal is contained within policy LP39 of the Draft Plan with 

further detail provided in the Polesworth with Dordon section of the Plan in paragraphs 15.33 to 15.38. 

Question 2.3 The Parish Council does not consider the Draft Local Plan to be legally compliant. 

Question 2.4 the Parish council does not consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the duty to co-operate. 

Question 2.5 The Parish Council does not consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound. 

Question 2.6 The Parish Council considers that the Draft Submissison Local Plan is not Sound because it is not Justified. 

In summary the reasons are given below. 

  
� The overall housing requirement for North Warwickshire set within the Draft Plan is more than twice the level set in the current North 
Warwickshire Core Strategy which was only adopted in 2014. This very substantial change has not been clearly justified or assessed in 
sustainability terms. 
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� The Council is seeking to distribute this substantially higher housing requirement in line with the strategic approach set out in the 
Core Strategy and has not adequately considered whether alternative strategies might be more appropriate and sustainable. 
� The proposed site is not a suitable or sustainable location for new housing on this scale, because of inadequate transport infrastructure, 
its impact on the landscape  andwildlife sites and its impact on the character of the small town of Polesworth which has limited local 
service provision. 
� It is not clear that the site is deliverable.  

Further detail in support of these grounds of objection is set out below. 

These comments have been prepared on the basis of the information available at the time of writing, including the 2017 version of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the 2017 Sustainability Appraisal. The Parish Councils reserve the right to make further representations in the 

event that further documents are published before the end of the consultation period. 

Context 

The North Warwickshire Core Strategy was adopted in October 2014. It sets a housing requirement of 3,150 for the Borough for the period 2011 

to 2029 (175 dwellings per year). This includes provision for 500 dwellings to meet needs arising in Tamworth. 

The Strategy also establishes a settlement hierarchy with Category 1 (the highest category) comprising market towns outside the green belt. 

Polesworth with Dordon is included in this category, with the only other settlement in the category being Atherstone with Mancetter. Policy 

NW2 indicates that over 50% of the housing requirement will be met within these two settlements. The Core Strategy does not make specific 

land allocations, but policy NW19 indicates that the focus for growth will be to the east and south of Polesworth/Dordon. 

The Borough Council intended to undertake the process of allocating sites to meet this requirement through a Site Allocations Plan. The Pre-

submission version of this was published in June 2014. This proposed sites for 617 dwellings at Polesworth/Dordon, including 360 on the 

former Orchard Colliery site which forms the southern part of the larger site now proposed in the Draft Local Plan 2016. This compares to a 

minimum figure of 440 identified in policy NW5 of the Core Strategy. 

The Council subsequently decided not to continue with the preparation of the Site Allocations Plan. This reflected pressures for additional 

housing within the Borough arising mainly from the adjoining cities of Birmingham and Coventry, both of which are unable to meet their future 

housing needs within their own boundaries. The Council has responded to this through the Draft Local Plan, which will replace the Core 

Strategy and contains site allocations and development management policies, thus bringing all the Borough’s planning policies into a single 

document. The Draft Local Plan covers the period 2011 to 2031 and aspires to provide 9070 dwellings over that period (452 per year). 

Overall Housing Requirement 

The housing requirement of 3,150 (175 per year) in the adopted Core Strategy is based on a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA) carried out by GL Hearn and Partners for Coventry and Warwickshire. The requirement fully meets the projected 

household growth, based on demographic factors, in North Warwickshire over the plan period (2011 to 2029)and makes provision for an 

additional 500 dwellings to meet needs arising in Tamworth. 

The SHMA was updated in 2016. There was little change in the demographic-based need for North Warwickshire, but the Update recommended 

somewhat higher figures to take account of economic and affordability factors, resulting in an estimated housing requirement of 4740 for the 

slightly longer period of 2011 – 2031 (237 per year). 

In addition to this the Borough Council agreed to accommodate a further 540 dwellings, as part of an agreed approach with Coventry City 

Council and the other Warwickshire Councils to help provide for Coventry’s housing needs, not all of which can be met within the city’s 

boundary. This further raised the requirement to 5,280 (264 per year). 

Finally, the Council is also proposing to accommodate a further 3,790 dwellings to meet 10% of the shortfall in housing provision in 

Birmingham. This is a based on a bi-lateral agreement between North Warwickshire and Birmingham. There is no wider agreement in place to 

accommodate the whole of Birmingham’s shortfall which stands at 37,900 dwellings. 

This gives a total requirement for North Warwickshire of 9,070 dwellings (452 per year). The annual rate is 158% higher than the rate contained 

in the Core Strategy which was only adopted two years ago. 

This is a radically different level of growth. As will be seen the difference arises not because of any fundamental change in North 

Warwickshire’s own demographic, employment or affordability needs. These account for only just over 40% of the proposed aspirational 

housing requirement. The remainder (almost 60%) results from decisions that have been made to make provision within the Borough for some 

of the housing shortfalls being experienced by the neighbouring cities of Coventry and Birmingham. The evidence base supporting the draft plan 

contains no rationale for these decisions, it is not clear what (if any) alternatives have been considered and there appears to be no sustainability 

assessment to demonstrate that the approach being followed is the most appropriate. 
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This is particularly significant in relation to the provision which is proposed to meet Birmingham’s needs, partly because of its size (broadly 

equivalent to North Warwickshire’s total demographic need for the plan period), but also because this provision appears to have been agreed in 

isolation and without regard to any wider strategy for meeting Birmingham’s shortfall. North Warwickshire does form part of the Birmingham 

Housing Market Area (HMA) and it is clearly right that its potential to help meet Birmingham’s needs should be considered. However the 

Birmingham HMA is large, including Southern Staffordshire, the Black Country, Solihull, Northern Worcestershire and parts 

of South Warwickshire.  Many of these areas have better public transport links to Birmingham and stronger commuting flows than does North 

Warwickshire. It is therefore by no means clear that the level of provision being proposed for North Warwickshire is the most appropriate.  

The aspirational housing requirement of 9070, which gives rise to the need for the proposed housing allocation to the east of Polesworth and 

Dordon, has not been clearly justified. Further consideration should be given to it, including a proper assessment of alternative levels of growth.  

Failure to Consider Alternative Strategies 

The adopted Core Strategy establishes a settlement hierarchy as follows: 

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

Category 2 Green Belt Market Town (Coleshill) 

Category 3A Local Service Centres (Outside Green Belt) 

Category 3B Local Service Centres (In Green Belt) 

Category 4 Other Settlements 

Over 50% of new housing development is allocated to category 1, with the remainder distributed between the remaining categories. 

The Draft Local Plan proposes changes to this settlement hierarchy. The first two categories and categories 3A and 3B are combined, and a new 

category 2 is added comprising “settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough.”  This new category does not in reality relate to 

settlements within the Borough : rather it enables the allocation for new housing of two sites adjoining  neighbouring cities/towns, a large site on 

the edge of Tamworth and a smaller green belt site which forms an addition to a large sustainable urban extension on the edge of Birmingham. 

With the exception of these two sites, the strategy for the distribution of new housing continues to be to focus it on the category 1 settlements. In 

theory the change to the settlement hierarchy to include Coleshill in category 1 enables development to be spread between three rather than two 

settlements, but this is not carried through into practice since only 94 dwellings are proposed for Coleshill compared to 1,911 

in Atherstone/Mancetter and 2,071 in Polesworth/Dordon (with another 1191 close by on the edge of Tamworth).  With the exception of a 

modest amount of development on the edge of adjoining settlements, the strategy is therefore unchanged from the adopted Core Strategy, even 

though the housing requirement is substantially higher and the Council is proposing to make significant provision to help meet the housing 

needs of adjoining cities. 

It is not clear how the Council has come to the conclusion that this is the most appropriate strategy for distributing the additional housing 

requirement. The evidence base supporting the draft plan contains no analysis or assessment of possible alternative strategies. Road and public 

transport links to Birmingham and Coventry which are the source of most of the additional housing requirement, are inferior from 

Polesworth/Dordon than from many other locations within the Borough.  It would have been reasonable for serious consideration to have been 

given to alternative strategies for the distribution of growth which would aim to relate it more closely to the main sources of demand, but 

this assessment does not appear to have been undertaken. 

Even within the chosen strategy it is not easy to understand why the amount of additional housing allocated to Polesworth/Dordon is higher than 

to the other two category 1 settlements. Both of these settlements have better local services, in particular shopping and public transport, than 

Polesworth/Dordon. 

The Borough Council’s Local Development Framework Sub-Committee did in fact consider a report looking at alternative distribution options 

at its meeting of 25th April.  This report contained a brief analysis of a number of alternative approaches, but did not identify a preferred 

approach.  The paper was not subject to general public consultation, but a sustainability appraisal was carried out, and this was available to the 

Sub-Committee when it approved the Draft Local Plan in August. The report to the Sub-Committee summarised its conclusions as follows:  

7.3 For the Options dealing with the majority of growth from within the Borough it is considered that the 

Options IN2 (Development In and around the Main Settlements including Green Belt Market Town) and IN5 

(New Settlement) would have more significant positive effects that the other options. In terms of the options 

of dealing with growth from outside of the Borough it was considered that in general, the effects of OUT1 
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(Development adjoining the out boundary of the Borough) and OUT2 (Settlements closest to where the need 

arises) had more positive effects 

It is difficult to reconcile these conclusions with the strategy actually included in the draft Local Plan which is effectively to concentrate 

development in and around the main settlements outside the Green Belt.  

A new Sustainability Appraisal was published in February 2017, over 4 months after the start of the consultation period. This fails to clarify the 

position. The justification for the selected growth option is set out in table 4.4. This suggests that the strategy is a combination of three options – 

OUT1 (development adjoining the boundary of the Borough), OUT2 (settlements closest to where the need arises) and OUT3 (Distribution in 

accordance with the strategy for the whole plan). It is not clear how OUT2 is represented in the adopted strategy, and OUT1 is only represented 

by two sites, for 141 homes adjoining the Birmingham boundary (a tiny fraction of the total requirement to meet Birmingham’s needs), and a 

site for 1191 homes on the edge of Tamworth which substantially exceeds North Warwickshire’s requirement to accommodate housing to meet 

Tamworth’s needs. In effect the adopted strategy is OUT3 with some minor variations. 

The Parish Councils consider that the Borough Council has failed to give full and proper consideration to alternative growth strategies, and has 

failed to consult on alternatives. In so far as it has considered alternatives, the outcome of the assessment does not appear to support the strategy 

actually included in the draft plan. 

Suitability and Sustainability of the Proposed Site 

The site lies to the east of Polesworth/Dordon, bounded by the existing settlements to the west, ribbon development along the A5, backed by 

regenerating woodland to the south, the B5000 to the north, and by open countryside to the east, much of this boundary consisting of a country 

lane with low hedgerows. It is proposed to construct a new distributor road to serve the site between the B5000 and the A5. The northern section 

of this has already been constructed as part of a housing development which is currently under construction. 

The site has a varied topography.  The southern section rises sharply from the A5 to Dunns Lane, which already contains a band of ribbon 

development extending into the site. The existing settlement of Dordon lies on top of a ridge, and so this section of the site drops significantly 

from west to east. It contains many trees and is generally well screened, but the construction of the new distributor road will inevitably impact 

on this. 

To the north of Dunns Lane, the land falls from north to south as it descends into the Anker Valley. However Hoo Hill is a prominent landscape 

feature at the north east extremity of the site. Again the site falls from the Dordon ridge in an easterly direction. This area of the site is 

predominantly farm land, and is more open and less well screened than the southern section, particularly the area to the east of St Helena Rd, but 

it includes a significant area of woodland known as the Hollies. Dordon Hall, an attractive grade 2 listed bulding adjoins the site and is a 

significant feature in the landscape when viewed from the north and east. 

Although designated as a ‘market town’ Polesworth has only a limited range of local services, focused in the historic core around Polesworth 

Abbey. In particular there are no supermarkets, so residents need to travel elsewhere (Atherstone or Tamworth) for their main food shopping. 

There is a railway station, but this has only one train a day, so is valueless for most purposes. Bus services provide links to Nuneaton, Tamworth 

and Atherstone.  Polesworth is in effect a large village rather than a market town like Atherstone or Coleshill. Historic patterns of growth have 

led it to merge with the separate village of Dordon which has even fewer local facilities. Both Polesworth and Dordon have a distinct character 

and strong local communities. 

The proposed development will dramatically increase the population of the two settlements. Polesworth/Dordon will effectively become a small 

town, but without the scale of local facilities that would normally be expected in a settlement of this size and with little prospect that these will 

be provided. As a result many local residents can be expected to travel outside the local community to access services and for employment. The 

result will be a ‘dormitory’ town with little sense of community. The distinctive character of the existing settlements will be lost. 

Because of the limited availability of public transport, it is also likely that the majority of trips for shopping, work etc. will be made by car. This 

is inherently undesirable from a sustainability perspective. Given that the development is intended in part to meet housing needs arising in 

Birmingham, to which there are no direct links by public transport, it is to be expected that there will be a significant increase in car journeys to 

and from Birmingham. 

Apart from the sustainability issues which this raises, the main roads serving the development are already subject to severe congestion. This is 

particularly true of the section of the A5 between junction 10 of the M42 and the M69. A new junction will be required on this congested 

section, and it is clear that existing congestion problems will be made worse unless major improvements are undertaken. No information has 

been provided to indicate what is proposed or how this will be funded. There are also congestion issues on the B5000 which provides a link to 
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Tamworth. Improving this road appears difficult because of existing narrow bridges and again no details of any enhancement proposals have 

currently been provided. In this respect it should be noted that the Draft Plan also includes a proposal for a further 1200 houses at Robey’s Lane, 

adjacent to Tamworth, to the west of the M42. This site will also add further to traffic flows on the B5000. 

As described above, the site is attractive in landscape terms. Currently built development runs along the Dordon ridge and is then enclosed 

within the Anker valley in Polesworth. The proposal will result in built development flowing down the ridge from Dordon and extending out 

into open countryside. The eastern parts of the site are exposed and visible from some distance, and the eastern boundary is weak, so that 

subsequent pressure for even further expansion is likely. The setting of Dordon Hall will be compromised. For these reasons, the impact on the 

landscape will be significant. 

The site contains two Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, one of which is an area of ancient woodland. It is not clear what measures 

will be taken to protect these. The woodland will be surrounded by the housing development, and it is hard to see how its current value could be 

maintained. There is therefore likely to be an adverse impact on the biodiversity of the area. 

The 2017 Sustainability Appraisal includes an assessment of development sites. This supports the view that there are significant sustainability 

issues with this site. The Polesworth/Dordon sites are considered in table 5.3. The assessment identifies the proposed site as performing 

negatively against five of the twenty sustainability objectives and only one of the 23 other assessed sites has more negative scores.  

The Parish Councils therefore consider that site is not suitable for housing development on the proposed scale and that this would be 

unsustainable. 

Deliverability 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as it currently stands, does not provide full details of the infrastructure which will be required to enable the 

development of this site to proceed satisfactorily. However it is clear that there will be substantial infrastructure requirements, including the 

following: 
� The construction of a new link road between the A5 and the B5000. 
� A new junction on the A5. 
� Improvements to the Grendon and Dordon islands on the A5, and possibly other improvements to this road, depending on the 
outcome of transport studies. 
� Possible improvements to the B5000, depending on the outcome of transport studies. 
� Enhanced public transport and cycling provision 
� New primary school provision. 
� New secondary school provision. 
� A new health centre for primary care purposes and possibly other community provision. 
� Contributions to police and fire service provision. 
� Enhancements to water supply and sewerage provision. 
� Provision of additional public open space and measures to ensure the proper management of wildlife areas. 

In addition to this, under policy LP9 of the draft Local Plan, there would be a requirement for 40% of the new dwellings to be affordable. 

There are no costings for the majority of these requirements. The exception to this is the requirement for additional educational provision, which 

is assessed as in excess of £6.5 million. It is clear that the some of the other costs are likely to be very considerable, particularly the provision of 

a new junction and other improvements to the A5 trunk road. This creates a major uncertainty and casts real doubt on whether this proposal is 

actually viable. It appears that the Borough Council recognises this in that the Memorandum of Understanding with Birmingham City Council, 

under which North Warwickshire has agreed to plan for 3,790 homes to meet Birmingham’s needs, indicates at point 6 that this is dependent 

on” the provision of and timely delivery of infrastructure.” 

Polesworth Parish Council is concerned that if this site is allocated without these issues being resolved, there is a risk that development will 

proceed without the ability to deliver essential infrastructure at the appropriate time. This would be wholly unacceptable. 

  

Conclusions 

The Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan proposes a much higher level of new housing than the recently adopted Core Strategy. This results 

from decisions to locate a significant amount of new housing in North Warwickshire to help meet shortfalls in supply in Coventry and 

Birmingham. While it is clearly reasonable for the Borough to make some contribution to this shortfall, there is no clear rationale for the scale of 

provision proposed, particularly in the case of Birmingham where there is no comprehensive agreement on how the shortfall will be met across 

the Birmingham Housing Market Area, and there has been no sustainability assessment of the approach. 
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The strategy for distributing this much higher level of housing remains essentially unchanged from the adopted Core Strategy, despite the 

increase in numbers and the fact that much of the increased demand results from pressures from outside the Borough. Alternative approaches do 

not appear to have been seriously considered even though a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative options appears to conclude that there are 

other options which perform better than the chosen approach. There has been no consultation on alternative options. 

The application of this strategic approach results in a large housing allocation to the east of Polesworth/Dordon. This location is not sustainable 

because of the limited range of local facilities available in the existing settlement and the limited public transport connections. This will result in 

the new housing area being heavily car dependant and will undermine the existing character of the two settlements. 

In addition there will be significant impacts on traffic flows on the A5 and B5000, with currently no information on how these will be 

addressed. The development will also be damaging in landscape terms and will impact on areas of biodiversity importance including an area of 

ancient woodland. 

It is clear that significant infrastructure improvements will be required to enable this development to proceed, but currently there is no costing of 

these. There are therefore significant uncertainties over whether the proposal is actually deliverable. 

For all the above reasons the Parish Council consider that these proposals should be withdrawn and there should be a full and proper 

consideration of alternative approaches. 



Response to Draft Submission of North Warwickshire Local Plan 

From Shuttington & Alvecote Parish Council 

30 January 2018 

 

The Spatial Strategy sets out a major problem for our area. As 60% of North 
Warwickshire is within the Green Belt it puts even more pressure on our area of 
North Warwickshire which is not Green Belt. 

“The Local Plan’s approach is still to steer most development to the main towns and 
then in a cascade approach in other settlements with very little development towards 
the countryside.” (7.3). We support this approach, but there remain some glaring 
anomalies in our area. 

The Core Strategy did much more to protect Category 4 settlements like Shuttington 
and Alvecote so that settlement sites were normally no larger that 10 units. We have 
seen our site increased to 24 units. The only relevant comment being that services 
are limited. So there is no justification to more than double the housing allocation. 

We have a number of other concerns relating to additional housing in the village. We 
have concerns about the capacity of our sewage system. We already suffer with 
through traffic from surrounding areas. Public transport is woefully inadequate for 
anyone seeking to travel to work by bus. Roads to the south of village are frequently 
flooded in the winter. 

The provision of a meaningful gap seems to have taken flight. We find this whole 
section seems totally at odds with the spirit of the plan, the spirit of the Core Strategy 
which we have supported in the past and the supposed rural nature of this area. The 
temptation to just stick some more houses on to current development at the former 
golf course, which was itself a former open space seems just a licence to build 
anywhere. 

So the land to the west of Robey’s Lane is not considered to be part of the 
Meaningful Gap. It was part of that gap before Tamworth developed the golf course, 
so what has changed? The gradual erosion of the “Meaningful” bit of the gap. 

“Robey’s Lane itself is a small rural lane and it will be important that this is retained 
to ensure that the rurality of the gap is maintained.” Robey’s lane is rural because it 
runs between open fields leading to the ancient woodland and the Alvecote Priory, 
both important heritage sites. Instead we are to have a landscaped buffer to the west 
and a housing development to the east south of the ancient woodland. How is that 
still “rural”? Again this seems at odds with the aim to retain the rural nature of this 
Borough.  

We come back to the section in the Plan outlining the Meaningful Gap (7.29 – 7.32). 
The Core Strategy did not define the boundaries of the “Meaningful Gap” so we 
seem to have to accept that some of the “Meaningful Gap” has already been eroded. 
From now on “All new development within this gap should be small in scale and not 
intrude visually into the gap or physically reduce the size of the gap.” If there were 
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any new development, how could it not reduce the size of the gap, or indeed not 
intrude visually? The damage has already been done, the horse has already bolted. 
And what about Phase 1 development east of Robey’s Lane? Will that not reduce 
the size and will that not be visually intrusive? 

 

Some are already talking about the “meaningless” gap between Tamworth and 
Polesworth. 

We support the aims outlined on p18 that “The rural character of North Warwickshire 
will be retained and reinforced to ensure that when entering the Borough it is 
distinctive from the surrounding urban areas”. Where does this start as we head east 
along the B5000?  Also where will the supporting infrastructure be and who will 
provide it? WE have witnessed the effects of massive developments on our borders 
for the last 40 years without any supporting infrastructure and our attempts to get 
any supporting infrastructure were unsuccessful. We remain very sceptical for the 
future. 

The plan mentions the 17 sites at the Alvecote Travellers site (7.52). An additional 9 
residential places are needed. The plan does not mention where these additional 
places are going to be provided. We do not consider any further sites can be 
provided in Alvecote. The site already causes considerable problems.  

Lastly we are sceptical about the infrastructure to support all this extra building. Not 
just in North Warwickshire, but in Tamworth and even now in Lichfield. We see 
problems with infrastructure as a result of all these developments. Traffic problems, 
that will impinge on our parish. Pressure on shopping areas as well as doctors 
surgeries etc. We live close to the junction of 4 counties and feel that no one has an 
overall picture of the effect from all these areas. Staffordshire Highways have run 
their models to assess the impact of Arkall Farm on the roads into Tamworth. They 
make no mention of Shuttington or Alvecote. 

 

On behalf of Shuttington and Alvecote Parish Council 

Clerk: Mrs Anita Allsopp, 12 Bishop’s Cleeve, Austrey, Atherstone  Tel: 01827 
830086 

Chairman: Kurt Kovach, 19 Main Road, Shuttington, Tamworth, Sttafffs, B79 0DP. 
Tel 01827 898963  /  07931 724788 



  

Response to Meaningful Gap Assessment by Shuttington & Alvecote 
Parish Council 

5/03/2018 

 

I would like to add my views and those of the Parish Council to those I 
submitted to the local plan. While I support a great deal of the document 
and its comments on the need for a meaningful gap I wish to add weight 
to the importance of the area within our Parish and that immediately 
adjacent to our Parish. 

 

We should retain land adjacent to urban areas (2.1). Also, as indicated 
in paragraph 3.2, SP1 indicates the need for a minimum of 2000 homes 
and 14ha of employment land outside the Borough of Tamworth to 
satisfy its needs. While the golf course site may supply some of this, it is 
strange that your assessment shows the golf course land as an open 
space. We all know that this land is already being developed and an 
estate of houses has already been built. 

 

We also agree that a gap should be “contiguous, uninterrupted, an 
integrated whole” to be a Meaningful Gap (2.3). 

 

Despite these encouraging phrases in your document you write that 
areas 3 & 4 are listed as contributing least to the principle of a 
Meaningful Gap. This seems inconceivable to us. Areas 3 and 4 are 
both subject to plans for a massive development linked to the golf 
course development. This section of North Warwickshire would then be 
left with area 1 and area 2, which is mainly M42, HS2 and an open river 
flood plain. Where does that leave Alvecote Wood awarded the best 
small woodland in 2014, where indeed does that leave the village of 
Alvecote itself? You even include Area 7 in your list of least likely to 
contribute to the Meaningful Gap. With that the urban landscape would 
have marched right up to the M42. Do you really think that is 
acceptable? The only remaining area of rural North Warwickshire would 
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be the small village of Alvecote and an area of wetland around the river 
Anker and the Karting Centre. 

The Meaningful Gap would have become the meaningless gap. Driving 
along the B5000 everywhere would be built up until you crossed the M42 
then HS2 before plunging into Polesworth itself. Which bit of that is the 
rural bit? 

 

Also, if we look at Area 4, part of that is grade 2 farmland. Are we so well 
endowed with grade 2 land that we can afford to lose it so easily? Area 5 
has also the same grade of farmland and that is not even to be included. 

 

Your paragraph 9.4 does acknowledge that if development from the 
West begins to encroach towards Robey’s Lane then these areas’ 
importance will grow. Well what are you waiting for? The encroachment 
has already begun. Areas 3 and 4 are now vital to sustain a meaningful 
Gap.  

 

The rural character of the North Warwickshire Borough will be retained 
to ensure that when entering the Borough, it is distinctive from the 
surrounding urban areas (3.2). Why aren’t you more demonstrative 
about doing just that. The developers seem to think we will be happy 
with a Meaningful Gap consisting of a motorway, a high speed rail link 
and a High Pressure Gas Pipeline Buffer Zone. That is not good enough. 

 

We have numerous concerns about this level of building in such a small 
area. We do not believe the roads will cope. The road system is 
struggling at the moment! Not the A5/M42 junction, not the B5000. We 
are not convinced that Robey’s Lane will not take lots more traffic 
through Alvecote or indeed that Shuttington will not see lots more traffic 
vending its way from Tamworth and the new golf course development, 
never mind all those other potential sites that are springing up. In the 
Draft Local Plan you propose that all normal road access to the Robey’s 
Lane development will be through the Tamworth Amington Golf Course 
Development, which would mitigate some of the traffic problems for 
Alvecote and Shuttington. However, Tamworth Borough Council show 
no sign of making this provision for access to Robey’s Lane from the golf 



course site. We have not even considered the building of HS2 and its 
impact in this area.  

 

This is why we are so keen to retain all the Meaningful Gap as shown in 
your document. We think that is the minimum to try and retain some of 
the rural nature of this area and to provide a buffer between North 
Warwickshire and the urban areas of Tamworth. 

 

Lastly, I would welcome the opportunity to explain our views fully at an 
inquiry on the Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan. 

 

Kurt Kovach 

Chairman Shuttington & Alvecote Prish Council. 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Planning Department 
PO Box 6 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1BG 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref:UT/2006/100274/CS-03/SB1-L01 

  
 
Date:  30th January 2018 
 
 

 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Local Plan (Draft Submission Version) 
 
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency the above Local Plan which is at draft 
submission stage.  
 
The Environment Agency  are the main body providing advice on improving resilience 
and adaptation to the effects of climate change, with particular regard on flood risk, 
water resources, water quality and aquatic biodiversity. 
 
We strive to make a positive contribution through our Statutory Consultee role and are 
happy to provide comments at this stage of the plan making process 
 
We are mindful that the Local Plan is at draft submissions stage and our scope for 
comments are limited however we have some concerns about the wording of some of 
your proposed policies in particularly from a Flood Risk and Biodiversity perspective. 
Therefore we have recommended amendments to some policies and text that will 
improve the policy and better alignment with national planning policy. 
 
We support the vision of the North Warwickshire Local Plan, which includes strategic 
objectives relating to reducing flood risk and protecting environmental assets. 
 
Flood risk 
 
Other than policy LP35 – Water Management - there is very little reference to flood risk 
or policies relating to climate change. The Local Plan needs to acknowledge that flood 
risk is present within the Local Plan area to ensure that future development is located 
outside areas at risk of flooding and can provide mitigation to reduce risk elsewhere. 
  
There is no mention or reference to the new climate change allowances published on 
19th February 2016 (Flood Risk Assessments: Climate Change Allowances) within 
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Policy LP35 or at all throughout the Local Plan. 
  
We recommend that a policy is included which identifies the need to consider the 
impacts of climate change on flood risk issues. Flood risk and its impacts should be 
considered for the lifetime of new/proposed development (considering the need to 
mitigate for increased future flood risk associated with predicted climate changes). 
 
On page 25 – Policy LP1 – Sustainable Development under ‘Quality of 
Development/Place’ there should be an additional bullet point to ensure future 
development is not at flood risk nor does it increase flood risk elsewhere and where 
possible, reduce flood risk.  
 
Within the Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Show People section on page 39. It should 
be noted that these pitches will be required to be located outside of Flood Zone 3 and 
ideally within Flood Zone 1 as caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for 
permanent residential use are classified as highly vulnerable according to Table 2: 
Flood risk vulnerability table of the NPPF Practice Guidance and therefore incompatible 
with Flood Zone 3 according to Table 3: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone 
compatibility of the same guidance. 
  
Bullet point 3 of Policy LP10 – Gypsy & Travellers sites - states that sites should avoid 
areas with a high risk of flooding but we consider that this bullet point should be 
expanded to ensure sites are located outside of Flood Zone 3 and ideally within Flood 
Zone 1. 
  
With regards to Policy LP16 – Natural Environment – there is no mention within this 
policy to protecting and enhancing the watercourses and floodplain within the Local 
Plan area. For development within the floodplain or adjacent to a watercourse, 
consideration must be given for improvement of the watercourse corridor and floodplain. 
Additional comments regarding policy LP16 from a biodiversity perspective can be 
found later in this response. 
  
On page 74, para 13.8 – Development should be restricted within areas at risk of 
flooding and works to reduce the flood risk should be sought after by future 
developments. In addition, the river corridors and floodplains within the Local Plan area 
should be restored. 
   
We consider the wording of para 13.11 needs amending as its states that ‘developers 
will be required to conduct a level 2 flood risk assessment as a level 1 strategic flood 
risk assessment was carried out in 2009’. We would recommend that the SFRA is 
updated as part of this Local Plan process as it is 9 years old. Flood models may have 
changed or been have been updated and these will need to be taken into account. In 
addition, if any sites are allocation within Flood Zone 2 or 3, then a Level 2 SFRA will be 
required to more accurately define the flood risk is the Local Plan area, and to ensure 
new development will be safe and will not increase flood risk elsewhere. Development 
will in addition to the SFRA, be required to produce a site-specific Flood Risk 
Assessment for any development within Flood Zones 2 or 3 or where the site area is 
over 1 hectare in Flood Zone 1. 
  
Within Policy LP31 – Development Considerations – We consider that additional points 
should be included, such as; 
 
“Development should be located within an area at low risk of flooding and all new 
development must be safe and not increase flood risk elsewhere, taking into account 
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the impacts of climate change” 
 
And  
 
“Development should be set back at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood 
defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from Ordinary watercourses for maintenance access.  
This includes existing culverted watercourses”.   
 
Whist we welcome references to the Water Framework Directive on Page 79 under 
Water management. We consider the last sentence in para 13.23 should be reworded 
to ‘for sites over one hectare the surface water run-off rates should be no greater than 
run-off rates prior to the development taking place (Greenfield run-off rates) or, if the 
site is previously developed, development actively reduces run off rates and volumes’.   

 
We consider that para 13.25 and13.26 require attention. The Sequential Test should be 
applied to the allocation of sites, with all development steered to Flood Zone 1 in the 
first instance. Any development located within Flood Zone 2 and 3 must produce a 
Flood Risk Assessment to demonstrate that the development will be safe and will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere. The FRA should take into account all sources of flood risk 
and also take into account climate change. In addition ‘The floodplain maps‘ should be 
referred to as the Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea) and is available on the 
gov.uk website.   
 
Para 13.26 requires re-wording. Effective flood risk management is based on minimising 
the risk of flooding by avoiding development in high risk areas, restricting discharge to 
rivers to greenfield runoff rates, and ensuring that new development is designed so as 
to minimise surface water flooding risks. This includes ensuring development is set back 
at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from 
Ordinary watercourses for maintenance access, including existing culverted 
watercourses. Sustainable drainage systems (SuDs) are an important feature in 
ensuring flood risk is effectively managed and all developments are expected to include 
the use of SuDs unless demonstrated to be inappropriate to do so. Developers must 
ensure that adequate space is made for the above ground storage of surface water 
within the design layout of all new developments to support the full use of SuDS and 
must demonstrate that improvements to water quality will be maximised through 
consideration of a range of techniques. All SuDS must protect and enhance water 
quality by reducing the risk of diffuse pollution by means of treating at source and 
including multiple treatment trains where feasible.  For residential developments a two 
stage SuDS treatment train must be provided and for commercial developments a three 
stage treatment train must be provided.   All SuDS schemes should be designed in 
accordance with the relevant national standards and there must be long term operation 
and maintenance arrangements in place for the lifetime of the development.  
 
In addition this paragraph states that ‘advice on SUDs can be sought from the 
Environment Agency’ however this sentence needs to be re-worded as the Lead Local 
Flood Authority are statutory consultee for surface water drainage proposals on all 
developments over 1 hectare and the Environment Agency will not be consulted on 
surface water drainage proposals.   
 
It will also be relevant to include a further point to ensure safeguarding land for flood risk 
management schemes and gaining developer contributions towards capital costs of 
schemes or maintenance costs of existing defences.   
 
With regards to Policy LP35, we would like to suggest that the title of the Policy is 
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changed to “Water and Flood Risk Management”. We recommend that there could be 
two policies, one to deal with Flood Risk Management and one to deal with sustainable 
drainage systems. We would be happy to work with you and the Lead Local Flood 
Authority to re-word this policy.  
 
Also there is no mention of the Sequential Test within this policy. We recommend that 
the following requirements are incorporated in to your flood risk management policy;  
 All development should create space for water by restoring functional floodplains 

(Flood Zone 3b) and contributing towards Blue and Green Infrastructure. 
 Development should be set back at least 8m (from the top of bank or toe of a flood 

defence) of Main Rivers and 5m from Ordinary watercourses for maintenance 
access, including existing culverted watercourses. 

 Single storey buildings, basements and buildings on stilts are not acceptable in 
Flood Zone 3. 

 Finished floor levels must be set a minimum of 600mm above the 1% AEP (1 in 100 
year) plus climate change flood level and 300mm above average surrounding 
ground level. 

 For sites in Flood Zone 3a, development should not impede flow routes, reduce 
floodplain storage or consume flood storage.. If the development does result in a 
loss of storage, compensatory floodplain storage should be provided on a ‘level for 
level’ and ‘volume for volume’ basis.  This requirement is applicable to the re-
development of brownfield sites. 

 Mitigation measures should be provided up to the 1 in 100 year (1% AEP) plus 
climate change fluvial flood event including the requirement for safe access and 
egress. 

  
Flood Risk Management Schemes 
 
Within the Local Plan, land should also be safeguarded for flood risk management 
schemes to reduce flood risk to existing communities. Warwickshire County Council 
have a number of schemes within the North Warwickshire area, including Fillongley and 
Polesworth. We would strongly advice contacting them to discuss further. 
  
Allocated sites 
 
The majority of site allocations fall within Flood Zone 1, however the following site 
allocations below fall within Flood Zone 2 or 3 or a watercourse is present on site. 
  
The Sequential Test should be applied to the allocation of sites, with all development 
steered to Flood Zone 1 in the first instance.  A level 2 SFRA is required where 
development is proposed in Flood Zones 2 or 3.   The SFRA should take into account 
the latest climate change allowances and should inform the application of the 
Sequential Test.  It’s important to note that areas in Flood Zone 1 could be located in 
Flood Zone 2 or 3 under the climate change scenario. 
  
For these sites within Flood Zone 2 and/or 3, points should be included within the 
relevant policies to ensure all development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and will 
not increase flood risk. Any development proposals would need to demonstrate that the 
floodplain is maintained and where opportunities arise restored in order to maximise 
flood storage.  It must be demonstrated that there is safe access and egress available. 
In addition, we recommend that every opportunity to maximise natural storage of flood 
water should be taken on site and that this should contribute to the provision of green 
and blue infrastructure. 
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 H1 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (River Anker) 
 H2 – Flood Zone 2 and potentially 3 (on the edge) (River Anker) 
 H3 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Innage Brook) 
 E1 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Innage Brook) and watercourse through the site 
 H14 – Flood Zone 2 and 3 (Langley Brook) 
 H15 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 H17 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 RH1 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 RH2 – Flood Zone 1 but watercourse through the site 
 H22 – Flood Zone 1 but adjacent to watercourse 

  
We recommend that Warwickshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority 
are consulted on this Plan. The LLFA are responsible for managing flood risk from local 
sources including ordinary watercourses, groundwater and surface water. 
  
 
Biodiversity 
 
Please find below comments from a biodiversity perceptive. 
 
Policy LP14 – Landscape - fails to mention features other than trees and hedgerows.  
We would suggest adding waterbodies such as ponds and rivers are also important 
features and development should make space for water by providing sufficient stand off 
from such features to retain their landscape value and ecological function. 
  
Policy LP 16 Nature Environment states "Green Infrastructure includes parks, open 
spaces, playing fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens". We consider 
rewording this section to "Green Infrastructure includes parks, open spaces, playing 
fields, natural/semi-natural habitats, allotments and private gardens, because 
grasslands, wetlands and heathlands are just as valuable green infrastructure as 
woodlands. 
 
In chapter 13 Development Considerations, para 13.11 states "The Council seeks to 
reduce this risk by minimising surface water run-off to these rivers through the 
appropriate location of new development and requiring Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) and other appropriate attenuation measures."   
 
We would suggest that there should also be a mention of other potential other 
measures such as Natural Flood Management,  for example  NFM can highlight 
opportunities to attenuate water upstream via the restoration of habitats such as 
peatlands which also have an added benefit of sinking carbon thereby also contributing 
to a climate change strategy. 
 
Also in para 13.9 also states "ponds and ditches form an important natural drainage 
function that should, where possible, be protected and enhanced" We would highlight 
that this is misleading because drains are not natural features and would suggest 
amending this to "ponds and other wetlands form an important natural storage function 
that should, where possible, be protected and enhanced.  Drains provide an important 
land drainage function and need to be managed appropriately according to the surface 
water management requirements of the local area" 
  
Under DM 7 Water Management para 13.26 states that "Effective flood protection 
requires proper maintenance of watercourses and the control of water discharge 
through drainage systems" We are concerned that this encourages the perception that 
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rivers need to be artificially modified via ecologically damaging activities such as 
dredging or removal of woody debris in order to convey water effectively.  We would 
therefore suggest changing the statement to "Effective surface water management 
requires proper maintenance of watercourse infrastructure such as bridges, sluice gates 
and trash screens and the control of surface water discharge through drainage systems" 
 
Again in para 13.26 there is also the repetition of the following statement "Ponds and 
ditches form an important natural drainage function that should where possible be 
protected and enhanced" as found in 13.9.  We would again recommend either 
changing to "Ponds and wetlands form an important natural water storage function that 
should where possible be protected and enhanced"   
 
We would like to suggest this section could be further expanded to give a better 
overview of the range of water management issues and opportunities, Our suggested 
text would be; 
 
‘Flood alleviation requires an holistic approach to water management.  Rivers and 
streams need to be allowed to function via natural geomorphological processes such as 
meandering and connecting with the floodplain in order to increase/maintain capacity 
and store flood water in appropriate locations.  Artificial surface water infrastructure 
such as drains, SUDs, flood walls, flood storage areas etc. need to be designed well 
and properly maintained.  While the ecosystem services that can help manage water 
such as rivers, healthy soils, vegetation cover and wetlands need to be protected to 
allow ground water storage, prevent rapid surface water runoff and soil erosion'.  
 
Also in para13.26 it states "A particular issue has been identified by the Environment 
Agency in the Atherstone and Mancetter area." but there is no further elaboration?. 
  
We would like to see a rewording of the first paragraph on policy LP 35 Water 
Management. It currently states "In line with the objectives of the Water Framework 
Directive, development proposals must not affect the ecological status of a waterbody 
and where appropriate, incorporate measures to improve its ecological value." 
 
We would suggest the following; 
‘’In line with the objectives of the Water Framework Directive, development proposals 
must not detrimentally affect the ecological status of a waterbody and where 
appropriate, incorporate measures to improve its ecological value’’. 
 
Groundwater 
 
Please find below general comments from our Groundwater and Contaminated team. 
 
The area covered by the Local Plan is predominantly located on Mudstone which is 
designated a ‘Secondary (B) Aquifer’ by the Environment Agency.  Areas around 
Polesworth are indicated to be located on the Principle Aquifer of the Bromsgrove 
Sandstone Formation. These bedrock strata are covered by various superficial deposits 
of Alluvium (clay, silt, sand and gravel layers), designated a Secondary A Aquifer; and 
layers of Bosworth Clay, designated a Secondary Undifferentiated Aquifer. 
 
Principle Aquifers provide significant quantities of water for people and may also sustain 
rivers, lakes and wetlands. Secondary A Aquifers are capable of supporting water 
supplies at a local rather than strategic scale, and in some cases forming an important 
source of base flow to rivers.  Secondary B Aquifers may store and yield limited 
amounts of groundwater due to localised features such as fissures, thin permeable 
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horizons.  Unproductive strata are generally unable to provide usable water supplies 
and are unlikely to have surface water and wetland ecosystems dependent upon them. 
 
Our records indicate that several historic landfills are located around the Dordon area. It 
should be noted that Local Authorities hold the most detailed records of historic landfills 
and consequently the relevant department of North Warwickshire District Council should 
be contacted to ascertain if there is any additional information available. If development 
is to be carried out in areas where historic landfills are present, consideration should be 
given to any residual risk to ‘Controlled Waters’ receptors and the need for any remedial 
actions. 
 
In planning any development in the local plan area, reference should be made to our 
‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice’ (GP3) document.  This sets out our 
position on a wide range of activities and developments, including: 
  
 Storage of pollutants and hazardous substances 
 Solid waste management 
 Discharge of liquid effluents into the ground (including site drainage) 
 Management of groundwater resources 
 Land contamination 
 Ground source heat pumps 
 Cemetery developments   

 
Government Policy, as detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 
120), states that ‘where a site is affected by contamination or land stability issues, 
responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or 
landowner’.  Consequently should a development site currently or formerly have been 
subject to land-use(s) which have the potential to have caused contamination of the 
underlying soils and groundwater then any Planning Application must be supported by a 
Preliminary Risk Assessment.  This should demonstrate that the risks posed to 
‘Controlled Waters’ by any contamination are understood by the applicant and can be 
safely managed. 
  
We trust that our comments are useful to you in taking forward the Local Plan and 
please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss any aspect of our 
representation 
  
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Kazi Hussain 
Planning Specialist 
 
Direct dial 020 3025 3030  
Direct e-mail swwmplanning@Environment-Agency.gov.uk 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: KNG Developments LLP 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

 

Address:  
C/O Framptons 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Peter Bateman 

Company Framptons 
 

Address  
Framptons, Oriel House, 42 North Bar 
Banbury, Oxon, OX16 0TH 
 

 

Telephone 01295 672310 
 

Email Peter.bateman@framptons-planning.com 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
 

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP4 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified  

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
Whilst KNG Developments LLP supports the principle of safeguarding land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 
as advocated by policy LP4 the review mechanism is not supported. This is because it advocates a full 
review of the Local Plan to release the land. As identified in the accompanying representations a more 
flexible partial review is recommended to respond to changes in circumstance without the delay of fully 
reviewing the plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

              
 
 
Please refer to accompanying representations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes x No 
 

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

              
Whilst KNG Developments supports the principle of Policy LP4 they do not support the wording of 
the policy and feel they could contribute to the discussion on the justification for a partial review as 
well as exception circumstances justifying the release of land from the Green Belt. 

 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 

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

Signature Peter Bateman Date 31/01/2018 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Framptons Town Planning act for KNG Developments LLP who own the land edged red as 

shown on the plan at APPENDIX 1. These representations provide comment on the North 

Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) Draft Local Plan (Draft Submission Version). 

 

1.2 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan will merge the various existing NWBC Development 

Plans (adopted and draft) into a single Local Development Plan document that will combine 

the adopted Core Strategy, the Draft Site Allocations Plan and the Draft Development 

Management Plan together to form a single Development Plan for the Borough. 

 

1.3 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan sets out the planning policies and site allocations that 

will be developed in the Borough in the coming years. It is aiming to provide over 6,800 homes 

and an additional 40 hectares of employment land. These will primarily be located in 

Polesworth, Dordon and Atherstone along the A5 corridor with other growth at Ansley 

Common and Hartshill. There are other allocations in other settlements (including of interest 

to KNG Developments LLP land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury), which is identified as land to be 

released from the Green Belt and safeguarded. 

 

1.4 KNG Developments LLP have participated in previous North Warwickshire Borough Council 

(NWBC) consultations including the NWBC Core Strategy; the NWBC Site Allocation Preferred 

Options Consultation and the NWBC SHLAA Call for Sites with a view to promoting land to the 

west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury as a site suitable for a residential development. As a 

summary of the chronology of KNG’s participation the following lists their involvement: 

• February 2013 Site Allocations Consultation; 

• May 2013 Preferred Options Consultation; 
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• July 2013 NWBC SHLAA Consultation; 

• January 2014 Core Strategy EiP (Hearing Statement and Participation); 

• October 2015 Call for Sites for Part II Plan; and 

• 31st March 2017 – Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.5 The historical submissions summarised above by KNG Developments LLP advocated the 

release of land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury from the Green Belt as the site will deliver 

sustainable patterns of development. It is not intended for these submissions to repeat 

previous points or append previously submitted promotional material where nothing has 

changed for the sake of brevity, however these documents will be updated and submitted as 

supporting evidence to accompany future EiP hearing statements so that the site promotion is 

accompanied by robust evidence. 

 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 5    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

2.0 THE SITE AND KINGSBURY CONTEXT 

 

2.1 The Settlement of Kingsbury is located approximately 8.5km east of Sutton Coldfield and 7km 

south of Tamworth along the A51 (Tamworth Road), in the North Warwickshire Borough in 

Warwickshire. It has a population of around 4,000 making it a relatively large settlement in the 

North Warwickshire context. APPENDIX 2 shows the settlement of Kingsbury in its sub regional 

context. 

 

2.2 The settlement lies within close commuting distance of Birmingham, approximately 16.5 km 

to the southwest. Local mainline railway stations are available at Tamworth; Birmingham 

International and Coleshill all of which are realistic options for residents to access the railway 

network. The driving times from Kingsbury for a 15 minute and 30 minute drive are shown at 

APPENDIX 3. 

 

2.3 The village has grown up along the A51 and Tamworth Road, which represents the main route 

through the village and which links the village with the wider road network. The village itself 

lies adjacent to and above the River Tame, which runs north west, parallel to the village, and 

within a wide river valley which includes a number of man-made and natural lakes and 

waterbodies. The M42 corridor bounds the village to the north, travelling north east, south 

west. The eastern edge of the village is constrained by the Birmingham to Lichfield railway line. 

 

2.4 The village lies adjacent to Kingsbury Water Park, which is situated to the east next to 

Bodymoor Heath, and is a series of 15 lakes in 243 hectares of land. The water park sits on the 

valley floor with the village of Kingsbury gently rising up from the eastern banks of the River 

Tame. Local landscape includes leisure uses such as fishing, sailing and camping in the water 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 6    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

park, as well as woodland and arable farmland, navigated by a network of pedestrian 

footpaths. 

 

2.5 The KNG Developments LLP site is situated immediately adjacent to the existing built up edge 

of the village partly alongside to Tamworth Road and River Tame and is bordered to the north 

by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. 

 

2.6 The site measures approximately 14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly arable 

agricultural land bordered by hedgerows and tree planting. To the north west corner a 

proportion of scrub vegetation occupies low lying land within the floodplain. To the south west 

of the site a high level parcel of grassland field margin sits between neighbouring residential 

development and the vegetated river bank which falls steeply to the river Tame.  

 

2.7 The site is bisected by a low lying ditch to form an eastern and western portion. A line of pylons 

cross the site running east west, two pylons fall within the site boundary. 

 

2.8 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 

watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and, along with the woodland edge and 

the M42 corridor, forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lies adjacent to the northeastern boundary but is 

partially visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. 

Beyond the access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with 

the watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 
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2.9 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

2.10 The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. 

 

2.11 To the south of this development lies Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public 

Right of Way runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres 

of the site’s southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the 

wider village of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

2.12 The site is bounded to the west by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the 

River Tame, forming a defensible boundary to the site, beyond which lies Kingsbury Water Park 

which extends to Bodymoor Heath road, some 1.2km to the west and south. 

 

2.13 In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 (HS2) northern leg route was revealed. The line will run 

through the northern part of the site, parallel to the M42 corridor. The preferred route for HS2 

Phase 2 was then published on the 30th November 2015 and is a material consideration of 

substance in the context of plan-making. 

 

2.14 The site is located approximately 700m away from the village centre, making walking and 

cycling sustainable options. Both the site and the wider village are well served by local bus 
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connections, with the nearest bus stop 150m from the eastern boundary of the site on 

Tamworth Road. APPENDIX 4 contains a summary of the regular bus services and travel times 

to neighbouring higher order settlements. Also included as part of Appendix 4 are the existing 

bus services/timetables serving Kingsbury which demonstrates the settlement is well placed 

to provide access to public transport as alternatives to private motor vehicle. 

 

2.15 Kingsbury village centre has a number of village shops and two pubs and includes a post office 

and a doctor’s surgery as summarised at APPENDIX 5. The nearest primary school is 

approximately 400m from the site and the nearest secondary school, which includes a public 

swimming pool, is approximately 500m from the site. The nearest hospitals is approximately 7 

km away in Tamworth and 9km away in Sutton Coldfield. 

 

2.16 The closest employment facilities to the site are those which are provided for by the number 

of shops and services located in the centre of Kingsbury. Further to this, employment 

opportunities exist at the Kingsbury oil storage facility (Kingsbury Terminal) to the east of the 

village and to the north east at TNT Express and Planters Garden Centre. Other employment 

opportunities exist in the locality, such as Coleshill Industrial Estate, Birch Coppice and Hams 

Hall, as well as a multitude of opportunities at nearby Birmingham and Tamworth. 

 

2.17 Small pockets of public open space and formal rights of way are available for use throughout 

the village and its surrounding area which are well used by residents and dog walkers. The 

Illustrative Master Plan (Produced by LDA) at APPENDIX 6 shows how the site being promoted 

by KNG Developments LLP could be developed to connect with these networks of green space. 

The end development would increase public access to the green infrastructure network and 

provide high quality access to the riverside walk along the River Tame which links to the centre 

of the village in an attractive and user friendly way. 
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2.18 The vision document at APPENDIX 7 (again, produced by LDA) outlines how the site could be 

developed and provides an overview of how the development would address constraints and 

deliver a high quality, attractive and sustainable housing development which would sit 

comfortably in this location as an enhancement of Kingsbury. 

 

2.19 In a technical delivery sense there are no constraints that would prevent development coming 

forward. Previous submissions to the North Warwickshire Local Plan and other formal 

consultations processes have been accompanied by a number of technical evidence 

documentation that the site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is technically deliverable from a 

highways; drainage; ground conditions; ecological; heritage; air quality; noise; and landscape 

perspectives: 

• Transportation Technical Note (WSP); 

• Flood Risk Assessment (RSK); 

• Noise Report (Innovate Acoustics); 

• Air Quality Report (RSK); 

• Affordable Housing Note (Bridgehouse Property Consultants); 

• Ground Investigation (RSK); 

• Ecological Assessments (BSG); 

• Site Appraisal (Bradley Design Associates); and 

• Statement of Community Involvement (Framptons). 

 

2.20 It is not intended to resubmit these documents for this consultation (although a new master 

plans and promotional document are appended) as nothing has altered on site in the 

intervening time. However, for the future consultation on the Submission Draft Local Plan 

updated technical work will accompany KNG’s submissions. 
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3.0 NORTH WARWICKSHIRE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

 

3.1 Having decided to review and merge its three plans NWBC commenced the process in 2015 

of instructing the formation of evidence base documents. The following are at the time of 

writing these representations available: 

 Green Belt Review Part 1 (June 2015) (Warwickshire wide) 

 Green Belt Review Part 2 (April 2016) (Stratford on Avon District and North 

Warwickshire Borough administrative areas only) 

 Draft Local Plan (July 2016)  

 Committee Report to LDF Committee (August 2016)  

 Minutes of the August LDC Committee (September 2016)  

 MOU with Birmingham City Council (September 2016)  

 NWBC SHLAA (October 2016)  

 Sustainability Appraisal (February 2017)  

 Draft Submission Version (7th November 2017 to 31st January 2018) 

 

3.2 This section of the representations will offer comment the Draft Submission Version Local 

Plan) in relation to the land promoted by KNG developments LLP.  

 

Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

 

3.3 There is a clear need to deliver sustainable development to provide housing (market, 

affordable and extra care) to meet the local needs of the Borough. There is also a recognised 

need to meet the significant unmet cross border housing needs in relation to Tamworth (the 

adopted Core Strategy contains a commitment to 500 dwellings which is carried over). There 

is also need to meet the needs of the geographically nearby Birmingham/West Midlands 
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Conurbation for which a recent Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the 

authorities has been committed to.  

 

3.4 The combination of Borough need; Tamworth need and Birmingham need equates to an 

unprecedented pressure for the Borough.  When these high levels of need are considered 

alongside the desirable nature of increased population to help sustain services and facilities 

and secure investment in infrastructure a picture of the planning situation in this context 

begins to emerge. 

 

3.5 The multitude of factors and affecting the Borough and the predicted pressure for additional 

growth is acknowledged by the introductory text in the Draft Local Plan which states:  

 

“The Borough lies between Birmingham, Solihull, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton and Hinckley, 

all of which are growing areas.  Growth is expected to take place in the Borough in the plan 

period to assist with the need to provide housing for the Coventry & Warwickshire and the 

Greater Birmingham areas.  In addition, the Borough Council will continue its commitment to 

deliver 500 dwellings for Tamworth from the previous Core Strategy.  There is an additional 

requirement in the Tamworth adopted Local Plan for a further 825 dwellings and 14 hectares 

of employment to be provided in North Warwickshire and Lichfield.  The Borough therefore has 

pressure for growth from all around.  This is not only in terms of land being sought in this 

Borough but in terms of the environmental implications of such growth” (Emphasis Added) 

 

3.6 It is within this context of unprecedented growth that the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

is being presented and which land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is being promoted as suitable 

for a residential development site.  
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Policy LP4 

 

3.7 There is one policy in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 2017/2018 which is of direct 

relevance to the land being prompted by KNG Developments LLP at Tamworth Road Kingsbury. 

This is Policy LP4 (page 29) which is a policy seeking to identify two areas of land to be 

safeguarded to come forward in the event that additional housing sites are needed.  

 

3.8 Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the two sites that are presently in the Green Belt, 

but which are identified by draft Policy LP4 to be removed from the Green Belt and designated 

as ‘Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development’ as outlined at Page 29 of the Draft 

Plan.  

 

3.9 KNG Developments LLP are supportive of this emerging policy status although seek via these 

representations to make a number of comments about the precise wording of the policy 

needing refinement to be sound by reason of giving greater clarity. 

 

3.10 KNG Developments LLP acknowledges that the Council requires a positive long term strategy 

to accommodate growth, which was seen as essential in a Borough that has two thirds (60%) 

Green Belt coverage yet still has to enable sufficient flexibility to respond to changing 

circumstances and deliver commitments made through recent Memorandum of 

Understandings (MoU) with its neighbouring authorities. 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 13    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

3.11 For ease of reference Policy LP4 states: 

 

LP4 Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development 

 

Land at Hawkeswell Lane, Coleshill, and land to the west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, as identified 

on the Proposals Map, will be removed from the Green Belt and safeguarded for potential future 

development needs.  

 

The identified areas will be protected from development other than that which is necessary in relation 

to the operation of existing uses, change of use to alternative open land uses or temporary uses.  All 

proposals must not prejudice the possibility of long term development on the safeguarded land site. 

 

The status of safeguarded land sites will only change through a review of the local plan. 

 

3.12 KNG Developments as stated previously it’s supportive of the draft safeguarded status, but 

feels the final paragraph of the policy fails to take the opportunity to plan positively. This is 

because the policy requirement can only release the land through a full review of the plan. This 

is a costly, resource and time intensive process which will defy the objectives of safeguarded 

land as it will prevent the two sites presently identified for safeguarding from coming forward 

quickly to respond to changes in circumstances.  

 

3.13 It is submitted that the policy could be made increasingly sound by making the review 

mechanism more flexible. Specifically, it is recommended that the policy advocate partial 

review in certain circumstances to enable the safeguarded land to be released and respond to 

changes in circumstances. These could be a five-year land supply shortfall; cross border 

housing need from Coventry; cross border housing need from Tamworth; or cross border 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 14    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

housing need from the Birmingham conurbation all of which are possible scenarios for this 

context that would justify a fast partial review of the plan to respond to the housing need. The 

needs if they are proven will in all probability require a rapid response and by leaving the 

wording as presently drafted the land can only be reviewed via a full review of the Local Plan 

which will not be flexible or rapid. 

 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 15    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                         January 2018 

4.0 GREEN BELT CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 The main constraint applicable to land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is the Green Belt policy 

designation. Paragraph 79 of the Framework reaffirms the Government’s continued support 

for Green Belt as a strategic planning policy tool where preventing development in conflict 

with the five purposes of the Green Belt (para 80) is justified. Such a position has been recently 

reiterated and reaffirmed by the Government’s Housing and Planning White Paper ‘Fixing our 

Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017).  

4.2 Paragraph 79 of the Framework states the essential characteristic of Green Belts are their 

openness and permanence. Permanence is not defined in terms of time duration, but is 

intended to be longer than usual Development Plan period of 15 years defined by paragraph 

157 of the Framework. Green Belt is not intended to exist unaltered in perpetuity. This is why 

Paragraphs 83 to 86 of the Framework relate to review and alteration mechanisms and the 

need to test the necessity of the designation against exceptional circumstances as specifically 

outlined in Para 83. 

 

4.3 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 

4.4 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

 

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 
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4.5 Paragraph 86 states that: -  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

- where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period; and 

- define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

4.6 It is submitted that the followings apply to any release at Tamworth Road be it Allocation or 

Safeguarding. The release of land from the Green Belt would not lead to the unrestricted 

sprawl of a large built up area. (Kingsbury is not a large built up area for the purposes of the 

West Midlands Green Belt which contains the spread of the conurbation). The development 

will not adversely impact upon the setting and special character of Kingsbury as a historic town. 

The release of land at Tamworth Road will not undermine urban regeneration within 

Kingsbury.  Development at Tamworth Road would not cause neighbouring towns to merge 

into one another. In reality the release of Tamworth Road would not result in actuality, or in 

perception that Kingsbury had merged into Tamworth or any other settlement. There would 

remain a clear open tract of land beyond the extended urban edge of Kingsbury. 

 

4.7 The existing urban areas and settlements within the Borough alone do not have sufficient 

capacity to deliver the full extent of the Borough’s housing and other development needs 

(including commitments to neighbouring authorities) in a sufficiently flexible manner and 

therefore identifying safeguarded land is a realistic and clearly justifiable option. 
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4.8 This need for flexibility and aspiration for a long term strategy to meet unprecedented needs 

is implied in the 2016 SHLAA which concludes that:  

 

“Given that the maximum 15-year dwelling requirement for North Warwickshire is 8,374 

dwellings, this finding would suggest that the release of Green Belt land is not required in order 

for the Borough to meet its housing requirements up to 2031. However, our site categorisation 

does not take account of all the policy considerations that are relevant in selecting sites for 

allocation, which are likely to include the broad sustainability of the total development pattern, 

impact on biodiversity and landscape, and strategic transport and other infrastructure capacity 

issues. We have not undertaken any analysis to consider whether the theoretical supply from 

the sites we have assessed is in the right place to meet strategic policy objectives. If not then it 

could well be necessary to release some Green Belt land in order to achieve the targets in full.” 

(Executive Summary) 

 

4.9 The approach advocated by NWBC to safeguard the land at Kingsbury accords with the 

requirements of Section 9 of the Framework relating to Green Belt specifically para 86. It also 

accords with para 182 relating to the need for plans to be positively prepared and effective 

amongst other indicators of soundness and is supported directly by the recommendations of 

the 2016 SHLAA.  

 

4.10 In looking to redefine boundaries with safeguarded land using Paragraph 85 of the Framework, 

considerations for review of the green belt boundaries north of Kingsbury have been set out:  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

1) ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 
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2) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

3) where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period;  

4) make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposed the development; 

5) satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

6) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy 

 

4.11 National planning policy advises at paragraph 52 of the Framework that the supply of new 

homes can sometimes be best achieved through extensions to existing villages and towns, 

which Tamworth Road would achieve being a logical extension of the settlement. Furthermore, 

paragraph 55 states: - 

 

“to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will 

enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.” 
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4.12 The site has historically been considered logical for development by the Council. Indeed the 

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), published as long ago as February 2010, 

considered the site favourably for future development stating: - 

 

“…from the information available, part of the site could be considered suitable in principle for 

future housing potential, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 

transport, and because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to 

the creation of a sustainable, mixed community….The Green Belt status is an issue but sensitive 

design and limited scale of development could overcome any concerns” 

 

Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open 

 

4.13 According to the North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment (“LCA”) which is a 

broader assessment than the high level LUC Green Belt Review, the Site is heavily influenced 

by the M42 corridor. The LCA further identifies the Site as having relatively low landscape 

sensitivity. On page 189 of the LCA consideration is given to the potential for built development 

and states: - 

 

“Urban fringe, intensively farmed or unmanaged land, crossed by pylons with peripheral 

urbanising detractors, this area could be suitable for some residential development in 

appropriate locations at the residential settlement edge…Any residential development would 

need to relate well to the existing settlement and be accompanied by robust GI [Green 

Infrastructure] provision.” 

 

4.14 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native tree and shrub that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 
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watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and along with the woodland edge, and 

the M42 corridor forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lie adjacent to the north eastern boundary but is partially 

visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. Beyond the 

access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with the 

watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 

 

4.15 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

4.16 The southern site boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. To the south of this development lies 

Kingsbury Primary School, Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public Right of Way 

runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres of the site’s 

southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the wider village 

of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

4.17 In summary, however, the land to the north of Kingsbury (i.e. the Site) is visually well contained 

for the most part with topography and vegetation combining to restrict views from longer 

distances. The Site’s ‘openness’ will be permanently and irreversibly damaged by HS2.   
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Safeguarded land 

 

4.18 Kingsbury is contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the 

plan period, will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address 

this problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary 

School, GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is 

a need for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population.  

 

Boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period 

 

4.19 Allocating the Site for development will enable the housing demands to be met and will 

remove the need to alter the boundary in the future. As previously stated, Kingsbury has many 

physical constraints to provide development beyond the village boundary.  

 

Define boundaries clearly, using physical features 

 

4.20 It is submitted that the land edged red as shown in APPENDICES 1 and 6 should be excluded 

from the Green Belt. The reviewed Green Belt would be the line of the HS2 Phase 2, a 

permanent physical barrier to development. 

 

4.21 In summing up the site promoted by KNG Developments LLP is a realistic option that accords 

with the main Framework requirements relating to Green Belt. The site of adopting the scoring 

advocated by Framptons (see March 2017 representations) fails to make a positive 

contribution to Green Belt function and is not necessary to be retained as Green Belt. Subject 

to Exceptional Circumstances being demonstrated the site specific characteristics of the site 

indicate the identification for safeguarding is a sound conclusion for the Council to identify. 
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5.0 EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

 

5.1 The site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is located in the Green Belt and therefore of critical 

importance are the below two paragraphs of the Framework which this section of the 

representations will address. 

 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 

 

5.1 The most relevant post NPPF Case Law relating to Paragraph 83 of the Framework is Gallagher 

Homes Ltd v Solihull Borough Council [2014]. The main conclusion this case drew was that 

preparing a new local plan is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance justifying alteration to 

a green belt boundary. 

 

5.2 The Gallagher v Solihull Case was preceded by a considerable amount of case law on the 

meaning of "exceptional circumstances". Cases include Carpets of Worth Limited v Wyre Forest 

District Council (1991, Laing Homes Limited v Avon County Council (1993), COPAS v Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001], and R (Hague) v Warwick District Council [2008]. 

 

5.3 It is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself be regarded 

as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary. National 

guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in the context of reviews of local 
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plans (e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83 NPPF), and has always required "exceptional 

circumstances" to justify a revision. The NPPF makes no change to this.  

 

5.4 For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional circumstances 

which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However, this is a single composite 

test in terms of NPPF; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional unless 

they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS). Therefore, although the words 

requiring necessity for a boundary revision have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, 

the test remains the same. The Gallagher Judgement expressly accepts this interpretation.  

 

5.5 Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are exceptional 

for these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is capable of amounting 

to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law. A plan-maker, such as NWBC in this instance, 

may err in law if they fail to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. Once a 

Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general planning 

concepts to justify an alteration. 

 

5.6 The demonstration of exceptional circumstances is a well debated topic in planning law terms 

with no all-encompassing definition as outlined by the list of relevant cases mentioned 

previously. Rather in simplistic terms it is a combination of factors which apply to a site and 

set of circumstances which when weighed up cumulatively need to be something out of the 

ordinary and a series of interconnected factors which justify a review or alteration of the Green 

Belt. 
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Exceptional Circumstances for NWBC safeguarding sites in the Green Belt 

 

5.7 In North Warwickshire a combination of factors exists, which when collated equates to 

exceptional circumstances being demonstrated sufficiently to justify a release of land from the 

Green Belt for safeguarding, which can be summed up as follows: A high housing need; a large 

extent of Green Belt (two thirds); Neighbouring Authorities with high housing needs 

(Tamworth and Birmingham); formal agreement over the need for North Warwickshire to 

accommodate neighbouring growth (signed and committed MoU); lack of sustainable 

brownfield or previously developed sites (SHLAA conclusion); SHLAA evidence that the Green 

Belt will be likely to be needed; lack of suitable non-Green Belt sites in locations geographically 

suited to meet the needs of neighbouring authorities; available sites which do not score highly 

on Green Belt function but do score well in sustainability terms; and available sites that are 

deliverable in a technical sense.  

 

5.8 Housing need – Table 2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies a high housing need for NWBC. The 

Draft Plan identifies the following: 

 

“Due to the low past delivery rates and the rural nature of the Borough the delivery of all of the 

housing will however be dependent on the provision of infrastructure.  The Local Plan therefore 

seeks to deliver a minimum of 5280 homes over the plan period from 2011-31.  This equates to 

an annual housing requirement of 264 new homes per annum.  The provision of the additional 

housing within the Plan period up to 9070 will be challenging and be a major change for the 

Borough”.   (Emphasis added) 

 

5.9 High housing need for North Warwickshire and neighbouring authorities is a fact and the 

Borough acknowledges at multiple points in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan that it has 
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to find a sustainable solution to accommodate. This is reflected in the SHLAA and 

Memorandum of Understandings (MoU) with Tamworth and Birmingham. It is part of the 

overall planning picture impacting on the Borough and therefore those preparing the Plan have 

to apply planning judgement to whether or not the situation is sufficiently exceptional to justify 

reviewing the Green Belt. 

 

5.10 Beyond simply the scale of housing need the Borough has to accommodate over the plan 

period the limiting factors are a combination of available sites; the extent of Green Belt 

coverage and the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development (required by paragraph 

84 of the Framework).  

 

5.11 The Draft Local Plan confirms that two thirds of the Borough is subject to Green Belt 

designation (paragraph 7.12 page 25), this along with the apparent development pressure on 

the Borough from within and outside (para 7.13) justified participation in the Review of the 

Green Belt. The Review concludes some areas of Green Belt are performing poorly (para 7.14). 

Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the sites which has been identified as a result of 

the review and application of planning judgement by officers to be safeguarded. Another 

factor in the proposals to safeguard the land are the recommendations of the 2016 SHLAA 

which has reviewed all the available sites and has concluded that some in the Green Belt justify 

immediate allocation and some justify safeguarding. 

 

5.12 The Council has a duty to ensure the plan delivers sustainable development. This was 

reiterated in case law by the recent IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] 

judgment in which Mrs Justice Patterson confirmed in relation to para 84 “is clear advice to 

decision makers to take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any 
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review of green belt boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and additional travel 

are clearly relevant”.  

 

5.13 Kingsbury is a highly logical location to identify for accommodating a safeguarding reserve site 

for the following reasons: It is a sustainable settlement (Kingsbury being a Category 3 

Settlement defined by Draft Policy LP2); the village has sustainable links to higher order 

settlements especially via bus as summarised in section 2 of these representations; the 

settlement is well connected to Tamworth and could serve Tamworth’s needs; the settlement 

is well connected to and within relatively close distance to Birmingham and the wider West 

Midlands Conurbation. It would be a suitable location to house those people unable to secure 

housing in Birmingham but who retain social, economic, employment and educational linkages 

to the conurbation; the settlement is largely self-contained with services and facilities the 

majority of which would benefit from additional population to help sustain (as detailed in the 

Matthew Taylor Report); the scale of proposal KNG are proposing would be sufficiently large 

to assist with infrastructure provision such as education (Draft LP paragraph 7.5 page 22) 

where a certain quantum of housing is needed to enable viable expansion. 

 

5.14 The only other settlement with similar locational advantage and sustainability credentials is 

nearby Coleshill, which is also presently subject to Green Belt designation. Coleshill is however 

also identified to accommodate a safeguarded site by Draft Policy LP4 and is suitable for the 

same reasons.  

 

5.15 The Council strategy in the Draft Local Plan identifies two suitable sites; in two suitable 

settlements which will deliver sustainable patterns of development which accords with 

National Planning Policy in the event that the formally allocated sites fail to deliver the required 

housing. This is a clear attempt to provide a pragmatic long terms strategy (albeit presently 
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with insufficient flexibility to move with potentially changing circumstances). Such an approach 

accords with the aims and objectives of paragraphs 182 of the Framework specifically bullet 

one ‘plan positively’; bullet two ‘justified’, bullet three ‘effective’ ad fourth bullet ‘consistent 

with national policy’. However, the by better defining the circumstances that would trigger the 

release of safeguarded sites and enabling a partial review the necessary flexibility can be 

achieved which will make the policy deliverable in a timely, viable and transparent manner. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 KNG Developments LLP in relation to their land interest at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 

supports the principle of identifying the land for safeguarding in the Draft Submission Version 

Local Plan.  

 

6.2 Kingsbury is a sustainable location that is capable of accommodating growth. The settlement 

has an artificial constraint in the form of the Green Belt and the existing settlement boundary 

which has constrained growth in the past. In order to deliver sustainable development it is 

appropriate to review the Green Belt and settlement boundary as the evidence base has done 

and make a positive decision in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of development 

to look to safeguard sites in the event that additional land is needed in the future. 

 

6.3 Paragraphs 83 and 84 of the Framework provide a mechanism for a reviewing the Plan and 

making alterations to Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances can be 

demonstrated. As examined in this submissions it is a matter of planning judgement as to 

whether or not sufficient exceptional circumstances has been demonstrated. KNG 

Developments submit that the combination of factors applicable to this context equates to 

sufficient reasoning to conclude exceptional circumstances have been established.  

 

6.4 The need for housing for North Warwickshire’s needs, neighbouring Tamworth’s needs, and 

the needs of neighbouring Birmingham/West Midlands in a sustainable location that offers 

sustainable connectivity to the likely destinations for residents retaining linkages to their 

origins to deliver sustainable patterns of development constitutes exceptional circumstances.  
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6.5 As detailed by the  case law referred to by section 4 of these submissions whether or not the 

planning situation justifies Green belt Review and the Plan thereafter justifies Green Belt 

release to deliver the spatial vision is a matter of planning judgment for the Plan maker. It is 

submitted that the context of North Warwickshire there are a combination of factors that 

equate to exceptional circumstances in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 

6.6 Alteration of the Green Belt in accordance with the indicative master plan will not harm the 

underlying purposes of the Green Belt in the Kingsbury context (para 80). Kingsbury is 

contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the plan period, 

will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address this 

problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary School, 

GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is a need 

for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population. 

 

6.7 It is submitted that subject to making Policy LP4 more flexible by not having to fully review the 

Local Plan to release the two safeguarded sites the plan will be sound as a partial review can 

ensure the release is justified without the time, expense and resources of a complete review. 

The instances where the plan can be reviewed should be defined in the policy and should 

include lack of five-year supply as well as cross border housing need from Coventry, 

Birmingham or Tamworth or indeed any other neighbouring housing market area unable to 

meet their own needs as identified through the Duty to Cooperate process. 
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1                                                                                                                        Framptons 
    PF/9417 

 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

1) Birmingham Airport 
 

- - - - - 

2) NEC 
 

- - - - - 

3) Blythe Valley Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

4) Castle Vale / Fort 
Dunlop 
 

No. 116 – travel time 
approx. 24 mins.  
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- - - - 

5) Coleshill Parkway / 
Roman Park 
 

No. 115 – travel times 
approx. 38 mins. 
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- No. 115  
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-Saturday.  
 

- - 

6) Kings Norton Business 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

7) Kitts Green Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

8) Longbridge 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

 

    2                                                                                                                          Framptons 
PF/9417 

 

9) Midpoint Business Park 
 

No. 116 (Asda 
Superstore, Minworth) 
– travel time approx. 
16 mins + 20 minute 
walk. 
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 
No. 16 (Water Orton 
Station) – travel time 
approx. 18 mins. + 32 
minute walk. 
Frequency: hourly 
between 08HR50 – 
14HR20. 
 

- - - - 

10) Reddicap Trading 
Estate 
 

- -- - - - 

11) Monkspath Business 
Park Solihull 
 

- - - - - 

12) Solihull Land Rover 
 

- - - - - 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                             
 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 
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13) Goodman Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

14) Solihull Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

15) Sutton Coldfield Town 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

16) Tyseley Industrial 
Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

17) Birmingham City 
Centre  
 

No. 116 (Aston 
University) – 32 mins 
approx.  
No. 116 (Corporation 
Street) – 38 mins 
approx.  

- - - - 
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Facilities available in the settlements                                                        
 

Framptons 
PF/8917 

 

Facilities Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

Primary School X X X X X 

Secondary 

School/college 

X -  X X X 

Doctors X X X X X 

Dentist X -  X X X 

Post Office X X X X X 

Convenience Store X X X X X 

Pharmacy X X X X X 

Leisure Centre X - X X X 

Church X X  X X X 

Restaurant/pubs X X X X X 
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THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN PREPARED AND CHECKED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ISO 9001:2008

VISION

1. Vision
2. Planning Context
3. Why Kingsbury?
4. The Site
5. The Concept
6. Green Belt
7. Summary

CONTENTS

The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet 
local need in a location that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver 
substantial open space with delightful walks along the River Tame.

The Kingsbury development will produce a residential environment of the highest standards. 
It will be characterised by high quality homes enhanced with attractive landscaped streets 
and generous open spaces, and will be set within an attractive landscape backdrop with good 
links to the surrounding area. 

Key to the vision for Kingsbury will be the benefits derived from the village’s connectivity 
to Tamworth and Birmingham. The increased population will offer the potential to sustain 
existing local facilities and services whilst also supporting Kingsbury’s community spirit and 
village way of life. 

Ultimately, Kingsbury would provide much needed new homes in an area that suffers from 
a housing need. An extended Kingsbury has the potential to deliver up to 194 new homes 
for the growing population of the wider conurbation, offering a way of life which has 
sustainability and the environment at its core.
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PLANNING CONTEXT

BAYSWATER    VISION ©FLICKR. CREATOR: PAUL REYNOLDS. TITLE: KINGSBURY WATER PARK 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/legalcode

KNG Developments LLP own the land identified in this promotion material and has participated in the previous 
rounds of consultation associated with the formation of the North Warwickshire Local Plan with a view to promoting 
their landholding as a sustainable urban extension to the settlement. The site is considered a logical site for 
development. It relates well to the existing urban area and it has no significant planning constraints beyond its location 
within the Green Belt. 

The site can assist North Warwickshire Borough Council, and specifically Kingsbury, to meet its unmet housing needs 
including the provision of affordable housing. Kingsbury is also geographically well positioned to help with cross 
border housing needs from either Tamworth or Birmingham, both of whom have unmet needs that cannot be met 
within their respective administrative areas. Those being housed in North Warwickshire from outside the District 
would find Kingsbury a realistic and practical location to retain social, economic and educational links to Tamworth 
and Birmingham.

The key submissions are: - 

�� The existing Local Plan fails to provide an adequate level of housing provision which results in the housing needs 
of the Borough not being met;
�� The site is available and can help the Council meet its existing housing needs, and secure and maintain a robust 

supply of housing land; 
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the additional 500 dwellings (from Tamworth Borough Council) to be 

catered for within North Warwickshire;
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the needs of the Birmingham Conurbation which cannot presently 

meet its full objectively assessed housing needs within its administrative boundaries;
�� Kingsbury is a sustainable settlement which has not to date been allocated sufficient growth through the existing 

Local Plan and therefore has clear capacity for a settlement of its size given its range of services and facilities;
�� The promotion advocates for the release of land from the Green Belt which for Tamworth Road is a highly logical 

release being bounded by the Tamworth Road, River Thame, and the M42. 
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DELIVERABLE SITE
The site is available, it is under the control of a single party, and is deliverable without significant anticipated 
infrastructure costs. In planning terms, it is a site that can come forward quickly should it be released from the Green 
Belt. The site is not ideal for its existing agricultural use due to its irregular shape; topography; pylons and loss of part 
of the site to the proposed HS2 route. Technical studies have also demonstrated that there are no significant constraints 
that cannot be mitigated or would prevent delivery e.g. drainage, noise, ecology or highways access.

HOUSING NEED
Kingsbury has not had sufficient housing via the existing Local Plan proportionate to its size due to Green Belt 
restrictions. The site can help deliver unmet housing need from within the Borough and surrounding areas of 
Tamworth Borough Council and the Birmingham Conurbation. 

ACCESSIBLE LOCATION
The site is within walking and cycling distance of the centre of Kinsbury and is well connected to larger settlements, 
major employment sites and key transport infrastructure.  The centre of Tamworth is approximately 5 miles to the 
north of the Site, along the A51 Tamworth Road, and there is a regular bus service along this route. Tamworth has a 
train station, with services running between London and North East England.

The centre of Birmingham is approximately 15 miles to the south-west of the site, and the junction with M42/
M6 is only 10 miles away, providing easy access to the wider motorway network and connections to the north and 
south of the country. The site also benefits from easy access to a range of employment opportunities. Tamworth and 
Birmingham are both home to a range of logistics, office and retail areas. Other employment areas close to the site 
include the Kingsbury Link Business Park and Birch Coppice Business Park.

LANDSCAPE FIT
The site benefits from good containment by the River Tame, M42 corridor and the proposed HS2 route, meaning that 
development can be accommodated within the site without encroaching on the wider countryside. The presence 
of existing trees and hedgerows along the site boundaries, particularly along the M42 and River Tame, also means 
that the site is not highly visible in the wider landscape. New green infrastructure will be provided as part of the 
development and will allow access to the River Tame.
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All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 [2016] 

The Site is situated within the village of Kingsbury adjacent to Tamworth Road and is bordered to the north 
by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. The Site measures approximately 
14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly agricultural land bordered by hedgerow and tree planting. 

The northern boundary of the Site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the edge of a 
wider band of scrub and taller trees that runs up to the M42 corridor. In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 
(HS2) northern leg route was revealed. It is understood that the line will run through the northern part of 
the Site, parallel to the M42 corridor.

The eastern boundary of the Site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed by the A51, 
Tamworth Road. Beyond Tamworth Road lies an area of residential development.

The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential development on 
Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent.

The western boundary is formed by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the River Tame, 
beyond which lies the Kingsbury Water Park.

The Site boundary extends south along the River Tame, in a narrow corridor between the river and rear 
gardens along Tame Bank. Should the Site be developed, it is intended that this piece of land would be used 
for informal recreation and to provide a footpath link between the proposed residential area and the local 
schools.

The local primary school is within 5 minutes walking distance from the site and the secondary school and 
local centre are within 10 minutes walking distance. 
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THE CONCEPT 

Aerial Photography: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, 
USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

The development concept plan opposite illustrates the underlying design principles which have been derived from the 
site specific constraints and opportunities to ensure the development responds positively to the site and its context. 
Above all it is shaped by the idea of creating a very fine new asset for everyone in Kingsbury.

RESIDENTIAL AREA
The concept plan has been arranged to ensure the proposed residential development relates well to the existing urban 
area, whilst responding to existing site features such as the pylons. The development proposals will be set back from 
the A51, providing a green frontage, similar to that already experienced on the opposite side of Tamworth Road. 

Where the development adjoins the urban area, new dwellings will back onto existing rear gardens of properties along 
Ralph crescent/Bracebridge Road. To the north of the site, an offset of 20m will be provided to the HS2 line. In addition, 
development will be set back 10m from the site boundary around the sewage plant, with proposed tree planting to 
create a screen to supplement the existing tree and shrub boundary.

COMMUNITY PARK
A community park is proposed at the heart of the development, providing an attractive setting for new development, 
opportunities for recreation, and pedestrian access to the river corridor. 

RIVERSIDE WALK
There will be a strong focus on access along the River Tame, creating an attractive walking and cycling route, and 
taking advantage of opportunities to connect with the school and village facilities to the south of the site. 

NATURE AREA
The area of land between the proposed line of HS2 and the M42 is the lowest lying part of the site, and will be largely 
inaccessible. This will be retained and enhanced for nature and ecology purposes and may include attenuation features.  

DRAINAGE BASIN

BUFFER TO SEWAGE PLANT

VEHICULAR ACCESS 
INTO DEVELOPMENT

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 
INTO DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY PARK

FOOTPATH LINK TO PUBLIC 
RIGHT OF WAY

NATURE AREA

RETAINED TREE CLUSTER

RETAINED AND EXTENDED 
WOODLAND BELT

RIVERSIDE WALK
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GREEN BELT
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The release from the Green Belt is considered highly logical. It will make use of identifiable long term features to form 
boundaries for the site including Tamworth Road; the M42 (and HS2 once constructed) and the existing course of the 
River Tame. 

Based on analysis of the site it is recommended that the Green Belt boundary follows the south edge of the eastern 
edge of the River Tame. These are both recognisable, permanent and defensible features that can be used to contain 
development and prevent further encroachment. 

The south-western extent of the Green Belt boundary should be aligned with the corner of the field, before the site 
narrows into the corridor between the river and existing houses. It is intended that this piece of land is used for 
informal recreation and does not specifically require Green Belt release. 

The North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment is relevant to the overall understanding of the site. The 
Landscape Character Assessment consider the site to have lower landscape sensitivity, and would be suitable for 
some residential development. It describes the site as an urban fringe landscape, comprising intensively farmed or 
unmanaged land, crossed by pylons, and with urbanising detractors.

M40

RIVER TAME

TAMWORTH 
ROAD
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SUMMARY
The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet local need in a location 
that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver substantial open space with walks along the River 
Tame. The concept masterplan presented in this document demonstrates how the development will be designed. 
Overall it is anticipated that the site can deliver 194 dwellings. Further details of proposed land use are provided below. 

QUANTUM OF DEVELOPMENT
The framework plan, as presented on page 11, shows the following land uses:

       * Total new built development

Applying an average net density of  35 dph, this will translate into the following capacity:

OPEN SPACE PROVISION
The quantity of open space provided, including the Community Park, Riverside Walk and Nature Area is 8.94 ha and 
exceeds the standards identified in the guidance provided in the Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study for North 
Warwickshire Borough: Final Report

AVERAGE DENSITY (DPH) NO. OF DWELLINGS TOTAL REQUIRED FOR OPEN SPACE (HA) 
Total Land Area 194 1.74

CATEGORY AREA (HA)
Total Land Area 14.49
Residential * 5.55
Community Park 2.45
Nature Area 1.86
Riverside Park 4.63
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: KNG Developments LLP 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

 

Address:  
C/O Framptons 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Peter Bateman 

Company Framptons 
 

Address  
Framptons, Oriel House, 42 North Bar 
Banbury, Oxon, OX16 0TH 
 

 

Telephone 01295 672310 
 

Email Peter.bateman@framptons-planning.com 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 

SLP303 2 of 2



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
 

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP4 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified  

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
Whilst KNG Developments LLP supports the principle of safeguarding land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 
as advocated by policy LP4 the review mechanism is not supported. This is because it advocates a full 
review of the Local Plan to release the land. As identified in the accompanying representations a more 
flexible partial review is recommended to respond to changes in circumstance without the delay of fully 
reviewing the plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

              
 
 
Please refer to accompanying representations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes x No 
 

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

              
Whilst KNG Developments supports the principle of Policy LP4 they do not support the wording of 
the policy and feel they could contribute to the discussion on the justification for a partial review as 
well as exception circumstances justifying the release of land from the Green Belt. 

 
 
 

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 

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

Signature Peter Bateman Date 31/01/2018 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Framptons Town Planning act for KNG Developments LLP who own the land edged red as 

shown on the plan at APPENDIX 1. These representations provide comment on the North 

Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) Draft Local Plan (Draft Submission Version). 

 

1.2 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan will merge the various existing NWBC Development 

Plans (adopted and draft) into a single Local Development Plan document that will combine 

the adopted Core Strategy, the Draft Site Allocations Plan and the Draft Development 

Management Plan together to form a single Development Plan for the Borough. 

 

1.3 The Draft Submission Version Local Plan sets out the planning policies and site allocations that 

will be developed in the Borough in the coming years. It is aiming to provide over 6,800 homes 

and an additional 40 hectares of employment land. These will primarily be located in 

Polesworth, Dordon and Atherstone along the A5 corridor with other growth at Ansley 

Common and Hartshill. There are other allocations in other settlements (including of interest 

to KNG Developments LLP land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury), which is identified as land to be 

released from the Green Belt and safeguarded. 

 

1.4 KNG Developments LLP have participated in previous North Warwickshire Borough Council 

(NWBC) consultations including the NWBC Core Strategy; the NWBC Site Allocation Preferred 

Options Consultation and the NWBC SHLAA Call for Sites with a view to promoting land to the 

west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury as a site suitable for a residential development. As a 

summary of the chronology of KNG’s participation the following lists their involvement: 

• February 2013 Site Allocations Consultation; 

• May 2013 Preferred Options Consultation; 
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• July 2013 NWBC SHLAA Consultation; 

• January 2014 Core Strategy EiP (Hearing Statement and Participation); 

• October 2015 Call for Sites for Part II Plan; and 

• 31st March 2017 – Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.5 The historical submissions summarised above by KNG Developments LLP advocated the 

release of land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury from the Green Belt as the site will deliver 

sustainable patterns of development. It is not intended for these submissions to repeat 

previous points or append previously submitted promotional material where nothing has 

changed for the sake of brevity, however these documents will be updated and submitted as 

supporting evidence to accompany future EiP hearing statements so that the site promotion is 

accompanied by robust evidence. 
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2.0 THE SITE AND KINGSBURY CONTEXT 

 

2.1 The Settlement of Kingsbury is located approximately 8.5km east of Sutton Coldfield and 7km 

south of Tamworth along the A51 (Tamworth Road), in the North Warwickshire Borough in 

Warwickshire. It has a population of around 4,000 making it a relatively large settlement in the 

North Warwickshire context. APPENDIX 2 shows the settlement of Kingsbury in its sub regional 

context. 

 

2.2 The settlement lies within close commuting distance of Birmingham, approximately 16.5 km 

to the southwest. Local mainline railway stations are available at Tamworth; Birmingham 

International and Coleshill all of which are realistic options for residents to access the railway 

network. The driving times from Kingsbury for a 15 minute and 30 minute drive are shown at 

APPENDIX 3. 

 

2.3 The village has grown up along the A51 and Tamworth Road, which represents the main route 

through the village and which links the village with the wider road network. The village itself 

lies adjacent to and above the River Tame, which runs north west, parallel to the village, and 

within a wide river valley which includes a number of man-made and natural lakes and 

waterbodies. The M42 corridor bounds the village to the north, travelling north east, south 

west. The eastern edge of the village is constrained by the Birmingham to Lichfield railway line. 

 

2.4 The village lies adjacent to Kingsbury Water Park, which is situated to the east next to 

Bodymoor Heath, and is a series of 15 lakes in 243 hectares of land. The water park sits on the 

valley floor with the village of Kingsbury gently rising up from the eastern banks of the River 

Tame. Local landscape includes leisure uses such as fishing, sailing and camping in the water 
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park, as well as woodland and arable farmland, navigated by a network of pedestrian 

footpaths. 

 

2.5 The KNG Developments LLP site is situated immediately adjacent to the existing built up edge 

of the village partly alongside to Tamworth Road and River Tame and is bordered to the north 

by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. 

 

2.6 The site measures approximately 14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly arable 

agricultural land bordered by hedgerows and tree planting. To the north west corner a 

proportion of scrub vegetation occupies low lying land within the floodplain. To the south west 

of the site a high level parcel of grassland field margin sits between neighbouring residential 

development and the vegetated river bank which falls steeply to the river Tame.  

 

2.7 The site is bisected by a low lying ditch to form an eastern and western portion. A line of pylons 

cross the site running east west, two pylons fall within the site boundary. 

 

2.8 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 

watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and, along with the woodland edge and 

the M42 corridor, forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lies adjacent to the northeastern boundary but is 

partially visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. 

Beyond the access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with 

the watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 
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2.9 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

2.10 The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. 

 

2.11 To the south of this development lies Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public 

Right of Way runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres 

of the site’s southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the 

wider village of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

2.12 The site is bounded to the west by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the 

River Tame, forming a defensible boundary to the site, beyond which lies Kingsbury Water Park 

which extends to Bodymoor Heath road, some 1.2km to the west and south. 

 

2.13 In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 (HS2) northern leg route was revealed. The line will run 

through the northern part of the site, parallel to the M42 corridor. The preferred route for HS2 

Phase 2 was then published on the 30th November 2015 and is a material consideration of 

substance in the context of plan-making. 

 

2.14 The site is located approximately 700m away from the village centre, making walking and 

cycling sustainable options. Both the site and the wider village are well served by local bus 
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connections, with the nearest bus stop 150m from the eastern boundary of the site on 

Tamworth Road. APPENDIX 4 contains a summary of the regular bus services and travel times 

to neighbouring higher order settlements. Also included as part of Appendix 4 are the existing 

bus services/timetables serving Kingsbury which demonstrates the settlement is well placed 

to provide access to public transport as alternatives to private motor vehicle. 

 

2.15 Kingsbury village centre has a number of village shops and two pubs and includes a post office 

and a doctor’s surgery as summarised at APPENDIX 5. The nearest primary school is 

approximately 400m from the site and the nearest secondary school, which includes a public 

swimming pool, is approximately 500m from the site. The nearest hospitals is approximately 7 

km away in Tamworth and 9km away in Sutton Coldfield. 

 

2.16 The closest employment facilities to the site are those which are provided for by the number 

of shops and services located in the centre of Kingsbury. Further to this, employment 

opportunities exist at the Kingsbury oil storage facility (Kingsbury Terminal) to the east of the 

village and to the north east at TNT Express and Planters Garden Centre. Other employment 

opportunities exist in the locality, such as Coleshill Industrial Estate, Birch Coppice and Hams 

Hall, as well as a multitude of opportunities at nearby Birmingham and Tamworth. 

 

2.17 Small pockets of public open space and formal rights of way are available for use throughout 

the village and its surrounding area which are well used by residents and dog walkers. The 

Illustrative Master Plan (Produced by LDA) at APPENDIX 6 shows how the site being promoted 

by KNG Developments LLP could be developed to connect with these networks of green space. 

The end development would increase public access to the green infrastructure network and 

provide high quality access to the riverside walk along the River Tame which links to the centre 

of the village in an attractive and user friendly way. 
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2.18 The vision document at APPENDIX 7 (again, produced by LDA) outlines how the site could be 

developed and provides an overview of how the development would address constraints and 

deliver a high quality, attractive and sustainable housing development which would sit 

comfortably in this location as an enhancement of Kingsbury. 

 

2.19 In a technical delivery sense there are no constraints that would prevent development coming 

forward. Previous submissions to the North Warwickshire Local Plan and other formal 

consultations processes have been accompanied by a number of technical evidence 

documentation that the site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is technically deliverable from a 

highways; drainage; ground conditions; ecological; heritage; air quality; noise; and landscape 

perspectives: 

• Transportation Technical Note (WSP); 

• Flood Risk Assessment (RSK); 

• Noise Report (Innovate Acoustics); 

• Air Quality Report (RSK); 

• Affordable Housing Note (Bridgehouse Property Consultants); 

• Ground Investigation (RSK); 

• Ecological Assessments (BSG); 

• Site Appraisal (Bradley Design Associates); and 

• Statement of Community Involvement (Framptons). 

 

2.20 It is not intended to resubmit these documents for this consultation (although a new master 

plans and promotional document are appended) as nothing has altered on site in the 

intervening time. However, for the future consultation on the Submission Draft Local Plan 

updated technical work will accompany KNG’s submissions. 
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3.0 NORTH WARWICKSHIRE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

 

3.1 Having decided to review and merge its three plans NWBC commenced the process in 2015 

of instructing the formation of evidence base documents. The following are at the time of 

writing these representations available: 

 Green Belt Review Part 1 (June 2015) (Warwickshire wide) 

 Green Belt Review Part 2 (April 2016) (Stratford on Avon District and North 

Warwickshire Borough administrative areas only) 

 Draft Local Plan (July 2016)  

 Committee Report to LDF Committee (August 2016)  

 Minutes of the August LDC Committee (September 2016)  

 MOU with Birmingham City Council (September 2016)  

 NWBC SHLAA (October 2016)  

 Sustainability Appraisal (February 2017)  

 Draft Submission Version (7th November 2017 to 31st January 2018) 

 

3.2 This section of the representations will offer comment the Draft Submission Version Local 

Plan) in relation to the land promoted by KNG developments LLP.  

 

Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

 

3.3 There is a clear need to deliver sustainable development to provide housing (market, 

affordable and extra care) to meet the local needs of the Borough. There is also a recognised 

need to meet the significant unmet cross border housing needs in relation to Tamworth (the 

adopted Core Strategy contains a commitment to 500 dwellings which is carried over). There 

is also need to meet the needs of the geographically nearby Birmingham/West Midlands 
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Conurbation for which a recent Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the 

authorities has been committed to.  

 

3.4 The combination of Borough need; Tamworth need and Birmingham need equates to an 

unprecedented pressure for the Borough.  When these high levels of need are considered 

alongside the desirable nature of increased population to help sustain services and facilities 

and secure investment in infrastructure a picture of the planning situation in this context 

begins to emerge. 

 

3.5 The multitude of factors and affecting the Borough and the predicted pressure for additional 

growth is acknowledged by the introductory text in the Draft Local Plan which states:  

 

“The Borough lies between Birmingham, Solihull, Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton and Hinckley, 

all of which are growing areas.  Growth is expected to take place in the Borough in the plan 

period to assist with the need to provide housing for the Coventry & Warwickshire and the 

Greater Birmingham areas.  In addition, the Borough Council will continue its commitment to 

deliver 500 dwellings for Tamworth from the previous Core Strategy.  There is an additional 

requirement in the Tamworth adopted Local Plan for a further 825 dwellings and 14 hectares 

of employment to be provided in North Warwickshire and Lichfield.  The Borough therefore has 

pressure for growth from all around.  This is not only in terms of land being sought in this 

Borough but in terms of the environmental implications of such growth” (Emphasis Added) 

 

3.6 It is within this context of unprecedented growth that the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 

is being presented and which land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is being promoted as suitable 

for a residential development site.  

 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 12    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                           March 2018 

Policy LP4 

 

3.7 There is one policy in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan 2017/2018 which is of direct 

relevance to the land being prompted by KNG Developments LLP at Tamworth Road Kingsbury. 

This is Policy LP4 (page 29) which is a policy seeking to identify two areas of land to be 

safeguarded to come forward in the event that additional housing sites are needed.  

 

3.8 Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the two sites that are presently in the Green Belt, 

but which are identified by draft Policy LP4 to be removed from the Green Belt and designated 

as ‘Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development’ as outlined at Page 29 of the Draft 

Plan.  

 

3.9 KNG Developments LLP are supportive of this emerging policy status although seek via these 

representations to make a number of comments about the precise wording of the policy 

needing refinement to be sound by reason of giving greater clarity. 

 

3.10 KNG Developments LLP acknowledges that the Council requires a positive long term strategy 

to accommodate growth, which was seen as essential in a Borough that has two thirds (60%) 

Green Belt coverage yet still has to enable sufficient flexibility to respond to changing 

circumstances and deliver commitments made through recent Memorandum of 

Understandings (MoU) with its neighbouring authorities. 
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3.11 For ease of reference Policy LP4 states: 

 

LP4 Safeguarded Land for Potential Future Development 

 

Land at Hawkeswell Lane, Coleshill, and land to the west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, as identified 

on the Proposals Map, will be removed from the Green Belt and safeguarded for potential future 

development needs.  

 

The identified areas will be protected from development other than that which is necessary in relation 

to the operation of existing uses, change of use to alternative open land uses or temporary uses.  All 

proposals must not prejudice the possibility of long term development on the safeguarded land site. 

 

The status of safeguarded land sites will only change through a review of the local plan. 

 

3.12 KNG Developments as stated previously it’s supportive of the draft safeguarded status, but 

feels the final paragraph of the policy fails to take the opportunity to plan positively. This is 

because the policy requirement can only release the land through a full review of the plan. This 

is a costly, resource and time intensive process which will defy the objectives of safeguarded 

land as it will prevent the two sites presently identified for safeguarding from coming forward 

quickly to respond to changes in circumstances.  

 

3.13 It is submitted that the policy could be made increasingly sound by making the review 

mechanism more flexible. Specifically, it is recommended that the policy advocate partial 

review in certain circumstances to enable the safeguarded land to be released and respond to 

changes in circumstances. These could be a five-year land supply shortfall; cross border 

housing need from Coventry; cross border housing need from Tamworth; or cross border 
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housing need from the Birmingham conurbation all of which are possible scenarios for this 

context that would justify a fast partial review of the plan to respond to the housing need. The 

needs if they are proven will in all probability require a rapid response and by leaving the 

wording as presently drafted the land can only be reviewed via a full review of the Local Plan 

which will not be flexible or rapid. 
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4.0 GREEN BELT CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 The main constraint applicable to land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is the Green Belt policy 

designation. Paragraph 79 of the Framework reaffirms the Government’s continued support 

for Green Belt as a strategic planning policy tool where preventing development in conflict 

with the five purposes of the Green Belt (para 80) is justified. Such a position has been recently 

reiterated and reaffirmed by the Government’s Housing and Planning White Paper ‘Fixing our 

Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017).  

4.2 Paragraph 79 of the Framework states the essential characteristic of Green Belts are their 

openness and permanence. Permanence is not defined in terms of time duration, but is 

intended to be longer than usual Development Plan period of 15 years defined by paragraph 

157 of the Framework. Green Belt is not intended to exist unaltered in perpetuity. This is why 

Paragraphs 83 to 86 of the Framework relate to review and alteration mechanisms and the 

need to test the necessity of the designation against exceptional circumstances as specifically 

outlined in Para 83. 

 

4.3 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 

4.4 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

 

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 
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4.5 Paragraph 86 states that: -  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

- where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period; and 

- define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

4.6 It is submitted that the followings apply to any release at Tamworth Road be it Allocation or 

Safeguarding. The release of land from the Green Belt would not lead to the unrestricted 

sprawl of a large built up area. (Kingsbury is not a large built up area for the purposes of the 

West Midlands Green Belt which contains the spread of the conurbation). The development 

will not adversely impact upon the setting and special character of Kingsbury as a historic town. 

The release of land at Tamworth Road will not undermine urban regeneration within 

Kingsbury.  Development at Tamworth Road would not cause neighbouring towns to merge 

into one another. In reality the release of Tamworth Road would not result in actuality, or in 

perception that Kingsbury had merged into Tamworth or any other settlement. There would 

remain a clear open tract of land beyond the extended urban edge of Kingsbury. 

 

4.7 The existing urban areas and settlements within the Borough alone do not have sufficient 

capacity to deliver the full extent of the Borough’s housing and other development needs 

(including commitments to neighbouring authorities) in a sufficiently flexible manner and 

therefore identifying safeguarded land is a realistic and clearly justifiable option. 
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4.8 This need for flexibility and aspiration for a long term strategy to meet unprecedented needs 

is implied in the 2016 SHLAA which concludes that:  

 

“Given that the maximum 15-year dwelling requirement for North Warwickshire is 8,374 

dwellings, this finding would suggest that the release of Green Belt land is not required in order 

for the Borough to meet its housing requirements up to 2031. However, our site categorisation 

does not take account of all the policy considerations that are relevant in selecting sites for 

allocation, which are likely to include the broad sustainability of the total development pattern, 

impact on biodiversity and landscape, and strategic transport and other infrastructure capacity 

issues. We have not undertaken any analysis to consider whether the theoretical supply from 

the sites we have assessed is in the right place to meet strategic policy objectives. If not then it 

could well be necessary to release some Green Belt land in order to achieve the targets in full.” 

(Executive Summary) 

 

4.9 The approach advocated by NWBC to safeguard the land at Kingsbury accords with the 

requirements of Section 9 of the Framework relating to Green Belt specifically para 86. It also 

accords with para 182 relating to the need for plans to be positively prepared and effective 

amongst other indicators of soundness and is supported directly by the recommendations of 

the 2016 SHLAA.  

 

4.10 In looking to redefine boundaries with safeguarded land using Paragraph 85 of the Framework, 

considerations for review of the green belt boundaries north of Kingsbury have been set out:  

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

1) ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 



  

 

Representations to North Warwickshire 18    Framptons 
Submission Version Local Plan                  Town Planning Consultants 
Prepared on behalf of KNG Developments LLP                           March 2018 

2) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

3) where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period;  

4) make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposed the development; 

5) satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

6) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

 

Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy 

 

4.11 National planning policy advises at paragraph 52 of the Framework that the supply of new 

homes can sometimes be best achieved through extensions to existing villages and towns, 

which Tamworth Road would achieve being a logical extension of the settlement. Furthermore, 

paragraph 55 states: - 

 

“to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will 

enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.” 
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4.12 The site has historically been considered logical for development by the Council. Indeed the 

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), published as long ago as February 2010, 

considered the site favourably for future development stating: - 

 

“…from the information available, part of the site could be considered suitable in principle for 

future housing potential, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 

transport, and because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to 

the creation of a sustainable, mixed community….The Green Belt status is an issue but sensitive 

design and limited scale of development could overcome any concerns” 

 

Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open 

 

4.13 According to the North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment (“LCA”) which is a 

broader assessment than the high level LUC Green Belt Review, the Site is heavily influenced 

by the M42 corridor. The LCA further identifies the Site as having relatively low landscape 

sensitivity. On page 189 of the LCA consideration is given to the potential for built development 

and states: - 

 

“Urban fringe, intensively farmed or unmanaged land, crossed by pylons with peripheral 

urbanising detractors, this area could be suitable for some residential development in 

appropriate locations at the residential settlement edge…Any residential development would 

need to relate well to the existing settlement and be accompanied by robust GI [Green 

Infrastructure] provision.” 

 

4.14 The northern boundary of the site is formed by a line of native tree and shrub that forms the 

edge of a wider band of scrub and taller trees and shrub that runs up to the M42. A small 
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watercourse runs parallel to the northern boundary and along with the woodland edge, and 

the M42 corridor forms a defensible boundary to the site. Beyond the M42 to the north lies a 

proportion of Kingsbury Water Park and arable farmland which rises to localised ridge lines to 

the northeast. Ground Sewage Works lie adjacent to the north eastern boundary but is partially 

visually screened from the site by a tree line within the curtilage of its boundary. Beyond the 

access road to the sewage works the Kingsbury garden centre lies, parallel with the 

watercourse and enclosed by vegetation and tall trees. 

 

4.15 The eastern boundary of the site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed with 

the A51, Tamworth Road, beyond which, residential development, punctuated by small areas 

of open space and forming the north eastern extent of the village stretches to the Birmingham 

to Lichfield railway line in the east. Beyond this, the Kingsbury Oil Storage facility (Kingsbury 

Terminal) lies parallel to the railway. 

 

4.16 The southern site boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential 

development on Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent which form part of a development that 

extends south and east to meet the Tamworth Road. To the south of this development lies 

Kingsbury Primary School, Kingsbury School and associated playing fields. A Public Right of Way 

runs between the residential development and the school, passing within metres of the site’s 

southern boundary and linking with a wider footpath network that connects the wider village 

of Kingsbury with Kingsbury Water Park. 

 

4.17 In summary, however, the land to the north of Kingsbury (i.e. the Site) is visually well contained 

for the most part with topography and vegetation combining to restrict views from longer 

distances. The Site’s ‘openness’ will be permanently and irreversibly damaged by HS2.   
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Safeguarded land 

 

4.18 Kingsbury is contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the 

plan period, will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address 

this problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary 

School, GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is 

a need for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population.  

 

Boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period 

 

4.19 Allocating the Site for development will enable the housing demands to be met and will 

remove the need to alter the boundary in the future. As previously stated, Kingsbury has many 

physical constraints to provide development beyond the village boundary.  

 

Define boundaries clearly, using physical features 

 

4.20 It is submitted that the land edged red as shown in APPENDICES 1 and 6 should be excluded 

from the Green Belt. The reviewed Green Belt would be the line of the HS2 Phase 2, a 

permanent physical barrier to development. 

 

4.21 In summing up the site promoted by KNG Developments LLP is a realistic option that accords 

with the main Framework requirements relating to Green Belt. The site of adopting the scoring 

advocated by Framptons (see March 2017 representations) fails to make a positive 

contribution to Green Belt function and is not necessary to be retained as Green Belt. Subject 

to Exceptional Circumstances being demonstrated the site specific characteristics of the site 

indicate the identification for safeguarding is a sound conclusion for the Council to identify. 
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5.0 EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

 

5.1 The site at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is located in the Green Belt and therefore of critical 

importance are the below two paragraphs of the Framework which this section of the 

representations will address. 

 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states: - 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 

preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states: -  

“local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” 

 

5.1 The most relevant post NPPF Case Law relating to Paragraph 83 of the Framework is Gallagher 

Homes Ltd v Solihull Borough Council [2014]. The main conclusion this case drew was that 

preparing a new local plan is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance justifying alteration to 

a green belt boundary. 

 

5.2 The Gallagher v Solihull Case was preceded by a considerable amount of case law on the 

meaning of "exceptional circumstances". Cases include Carpets of Worth Limited v Wyre Forest 

District Council (1991, Laing Homes Limited v Avon County Council (1993), COPAS v Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001], and R (Hague) v Warwick District Council [2008]. 

 

5.3 It is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself be regarded 

as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary. National 

guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in the context of reviews of local 
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plans (e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83 NPPF), and has always required "exceptional 

circumstances" to justify a revision. The NPPF makes no change to this.  

 

5.4 For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional circumstances 

which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However, this is a single composite 

test in terms of NPPF; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional unless 

they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS). Therefore, although the words 

requiring necessity for a boundary revision have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, 

the test remains the same. The Gallagher Judgement expressly accepts this interpretation.  

 

5.5 Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are exceptional 

for these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is capable of amounting 

to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law. A plan-maker, such as NWBC in this instance, 

may err in law if they fail to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. Once a 

Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general planning 

concepts to justify an alteration. 

 

5.6 The demonstration of exceptional circumstances is a well debated topic in planning law terms 

with no all-encompassing definition as outlined by the list of relevant cases mentioned 

previously. Rather in simplistic terms it is a combination of factors which apply to a site and 

set of circumstances which when weighed up cumulatively need to be something out of the 

ordinary and a series of interconnected factors which justify a review or alteration of the Green 

Belt. 
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Exceptional Circumstances for NWBC safeguarding sites in the Green Belt 

 

5.7 In North Warwickshire a combination of factors exists, which when collated equates to 

exceptional circumstances being demonstrated sufficiently to justify a release of land from the 

Green Belt for safeguarding, which can be summed up as follows: A high housing need; a large 

extent of Green Belt (two thirds); Neighbouring Authorities with high housing needs 

(Tamworth and Birmingham); formal agreement over the need for North Warwickshire to 

accommodate neighbouring growth (signed and committed MoU); lack of sustainable 

brownfield or previously developed sites (SHLAA conclusion); SHLAA evidence that the Green 

Belt will be likely to be needed; lack of suitable non-Green Belt sites in locations geographically 

suited to meet the needs of neighbouring authorities; available sites which do not score highly 

on Green Belt function but do score well in sustainability terms; and available sites that are 

deliverable in a technical sense.  

 

5.8 Housing need – Table 2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies a high housing need for NWBC. The 

Draft Plan identifies the following: 

 

“Due to the low past delivery rates and the rural nature of the Borough the delivery of all of the 

housing will however be dependent on the provision of infrastructure.  The Local Plan therefore 

seeks to deliver a minimum of 5280 homes over the plan period from 2011-31.  This equates to 

an annual housing requirement of 264 new homes per annum.  The provision of the additional 

housing within the Plan period up to 9070 will be challenging and be a major change for the 

Borough”.   (Emphasis added) 

 

5.9 High housing need for North Warwickshire and neighbouring authorities is a fact and the 

Borough acknowledges at multiple points in the Draft Submission Version Local Plan that it has 
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to find a sustainable solution to accommodate. This is reflected in the SHLAA and 

Memorandum of Understandings (MoU) with Tamworth and Birmingham. It is part of the 

overall planning picture impacting on the Borough and therefore those preparing the Plan have 

to apply planning judgement to whether or not the situation is sufficiently exceptional to justify 

reviewing the Green Belt. 

 

5.10 Beyond simply the scale of housing need the Borough has to accommodate over the plan 

period the limiting factors are a combination of available sites; the extent of Green Belt 

coverage and the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development (required by paragraph 

84 of the Framework).  

 

5.11 The Draft Local Plan confirms that two thirds of the Borough is subject to Green Belt 

designation (paragraph 7.12 page 25), this along with the apparent development pressure on 

the Borough from within and outside (para 7.13) justified participation in the Review of the 

Green Belt. The Review concludes some areas of Green Belt are performing poorly (para 7.14). 

Land at Tamworth Road Kingsbury is one of the sites which has been identified as a result of 

the review and application of planning judgement by officers to be safeguarded. Another 

factor in the proposals to safeguard the land are the recommendations of the 2016 SHLAA 

which has reviewed all the available sites and has concluded that some in the Green Belt justify 

immediate allocation and some justify safeguarding. 

 

5.12 The Council has a duty to ensure the plan delivers sustainable development. This was 

reiterated in case law by the recent IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] 

judgment in which Mrs Justice Patterson confirmed in relation to para 84 “is clear advice to 

decision makers to take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any 
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review of green belt boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and additional travel 

are clearly relevant”.  

 

5.13 Kingsbury is a highly logical location to identify for accommodating a safeguarding reserve site 

for the following reasons: It is a sustainable settlement (Kingsbury being a Category 3 

Settlement defined by Draft Policy LP2); the village has sustainable links to higher order 

settlements especially via bus as summarised in section 2 of these representations; the 

settlement is well connected to Tamworth and could serve Tamworth’s needs; the settlement 

is well connected to and within relatively close distance to Birmingham and the wider West 

Midlands Conurbation. It would be a suitable location to house those people unable to secure 

housing in Birmingham but who retain social, economic, employment and educational linkages 

to the conurbation; the settlement is largely self-contained with services and facilities the 

majority of which would benefit from additional population to help sustain (as detailed in the 

Matthew Taylor Report); the scale of proposal KNG are proposing would be sufficiently large 

to assist with infrastructure provision such as education (Draft LP paragraph 7.5 page 22) 

where a certain quantum of housing is needed to enable viable expansion. 

 

5.14 The only other settlement with similar locational advantage and sustainability credentials is 

nearby Coleshill, which is also presently subject to Green Belt designation. Coleshill is however 

also identified to accommodate a safeguarded site by Draft Policy LP4 and is suitable for the 

same reasons.  

 

5.15 The Council strategy in the Draft Local Plan identifies two suitable sites; in two suitable 

settlements which will deliver sustainable patterns of development which accords with 

National Planning Policy in the event that the formally allocated sites fail to deliver the required 

housing. This is a clear attempt to provide a pragmatic long terms strategy (albeit presently 
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with insufficient flexibility to move with potentially changing circumstances). Such an approach 

accords with the aims and objectives of paragraphs 182 of the Framework specifically bullet 

one ‘plan positively’; bullet two ‘justified’, bullet three ‘effective’ ad fourth bullet ‘consistent 

with national policy’. However, the by better defining the circumstances that would trigger the 

release of safeguarded sites and enabling a partial review the necessary flexibility can be 

achieved which will make the policy deliverable in a timely, viable and transparent manner. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 KNG Developments LLP in relation to their land interest at Tamworth Road Kingsbury 

supports the principle of identifying the land for safeguarding in the Draft Submission Version 

Local Plan.  

 

6.2 Kingsbury is a sustainable location that is capable of accommodating growth. The settlement 

has an artificial constraint in the form of the Green Belt and the existing settlement boundary 

which has constrained growth in the past. In order to deliver sustainable development it is 

appropriate to review the Green Belt and settlement boundary as the evidence base has done 

and make a positive decision in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of development 

to look to safeguard sites in the event that additional land is needed in the future. 

 

6.3 Paragraphs 83 and 84 of the Framework provide a mechanism for a reviewing the Plan and 

making alterations to Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances can be 

demonstrated. As examined in this submissions it is a matter of planning judgement as to 

whether or not sufficient exceptional circumstances has been demonstrated. KNG 

Developments submit that the combination of factors applicable to this context equates to 

sufficient reasoning to conclude exceptional circumstances have been established.  

 

6.4 The need for housing for North Warwickshire’s needs, neighbouring Tamworth’s needs, and 

the needs of neighbouring Birmingham/West Midlands in a sustainable location that offers 

sustainable connectivity to the likely destinations for residents retaining linkages to their 

origins to deliver sustainable patterns of development constitutes exceptional circumstances.  
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6.5 As detailed by the  case law referred to by section 4 of these submissions whether or not the 

planning situation justifies Green belt Review and the Plan thereafter justifies Green Belt 

release to deliver the spatial vision is a matter of planning judgment for the Plan maker. It is 

submitted that the context of North Warwickshire there are a combination of factors that 

equate to exceptional circumstances in the interests of delivering sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 

6.6 Alteration of the Green Belt in accordance with the indicative master plan will not harm the 

underlying purposes of the Green Belt in the Kingsbury context (para 80). Kingsbury is 

contained by physical features and future development requirements, beyond the plan period, 

will struggle to be met. Safeguarding land for future development seeks to address this 

problem. Kingsbury has many services and facilities, including a Primary and Secondary School, 

GP Surgery, Dentist, shops and restaurants. In order to sustain these services there is a need 

for further housing in the area to accommodate the growing population. 

 

6.7 It is submitted that subject to making Policy LP4 more flexible by not having to fully review the 

Local Plan to release the two safeguarded sites the plan will be sound as a partial review can 

ensure the release is justified without the time, expense and resources of a complete review. 

The instances where the plan can be reviewed should be defined in the policy and should 

include lack of five-year supply as well as cross border housing need from Coventry, 

Birmingham or Tamworth or indeed any other neighbouring housing market area unable to 

meet their own needs as identified through the Duty to Cooperate process. 

 

Framptons 

 

January 2018 
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Dwg. No. PF/9417.01

Land off Tamworth Road, Kingsbury in relation to employment locations

Ordnance Survey  © Crown Copyright 2015. All rights reserved. 
Licence number 100022432. Plotted Scale -  1:150000
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                                                                      Distances from settlement to employment locations by bus                                        

 

1                                                                                                                        Framptons 
    PF/9417 

 

Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

1) Birmingham Airport 
 

- - - - - 

2) NEC 
 

- - - - - 

3) Blythe Valley Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

4) Castle Vale / Fort 
Dunlop 
 

No. 116 – travel time 
approx. 24 mins.  
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- - - - 

5) Coleshill Parkway / 
Roman Park 
 

No. 115 – travel times 
approx. 38 mins. 
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-
Saturday.  
 

- No. 115  
Frequency: approx. 
hourly Monday-Saturday.  
 

- - 

6) Kings Norton Business 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

7) Kitts Green Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

8) Longbridge 
 

- - - - - 
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Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

 

    2                                                                                                                          Framptons 
PF/9417 

 

9) Midpoint Business Park 
 

No. 116 (Asda 
Superstore, Minworth) 
– travel time approx. 
16 mins + 20 minute 
walk. 
Frequency: Every 30 
minutes Monday-
Saturday.  
 
No. 16 (Water Orton 
Station) – travel time 
approx. 18 mins. + 32 
minute walk. 
Frequency: hourly 
between 08HR50 – 
14HR20. 
 

- - - - 

10) Reddicap Trading 
Estate 
 

- -- - - - 

11) Monkspath Business 
Park Solihull 
 

- - - - - 

12) Solihull Land Rover 
 

- - - - - 
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Employment location Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 
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13) Goodman Business 
Park 
 

- - - - - 

14) Solihull Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

15) Sutton Coldfield Town 
Centre 
 

- - - - - 

16) Tyseley Industrial 
Town Centre 
 

- - - - - 

17) Birmingham City 
Centre  
 

No. 116 (Aston 
University) – 32 mins 
approx.  
No. 116 (Corporation 
Street) – 38 mins 
approx.  

- - - - 
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Facilities available in the settlements                                                        
 

Framptons 
PF/8917 

 

Facilities Kingsbury Dordon Coleshill Atherstone Polesworth 

Primary School X X X X X 

Secondary 

School/college 

X -  X X X 

Doctors X X X X X 

Dentist X -  X X X 

Post Office X X X X X 

Convenience Store X X X X X 

Pharmacy X X X X X 

Leisure Centre X - X X X 

Church X X  X X X 

Restaurant/pubs X X X X X 
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THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN PREPARED AND CHECKED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ISO 9001:2008

VISION

1. Vision
2. Planning Context
3. Why Kingsbury?
4. The Site
5. The Concept
6. Green Belt
7. Summary

CONTENTS

The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet 
local need in a location that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver 
substantial open space with delightful walks along the River Tame.

The Kingsbury development will produce a residential environment of the highest standards. 
It will be characterised by high quality homes enhanced with attractive landscaped streets 
and generous open spaces, and will be set within an attractive landscape backdrop with good 
links to the surrounding area. 

Key to the vision for Kingsbury will be the benefits derived from the village’s connectivity 
to Tamworth and Birmingham. The increased population will offer the potential to sustain 
existing local facilities and services whilst also supporting Kingsbury’s community spirit and 
village way of life. 

Ultimately, Kingsbury would provide much needed new homes in an area that suffers from 
a housing need. An extended Kingsbury has the potential to deliver up to 194 new homes 
for the growing population of the wider conurbation, offering a way of life which has 
sustainability and the environment at its core.
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PLANNING CONTEXT

BAYSWATER    VISION ©FLICKR. CREATOR: PAUL REYNOLDS. TITLE: KINGSBURY WATER PARK 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/legalcode

KNG Developments LLP own the land identified in this promotion material and has participated in the previous 
rounds of consultation associated with the formation of the North Warwickshire Local Plan with a view to promoting 
their landholding as a sustainable urban extension to the settlement. The site is considered a logical site for 
development. It relates well to the existing urban area and it has no significant planning constraints beyond its location 
within the Green Belt. 

The site can assist North Warwickshire Borough Council, and specifically Kingsbury, to meet its unmet housing needs 
including the provision of affordable housing. Kingsbury is also geographically well positioned to help with cross 
border housing needs from either Tamworth or Birmingham, both of whom have unmet needs that cannot be met 
within their respective administrative areas. Those being housed in North Warwickshire from outside the District 
would find Kingsbury a realistic and practical location to retain social, economic and educational links to Tamworth 
and Birmingham.

The key submissions are: - 

�� The existing Local Plan fails to provide an adequate level of housing provision which results in the housing needs 
of the Borough not being met;
�� The site is available and can help the Council meet its existing housing needs, and secure and maintain a robust 

supply of housing land; 
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the additional 500 dwellings (from Tamworth Borough Council) to be 

catered for within North Warwickshire;
�� The site is well positioned to assist meeting the needs of the Birmingham Conurbation which cannot presently 

meet its full objectively assessed housing needs within its administrative boundaries;
�� Kingsbury is a sustainable settlement which has not to date been allocated sufficient growth through the existing 

Local Plan and therefore has clear capacity for a settlement of its size given its range of services and facilities;
�� The promotion advocates for the release of land from the Green Belt which for Tamworth Road is a highly logical 

release being bounded by the Tamworth Road, River Thame, and the M42. 
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DELIVERABLE SITE
The site is available, it is under the control of a single party, and is deliverable without significant anticipated 
infrastructure costs. In planning terms, it is a site that can come forward quickly should it be released from the Green 
Belt. The site is not ideal for its existing agricultural use due to its irregular shape; topography; pylons and loss of part 
of the site to the proposed HS2 route. Technical studies have also demonstrated that there are no significant constraints 
that cannot be mitigated or would prevent delivery e.g. drainage, noise, ecology or highways access.

HOUSING NEED
Kingsbury has not had sufficient housing via the existing Local Plan proportionate to its size due to Green Belt 
restrictions. The site can help deliver unmet housing need from within the Borough and surrounding areas of 
Tamworth Borough Council and the Birmingham Conurbation. 

ACCESSIBLE LOCATION
The site is within walking and cycling distance of the centre of Kinsbury and is well connected to larger settlements, 
major employment sites and key transport infrastructure.  The centre of Tamworth is approximately 5 miles to the 
north of the Site, along the A51 Tamworth Road, and there is a regular bus service along this route. Tamworth has a 
train station, with services running between London and North East England.

The centre of Birmingham is approximately 15 miles to the south-west of the site, and the junction with M42/
M6 is only 10 miles away, providing easy access to the wider motorway network and connections to the north and 
south of the country. The site also benefits from easy access to a range of employment opportunities. Tamworth and 
Birmingham are both home to a range of logistics, office and retail areas. Other employment areas close to the site 
include the Kingsbury Link Business Park and Birch Coppice Business Park.

LANDSCAPE FIT
The site benefits from good containment by the River Tame, M42 corridor and the proposed HS2 route, meaning that 
development can be accommodated within the site without encroaching on the wider countryside. The presence 
of existing trees and hedgerows along the site boundaries, particularly along the M42 and River Tame, also means 
that the site is not highly visible in the wider landscape. New green infrastructure will be provided as part of the 
development and will allow access to the River Tame.

WHY KINGSBURY?

00 2km

KINGSBURY

HAMS HALL 
DISTRIBUTION PARK

MIDPOINT 
BUSINESS PARK

BIRCH COPPICE 
BUSINESS PARK

RELAY 
BUSINESS 

PARK

TAMWORTH

SUTTON 
COLDFIELD

BIRMINGHAM

KINGSBURY LINK 
BUSINESS PARK

KINGSBURY OIL
TERMINALS

COLESHILL

 LEGEND 

Site boundary

Other major roads

Railway lines

Motorways

Railway stations

Key employment areas

Settlement areas

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright. 
All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 [2016] 
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Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright. 
All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 [2016] 

The Site is situated within the village of Kingsbury adjacent to Tamworth Road and is bordered to the north 
by the M42. The wider village of Kingsbury extends to the east and south. The Site measures approximately 
14.5 hectares and comprises predominantly agricultural land bordered by hedgerow and tree planting. 

The northern boundary of the Site is formed by a line of native trees and shrubs that forms the edge of a 
wider band of scrub and taller trees that runs up to the M42 corridor. In January 2013 the new High Speed 2 
(HS2) northern leg route was revealed. It is understood that the line will run through the northern part of 
the Site, parallel to the M42 corridor.

The eastern boundary of the Site comprises hedgerow and isolated trees and is formed by the A51, 
Tamworth Road. Beyond Tamworth Road lies an area of residential development.

The southern boundary is formed with boundary fences of rear gardens of residential development on 
Bracebridge Road and Ralph Crescent.

The western boundary is formed by a heavily vegetated river bank running down to meet the River Tame, 
beyond which lies the Kingsbury Water Park.

The Site boundary extends south along the River Tame, in a narrow corridor between the river and rear 
gardens along Tame Bank. Should the Site be developed, it is intended that this piece of land would be used 
for informal recreation and to provide a footpath link between the proposed residential area and the local 
schools.

The local primary school is within 5 minutes walking distance from the site and the secondary school and 
local centre are within 10 minutes walking distance. 
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THE CONCEPT 

Aerial Photography: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, 
USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

The development concept plan opposite illustrates the underlying design principles which have been derived from the 
site specific constraints and opportunities to ensure the development responds positively to the site and its context. 
Above all it is shaped by the idea of creating a very fine new asset for everyone in Kingsbury.

RESIDENTIAL AREA
The concept plan has been arranged to ensure the proposed residential development relates well to the existing urban 
area, whilst responding to existing site features such as the pylons. The development proposals will be set back from 
the A51, providing a green frontage, similar to that already experienced on the opposite side of Tamworth Road. 

Where the development adjoins the urban area, new dwellings will back onto existing rear gardens of properties along 
Ralph crescent/Bracebridge Road. To the north of the site, an offset of 20m will be provided to the HS2 line. In addition, 
development will be set back 10m from the site boundary around the sewage plant, with proposed tree planting to 
create a screen to supplement the existing tree and shrub boundary.

COMMUNITY PARK
A community park is proposed at the heart of the development, providing an attractive setting for new development, 
opportunities for recreation, and pedestrian access to the river corridor. 

RIVERSIDE WALK
There will be a strong focus on access along the River Tame, creating an attractive walking and cycling route, and 
taking advantage of opportunities to connect with the school and village facilities to the south of the site. 

NATURE AREA
The area of land between the proposed line of HS2 and the M42 is the lowest lying part of the site, and will be largely 
inaccessible. This will be retained and enhanced for nature and ecology purposes and may include attenuation features.  
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The release from the Green Belt is considered highly logical. It will make use of identifiable long term features to form 
boundaries for the site including Tamworth Road; the M42 (and HS2 once constructed) and the existing course of the 
River Tame. 

Based on analysis of the site it is recommended that the Green Belt boundary follows the south edge of the eastern 
edge of the River Tame. These are both recognisable, permanent and defensible features that can be used to contain 
development and prevent further encroachment. 

The south-western extent of the Green Belt boundary should be aligned with the corner of the field, before the site 
narrows into the corridor between the river and existing houses. It is intended that this piece of land is used for 
informal recreation and does not specifically require Green Belt release. 

The North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment is relevant to the overall understanding of the site. The 
Landscape Character Assessment consider the site to have lower landscape sensitivity, and would be suitable for 
some residential development. It describes the site as an urban fringe landscape, comprising intensively farmed or 
unmanaged land, crossed by pylons, and with urbanising detractors.

M40

RIVER TAME

TAMWORTH 
ROAD
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SUMMARY
The vision for Kingsbury is to grow the village in a sustainable way, providing homes to meet local need in a location 
that is well connected to the heart of the settlement and can deliver substantial open space with walks along the River 
Tame. The concept masterplan presented in this document demonstrates how the development will be designed. 
Overall it is anticipated that the site can deliver 194 dwellings. Further details of proposed land use are provided below. 

QUANTUM OF DEVELOPMENT
The framework plan, as presented on page 11, shows the following land uses:

       * Total new built development

Applying an average net density of  35 dph, this will translate into the following capacity:

OPEN SPACE PROVISION
The quantity of open space provided, including the Community Park, Riverside Walk and Nature Area is 8.94 ha and 
exceeds the standards identified in the guidance provided in the Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study for North 
Warwickshire Borough: Final Report

AVERAGE DENSITY (DPH) NO. OF DWELLINGS TOTAL REQUIRED FOR OPEN SPACE (HA) 
Total Land Area 194 1.74

CATEGORY AREA (HA)
Total Land Area 14.49
Residential * 5.55
Community Park 2.45
Nature Area 1.86
Riverside Park 4.63
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Horne, Andrew

From: Marilyn Massingham <m_massingham@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 18:22

To: planningpolicy

Subject: 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. 
 

SLP304
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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.  
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The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as it is. This is 
in contravention of S.159 NPPF.  
 
The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review 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, 
 
Marilyn Massingham 
Local Resident 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Horne, Andrew

From: MANDY WILLIAMS <mt-64@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 18:41

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Ansley Planning permission

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. 
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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 
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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 southwest of the Borough, means that the ‘Draft Plan’ also fails to 
comply with S. 160 & S. 161 NPPF. 
 
The Council also fails to provide evidence as to why the tenure split proposed in the plan is as it is. This is 
in contravention of S.159 NPPF. 
 
The Council has also not met S.171 of the NPPF as the Council’s own leisure review remains unpublished, 
despite the consultation having only a few weeks left to run. 
 
So, in conclusion, I oppose this Local Plan and do not agree that it has been positively prepared. It is not 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy. 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 

Amanda Williams 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Openshaw, Paul <P.Openshaw@VDLSteelWeld.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 19:45

To: planningpolicy

Subject: 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 
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next, it finds sites in Ansley Common (a small village with one shop) to place hundreds 
more homes. This is not evidenced within the plan. 
 
This provides enough reason to be concerned about the effectiveness of this plan. In order 
for the plan to be justified, it must be deliverable and it is not clear how the plan will be 
delivered. The number of homes planned for this plan period, is significantly higher than at 
any point in this Borough’s history. It is not clear how the planning permissions needed for 
this plan will be delivered or how the number of homes needed will be completed. Only in 
1997 has the Borough seen housing completions reach above 260 and only as recently as 
2012, the number was as low as 38.  
 
One might suggest that in North Warwickshire, a rural Borough, it is often more difficult to 
build a significant number of new homes in existing towns and villages because of the 
rurality. 
 
Rural communities, not used to large scale builds, often react strongly to plans for 
development. This in turn, impacts on the length of time required for planning permissions 
to be granted and it almost always results in a developer being required to pay something 
(often not enough) for infrastructure. Putting this infrastructure in place then reduces the 
viability of schemes and in turn reduces the number of affordable properties on the sites.  
 
In the accompanying ‘Infrastructure Plan’, the Borough Council have failed to show how the 
majority of schemes will be funded, have failed to provide detail for most of the schemes 
and in many cases, have failed to provide evidence that service providers or agencies with 
responsibility for said infrastructure, back the proposal put forward in the plan 
 
All of this, leads to the questioning of the effectiveness of this plan to be delivered. If two or 
maybe even one of the larger sites within this plan ‘fell through’ then the plan will not 
deliver the homes required and if the number isn’t met, the likelihood is that even basic 
infrastructure will fall because of a lack of funding as well. This means that the plan isn’t 
flexible enough to cope with just one land owner withdrawing part of all of their land.  
 
The third part of this consultation, asks for comments on whether this ‘Draft Local Plan’ is 
constituent with National Policy.  
 
S.157 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that ‘Local Plans’: 
 
 plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the 

objectives, principles and policies of this Framework 

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

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

 indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key diagram and land-use 
designations on a proposals map 
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 allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new land 
where necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development 
where appropriate 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

 

Yours faithfully,  

 
 
Paul Openshaw 
109 Watling Street  
Grendon 
CV9 2 PH 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Alison Nicholls <alison-nicholls@live.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:28

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Wilson, Susan

Subject: NWBC Local Plan Comments

I refer to a piece of land at Coventry Road, Kingsbury, ref. SLA139. 
 
We submitted this parcel of land for consideration in May 2008 for inclusion in North Warwickshire's Land 
Availability Assessment to seek release of this site for housing.   The land was identified within the draft SHLAA as 
having development potential in August 2009. Whilst it is  a greenfield site it does have some brownfield 
characteristics with the existing low level agricultural buildings on site, and was 'considered suitable in principle for 
future housing potential and is in a sustainable location'.  
 
I would advise that the site is still available and there are no legal or ownership problems. We would like it to be 
considered for release.    We do not feel  that development of a sensitive nature would impact on the surroundings as 
there are already brick built buildings on the site, and a large telephone exchange building and house to one side.  The 
site was considered suitable for building potential because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 
transport, green space,  play areas and local schools.    
 
Alison and Jamie Nicholls 
07769846412 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Consultation	  response	  Form	  

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

Emma	  Stanley	  
16	  Goodere	  Drive	  

Polesworth	  
Tamworth	  

Staffs	  
B78	  1BZ	  

01827	  330006	  
emmastanley@northwarks.gov.uk	  

To	  The	  Forward	  Planning	  Dept,	  North	  Warwickshire	  Borough	  Council,	  	  

Having	  lived	  in	  Polesworth	  all	  of	  my	  life,	  the	  proposed	  submission	  for	  the	  local	  plan	  concerns	  me	  
greatly.	  There	  are	  several	  reasons	  which	  I	  will	  explain	  further.	  	  

	   Already,	  Polesworth,	  a	  community	  based	  village	  (not	  town),	  is	  being	  swamped	  with	  cars	  avoiding	  
the	  A5.	  On	  a	  daily	  basis,	  there	  is	  a	  queue	  protruding	  through	  the	  singular	  main	  road	  through	  the	  village	  as	  
people	  are	  struggling	  to	  turn	  onto	  the	  B5000.	  If	  there	  is	  ever	  an	  accident	  on	  the	  A5,	  Polesworth	  comes	  to	  a	  
standstill	  as	  all	  traffic	  diverts	  through	  a	  village	  with	  small	  humped	  back	  bridges	  and	  a	  junction	  which	  
becomes	  increasingly	  unsafe	  the	  more	  traffic	  that	  drives	  through	  it.	  That	  is	  now;	  that	  is	  without	  the	  
thousands	  of	  cars	  that	  would	  be	  added	  with	  the	  proposed	  houses.	  	  

	   Aside	  from	  the	  issues	  with	  the	  A5	  and	  the	  B5000,	  Polesworth	  has	  no	  substantial	  alternative	  for	  
people	  to	  use	  public	  transport.	  There	  is	  a	  railway	  station	  whereby	  people	  can	  get	  a	  train	  at	  07:30	  in	  the	  
morning	  –	  they	  cannot	  return	  home	  to	  Polesworth	  station.	  The	  bus	  service	  is	  not	  particularly	  regular	  and	  
doesn’t	  service	  people	  who	  need	  to	  go	  to	  Tamworth/Nuneaton	  early	  in	  the	  morning	  or	  late	  at	  night.	  The	  
lack	  of	  public	  transport	  results	  in	  people	  using	  their	  cars,	  and	  therefore	  refers	  back	  to	  the	  problems	  that	  
brings.	  	  	  

	   Furthermore,	  Polesworth’s	  current	  infrastructure	  is	  bursting	  to	  the	  seams.	  The	  Polesworth	  School	  is	  
not	  only	  a	  hazard	  in	  terms	  of	  traffic	  density	  but	  would	  not	  facilitate	  the	  potential	  children	  it	  would	  need	  to	  
serve	  with	  the	  proposals	  and	  neither	  would	  the	  Nethersole	  School.	  The	  health	  centre	  struggles	  now	  to	  
cope	  let	  alone	  when	  thousands	  of	  more	  patients	  would	  need	  to	  be	  served.	  The	  police	  station	  is	  in	  
Bedworth;	  police	  officers	  struggle	  to	  deal	  with	  increasing	  crime	  with	  the	  area	  they	  cover	  now.	  	  

	   I	  also	  support	  the	  objection	  put	  forward	  by	  the	  Labour	  Group	  of	  North	  Warwickshire	  Borough	  
Council	  and	  Polesworth	  Parish	  Council.	  	  

Kind	  Regards,	  

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

Introduction	  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Overall	  Level	  of	  Growth	  

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

However,	  the	  plan	  then	  proceeds	  to	  add	  a	  further	  3,790	  to	  the	  requirement	  as	  a	  contribution	  to	  meeting	  the	  
substantial	  unmet	  housing	  need	  arising	  in	  Birmingham.	  This	  is	  a	  based	  on	  a	  bi-‐lateral	  agreement	  between	  North	  
Warwickshire	  and	  Birmingham	  and	  the	  technical	  basis	  for	  the	  figure	  is	  unclear.	  There	  is	  no	  wider	  agreement	  in	  place	  
to	  accommodate	  the	  whole	  of	  Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  which	  stands	  at	  37,900	  dwellings.	  The	  result	  is	  an	  overall	  
housing	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  (see	  table	  2	  of	  the	  plan)	  	  of	  9.600	  which	  would	  require	  an	  annual	  
completion	  rate	  some	  150%	  higher	  than	  that	  required	  by	  the	  current	  Core	  Strategy.	  



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

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

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

To	  re-‐iterate,	  the	  Group	  does	  not	  consider	  that	  it	  is	  appropriate	  to	  make	  specific	  provision	  for	  meeting	  Birmingham’s	  
needs	  in	  North	  Warwickshire	  in	  advance	  of	  a	  wider	  agreement	  on	  how	  Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  should	  be	  met	  and	  it	  is	  
also	  concerned	  at	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  plan	  to	  assess	  alternatives	  to	  the	  housing	  requirement	  included	  in	  the	  
submission	  NWLP	  even	  though	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  reasonable	  alternatives	  do	  exist.	  

Overall	  Strategy	  

The	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  as	  follows:	  

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

Category	  2	  Green	  Belt	  Market	  Town	  (Coleshill)	  

Category	  3A	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (Outside	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  3B	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (In	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  4	  Other	  Settlements	  

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



firm	  proposal	  in	  this	  submission,	  but	  is	  an	  indication	  that	  if	  a	  proper	  search	  is	  undertaken,	  new	  settlement	  options	  
are	  likely	  to	  be	  available.	  	  	  

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

Infrastructure	  

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

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

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

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

The	  STA	  sets	  out	  measures	  which	  will	  be	  required	  to	  mitigate	  this.	  It	  identifies	  that	  4,688	  new	  dwellings	  are	  
proposed	  within	  the	  corridor	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  proposals	  in	  the	  NWLP	  and	  it	  identifies	  mitigation	  works	  in	  three	  
phases	  –	  those	  required	  by	  2021	  (when	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  555	  new	  dwellings	  will	  be	  complete),	  by	  2026	  (when	  it	  is	  
assumed	  that	  2962	  dwellings	  will	  be	  complete)	  and	  2031	  (when	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  all	  4688	  dwellings	  will	  be	  
complete).	  

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

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

In	  addition	  to	  this	  it	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  a	  number	  of	  the	  infrastructure	  improvements	  involve	  major	  
engineering	  works,	  including	  dualling	  the	  A5	  and	  constructing	  a	  by-‐pass.	  These	  will	  have	  significant	  impacts	  on	  
property	  in	  the	  area,	  but	  they	  have	  not	  been	  subject	  to	  any	  form	  of	  consultation	  as	  part	  of	  the	  plan	  preparation	  
process.	  



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

	  

Consultation	  Process	  	  

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion	  

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

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  



OBJECTION	  BY	  POLESWORTH	  PARISH	  COUNCIL	  TO	  THE	  DRAFT	  NORTH	  WARWICKSHIRE	  LOCAL	  PLAN	  
2017.	  

Regulation	  19	  –	  Consultation	  response	  Form	  

Section	  1	  Personal	  Details	  
	  Polesworth	  Parish	  Council,	  The	  Tithe	  Barn,	  Hall	  Court,	  Bridge	  Street,	  Polesworth,	  B78	  1DT.	  Telephone	  
01827	  892320.	  
	  E-‐mail	  info@polesworthparishcouncil.co.uk	  

Section	  2	  Representation	  
Question	  2.1	  Paragraphs	  15.33	  to	  15.38,	  Policy	  LP39	  

Question	  2.2	  Object	  to	  the	  above	  (see	  objections	  below)	  
Polesworth	  Parish	  Council	  objects	  to	  the	  proposal	  contained	  within	  the	  Draft	  North	  Warwickshire	  Local	  
Plan	  2017	  for	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  minimum	  of	  2,000	  dwellings	  on	  land	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth	  and	  
Dordon.	  This	  proposal	  is	  contained	  within	  policy	  LP39	  of	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  with	  further	  detail	  provided	  in	  the	  
Polesworth	  with	  Dordon	  section	  of	  the	  Plan	  in	  paragraphs	  15.33	  to	  15.38.	  

Question	  2.3	  The	  Parish	  Council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  legally	  compliant.	  

Question	  2.4	  the	  Parish	  council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Submission	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  compliant	  with	  
the	  duty	  to	  co-‐operate.	  

Question	  2.5	  The	  Parish	  Council	  does	  not	  consider	  the	  Draft	  Submission	  Local	  Plan	  to	  be	  Sound.	  

Question	  2.6	  The	  Parish	  Council	  considers	  that	  the	  Draft	  Submissison	  Local	  Plan	  is	  not	  Sound	  because	  it	  
is	  not	  Justified.	  

In	  summary	  the	  reasons	  are	  given	  below.	  

	  

•   The	  overall	  housing	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  set	  within	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  is	  more	  than	  
twice	  the	  level	  set	  in	  the	  current	  North	  Warwickshire	  Core	  Strategy	  which	  was	  only	  adopted	  in	  
2014.	  This	  very	  substantial	  change	  has	  not	  been	  clearly	  justified	  or	  assessed	  in	  sustainability	  terms.	  

•   The	  Council	  is	  seeking	  to	  distribute	  this	  substantially	  higher	  housing	  requirement	  in	  line	  with	  the	  
strategic	  approach	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Core	  Strategy	  and	  has	  not	  adequately	  considered	  whether	  
alternative	  strategies	  might	  be	  more	  appropriate	  and	  sustainable.	  

•   The	  proposed	  site	  is	  not	  a	  suitable	  or	  sustainable	  location	  for	  new	  housing	  on	  this	  scale,	  because	  of	  
inadequate	  transport	  infrastructure,	  its	  impact	  on	  the	  landscape	  	  and	  wildlife	  sites	  and	  its	  impact	  on	  
the	  character	  of	  the	  small	  town	  of	  Polesworth	  which	  has	  limited	  local	  service	  provision.	  

•   	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  that	  the	  site	  is	  deliverable.	  

Further	  detail	  in	  support	  of	  these	  grounds	  of	  objection	  is	  set	  out	  below.	  

These	  comments	  have	  been	  prepared	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  information	  available	  at	  the	  time	  of	  writing,	  
including	  the	  2017	  version	  of	  the	  Infrastructure	  Delivery	  Plan	  and	  the	  2017	  Sustainability	  Appraisal.	  	  The	  
Parish	  Councils	  reserve	  the	  right	  to	  make	  further	  representations	  in	  the	  event	  that	  further	  documents	  are	  
published	  before	  the	  end	  of	  the	  consultation	  period.	  



Context	  

The	  North	  Warwickshire	  Core	  Strategy	  was	  adopted	  in	  October	  2014.	  It	  sets	  a	  housing	  requirement	  of	  
3,150	  for	  the	  Borough	  for	  the	  period	  2011	  to	  2029	  (175	  dwellings	  per	  year).	  This	  includes	  provision	  for	  500	  
dwellings	  to	  meet	  needs	  arising	  in	  Tamworth.	  

The	  Strategy	  also	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  with	  Category	  1	  (the	  highest	  category)	  comprising	  
market	  towns	  outside	  the	  green	  belt.	  Polesworth	  with	  Dordon	  is	  included	  in	  this	  category,	  with	  the	  only	  
other	  settlement	  in	  the	  category	  being	  Atherstone	  with	  Mancetter.	  Policy	  NW2	  indicates	  that	  over	  50%	  of	  
the	  housing	  requirement	  will	  be	  met	  within	  these	  two	  settlements.	  The	  Core	  Strategy	  does	  not	  make	  
specific	  land	  allocations,	  but	  policy	  NW19	  indicates	  that	  the	  focus	  for	  growth	  will	  be	  to	  the	  east	  and	  south	  
of	  Polesworth/Dordon.	  

The	  Borough	  Council	  intended	  to	  undertake	  the	  process	  of	  allocating	  sites	  to	  meet	  this	  requirement	  
through	  a	  Site	  Allocations	  Plan.	  The	  Pre-‐submission	  version	  of	  this	  was	  published	  in	  June	  2014.	  This	  
proposed	  sites	  for	  617	  dwellings	  at	  Polesworth/Dordon,	  including	  360	  on	  the	  former	  Orchard	  Colliery	  site	  
which	  forms	  the	  southern	  part	  of	  the	  larger	  site	  now	  proposed	  in	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  2016.	  This	  compares	  
to	  a	  minimum	  figure	  of	  440	  identified	  in	  policy	  NW5	  of	  the	  Core	  Strategy.	  

The	  Council	  subsequently	  decided	  not	  to	  continue	  with	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  Site	  Allocations	  Plan.	  This	  
reflected	  pressures	  for	  additional	  housing	  within	  the	  Borough	  arising	  mainly	  from	  the	  adjoining	  cities	  of	  
Birmingham	  and	  Coventry,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  unable	  to	  meet	  their	  future	  housing	  needs	  within	  their	  own	  
boundaries.	  The	  Council	  has	  responded	  to	  this	  through	  the	  Draft	  Local	  Plan,	  which	  will	  replace	  the	  Core	  
Strategy	  and	  contains	  site	  allocations	  and	  development	  management	  policies,	  thus	  bringing	  all	  the	  
Borough’s	  planning	  policies	  into	  a	  single	  document.	  The	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  covers	  the	  period	  2011	  to	  2031	  
and	  aspires	  to	  provide	  9070	  dwellings	  over	  that	  period	  (452	  per	  year).	  

Overall	  Housing	  Requirement	  

The	  housing	  requirement	  of	  3,150	  (175	  per	  year)	  in	  the	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  is	  based	  on	  a	  Strategic	  
Housing	  Market	  Assessment	  (SHMA)	  carried	  out	  by	  GL	  Hearn	  and	  Partners	  for	  Coventry	  and	  Warwickshire.	  
The	  requirement	  fully	  meets	  the	  projected	  household	  growth,	  based	  on	  demographic	  factors,	  in	  North	  
Warwickshire	  over	  the	  plan	  period	  (2011	  to	  2029)	  	  and	  makes	  provision	  for	  an	  additional	  500	  dwellings	  to	  
meet	  needs	  arising	  in	  Tamworth.	  

The	  SHMA	  was	  updated	  in	  2016.	  There	  was	  little	  change	  in	  the	  demographic-‐based	  need	  for	  North	  
Warwickshire,	  but	  the	  Update	  recommended	  somewhat	  higher	  figures	  to	  take	  account	  of	  economic	  and	  
affordability	  factors,	  resulting	  in	  an	  estimated	  housing	  requirement	  of	  4740	  for	  the	  slightly	  longer	  period	  of	  
2011	  –	  2031	  (237	  per	  year).	  

In	  addition	  to	  this	  the	  Borough	  Council	  agreed	  to	  accommodate	  a	  further	  540	  dwellings,	  as	  part	  of	  an	  
agreed	  approach	  with	  Coventry	  City	  Council	  and	  the	  other	  Warwickshire	  Councils	  to	  help	  provide	  for	  
Coventry’s	  housing	  needs,	  not	  all	  of	  which	  can	  be	  met	  within	  the	  city’s	  boundary.	  This	  further	  raised	  the	  
requirement	  to	  5,280	  (264	  per	  year).	  

Finally,	  the	  Council	  is	  also	  proposing	  to	  accommodate	  a	  further	  3,790	  dwellings	  to	  meet	  10%	  of	  the	  
shortfall	  in	  housing	  provision	  in	  Birmingham.	  This	  is	  a	  based	  on	  a	  bi-‐lateral	  agreement	  between	  North	  
Warwickshire	  and	  Birmingham.	  There	  is	  no	  wider	  agreement	  in	  place	  to	  accommodate	  the	  whole	  of	  
Birmingham’s	  shortfall	  which	  stands	  at	  37,900	  dwellings.	  



This	  gives	  a	  total	  requirement	  for	  North	  Warwickshire	  of	  9,070	  dwellings	  (452	  per	  year).	  The	  annual	  rate	  is	  
158%	  higher	  than	  the	  rate	  contained	  in	  the	  Core	  Strategy	  which	  was	  only	  adopted	  two	  years	  ago.	  

This	  is	  a	  radically	  different	  level	  of	  growth.	  As	  will	  be	  seen	  the	  difference	  arises	  not	  because	  of	  any	  
fundamental	  change	  in	  North	  Warwickshire’s	  own	  demographic,	  employment	  or	  affordability	  needs.	  These	  
account	  for	  only	  just	  over	  40%	  of	  the	  proposed	  aspirational	  housing	  requirement.	  The	  remainder	  (almost	  
60%)	  results	  from	  decisions	  that	  have	  been	  made	  to	  make	  provision	  within	  the	  Borough	  for	  some	  of	  the	  
housing	  shortfalls	  being	  experienced	  by	  the	  neighbouring	  cities	  of	  Coventry	  and	  Birmingham.	  The	  evidence	  
base	  supporting	  the	  draft	  plan	  contains	  no	  rationale	  for	  these	  decisions,	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  what	  (if	  any)	  
alternatives	  have	  been	  considered	  and	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  no	  sustainability	  assessment	  to	  demonstrate	  
that	  the	  approach	  being	  followed	  is	  the	  most	  appropriate.	  

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

The	  aspirational	  housing	  requirement	  of	  9070,	  which	  gives	  rise	  to	  the	  need	  for	  the	  proposed	  housing	  
allocation	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth	  and	  Dordon,	  has	  not	  been	  clearly	  justified.	  Further	  consideration	  
should	  be	  given	  to	  it,	  including	  a	  proper	  assessment	  of	  alternative	  levels	  of	  growth.	  	  

Failure	  to	  Consider	  Alternative	  Strategies	  

The	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy	  establishes	  a	  settlement	  hierarchy	  as	  follows:	  

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

Category	  2	  Green	  Belt	  Market	  Town	  (Coleshill)	  

Category	  3A	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (Outside	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  3B	  Local	  Service	  Centres	  (In	  Green	  Belt)	  

Category	  4	  Other	  Settlements	  

Over	  50%	  of	  new	  housing	  development	  is	  allocated	  to	  category	  1,	  with	  the	  remainder	  distributed	  between	  
the	  remaining	  categories.	  

The	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  proposes	  changes	  to	  this	  settlement	  hierarchy.	  The	  first	  two	  categories	  and	  categories	  
3A	  and	  3B	  are	  combined,	  and	  a	  new	  category	  2	  is	  added	  comprising	  “settlements	  adjoining	  the	  outer	  
boundary	  of	  the	  Borough.”	  	  This	  new	  category	  does	  not	  in	  reality	  relate	  to	  settlements	  within	  the	  Borough	  :	  
rather	  it	  enables	  the	  allocation	  for	  new	  housing	  of	  two	  sites	  adjoining	  	  neighbouring	  cities/towns,	  a	  large	  



site	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  Tamworth	  and	  a	  smaller	  green	  belt	  site	  which	  forms	  an	  addition	  to	  a	  large	  sustainable	  
urban	  extension	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  Birmingham.	  

With	  the	  exception	  of	  these	  two	  sites,	  the	  strategy	  for	  the	  distribution	  of	  new	  housing	  continues	  to	  be	  to	  
focus	  it	  on	  the	  category	  1	  settlements.	  In	  theory	  the	  change	  to	  the	  settlement	  hierarchy	  to	  include	  Coleshill	  
in	  category	  1	  enables	  development	  to	  be	  spread	  between	  three	  rather	  than	  two	  settlements,	  but	  this	  is	  not	  
carried	  through	  into	  practice	  since	  only	  94	  dwellings	  are	  proposed	  for	  Coleshill	  compared	  to	  1,911	  in	  
Atherstone/Mancetter	  and	  2,071	  in	  Polesworth/Dordon	  (with	  another	  1191	  close	  by	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  
Tamworth).	  	  With	  the	  exception	  of	  a	  modest	  amount	  of	  development	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  adjoining	  
settlements,	  the	  strategy	  is	  therefore	  unchanged	  from	  the	  adopted	  Core	  Strategy,	  even	  though	  the	  
housing	  requirement	  is	  substantially	  higher	  and	  the	  Council	  is	  proposing	  to	  make	  significant	  provision	  to	  
help	  meet	  the	  housing	  needs	  of	  adjoining	  cities.	  

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

Even	  within	  the	  chosen	  strategy	  it	  is	  not	  easy	  to	  understand	  why	  the	  amount	  of	  additional	  housing	  
allocated	  to	  Polesworth/Dordon	  is	  higher	  than	  to	  the	  other	  two	  category	  1	  settlements.	  Both	  of	  these	  
settlements	  have	  better	  local	  services,	  in	  particular	  shopping	  and	  public	  transport,	  than	  
Polesworth/Dordon.	  

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

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

It	  is	  difficult	  to	  reconcile	  these	  conclusions	  with	  the	  strategy	  actually	  included	  in	  the	  draft	  Local	  Plan	  which	  
is	  effectively	  to	  concentrate	  development	  in	  and	  around	  the	  main	  settlements	  outside	  the	  Green	  Belt.	  	  

A	  new	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  was	  published	  in	  February	  2017,	  over	  4	  months	  after	  the	  start	  of	  the	  
consultation	  period.	  This	  fails	  to	  clarify	  the	  position.	  The	  justification	  for	  the	  selected	  growth	  option	  is	  set	  
out	  in	  table	  4.4.	  This	  suggests	  that	  the	  strategy	  is	  a	  combination	  of	  three	  options	  –	  OUT1	  (development	  
adjoining	  the	  boundary	  of	  the	  Borough),	  OUT2	  (settlements	  closest	  to	  where	  the	  need	  arises)	  and	  OUT3	  
(Distribution	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  strategy	  for	  the	  whole	  plan).	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  how	  OUT2	  is	  represented	  in	  
the	  adopted	  strategy,	  and	  OUT1	  is	  only	  represented	  by	  two	  sites,	  for	  141	  homes	  adjoining	  the	  Birmingham	  



boundary	  (a	  tiny	  fraction	  of	  the	  total	  requirement	  to	  meet	  Birmingham’s	  needs),	  and	  a	  site	  for	  1191	  homes	  
on	  the	  edge	  of	  Tamworth	  which	  substantially	  exceeds	  North	  Warwickshire’s	  requirement	  to	  accommodate	  
housing	  to	  meet	  Tamworth’s	  needs.	  In	  effect	  the	  adopted	  strategy	  is	  OUT3	  with	  some	  minor	  variations.	  

The	  Parish	  Councils	  consider	  that	  the	  Borough	  Council	  has	  failed	  to	  give	  full	  and	  proper	  consideration	  to	  
alternative	  growth	  strategies,	  and	  has	  failed	  to	  consult	  on	  alternatives.	  In	  so	  far	  as	  it	  has	  considered	  
alternatives,	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  assessment	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  support	  the	  strategy	  actually	  included	  in	  
the	  draft	  plan.	  

Suitability	  and	  Sustainability	  of	  the	  Proposed	  Site	  

The	  site	  lies	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Polesworth/Dordon,	  bounded	  by	  the	  existing	  settlements	  to	  the	  west,	  ribbon	  
development	  along	  the	  A5,	  backed	  by	  regenerating	  woodland	  to	  the	  south,	  the	  B5000	  to	  the	  north,	  and	  by	  
open	  countryside	  to	  the	  east,	  much	  of	  this	  boundary	  consisting	  of	  a	  country	  lane	  with	  low	  hedgerows.	  It	  is	  
proposed	  to	  construct	  a	  new	  distributor	  road	  to	  serve	  the	  site	  between	  the	  B5000	  and	  the	  A5.	  The	  
northern	  section	  of	  this	  has	  already	  been	  constructed	  as	  part	  of	  a	  housing	  development	  which	  is	  currently	  
under	  construction.	  

The	  site	  has	  a	  varied	  topography.	  	  The	  southern	  section	  rises	  sharply	  from	  the	  A5	  to	  Dunns	  Lane,	  which	  
already	  contains	  a	  band	  of	  ribbon	  development	  extending	  into	  the	  site.	  The	  existing	  settlement	  of	  Dordon	  
lies	  on	  top	  of	  a	  ridge,	  and	  so	  this	  section	  of	  the	  site	  drops	  significantly	  from	  west	  to	  east.	  It	  contains	  many	  
trees	  and	  is	  generally	  well	  screened,	  but	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  new	  distributor	  road	  will	  inevitably	  impact	  
on	  this.	  

To	  the	  north	  of	  Dunns	  Lane,	  the	  land	  falls	  from	  north	  to	  south	  as	  it	  descends	  into	  the	  Anker	  Valley.	  
However	  Hoo	  Hill	  is	  a	  prominent	  landscape	  feature	  at	  the	  north	  east	  extremity	  of	  the	  site.	  Again	  the	  site	  
falls	  from	  the	  Dordon	  ridge	  in	  an	  easterly	  direction.	  This	  area	  of	  the	  site	  is	  predominantly	  farm	  land,	  and	  is	  
more	  open	  and	  less	  well	  screened	  than	  the	  southern	  section,	  particularly	  the	  area	  to	  the	  east	  of	  St	  Helena	  
Rd,	  but	  it	  includes	  a	  significant	  area	  of	  woodland	  known	  as	  the	  Hollies.	  	  Dordon	  Hall,	  an	  attractive	  grade	  2	  
listed	  bulding	  adjoins	  the	  site	  and	  is	  a	  significant	  feature	  in	  the	  landscape	  when	  viewed	  from	  the	  north	  and	  
east.	  

Although	  designated	  as	  a	  ‘market	  town’	  Polesworth	  has	  only	  a	  limited	  range	  of	  local	  services,	  focused	  in	  
the	  historic	  core	  around	  Polesworth	  Abbey.	  In	  particular	  there	  are	  no	  supermarkets,	  so	  residents	  need	  to	  
travel	  elsewhere	  (Atherstone	  or	  Tamworth)	  for	  their	  main	  food	  shopping.	  There	  is	  a	  railway	  station,	  but	  
this	  has	  only	  one	  train	  a	  day,	  so	  is	  valueless	  for	  most	  purposes.	  Bus	  services	  provide	  links	  to	  Nuneaton,	  
Tamworth	  and	  Atherstone.	  	  Polesworth	  is	  in	  effect	  a	  large	  village	  rather	  than	  a	  market	  town	  like	  
Atherstone	  or	  Coleshill.	  Historic	  patterns	  of	  growth	  have	  led	  it	  to	  merge	  with	  the	  separate	  village	  of	  
Dordon	  which	  has	  even	  fewer	  local	  facilities.	  Both	  Polesworth	  and	  Dordon	  have	  a	  distinct	  character	  and	  
strong	  local	  communities.	  

The	  proposed	  development	  will	  dramatically	  increase	  the	  population	  of	  the	  two	  settlements.	  
Polesworth/Dordon	  will	  effectively	  become	  a	  small	  town,	  but	  without	  the	  scale	  of	  local	  facilities	  that	  would	  
normally	  be	  expected	  in	  a	  settlement	  of	  this	  size	  and	  with	  little	  prospect	  that	  these	  will	  be	  provided.	  As	  a	  
result	  many	  local	  residents	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  travel	  outside	  the	  local	  community	  to	  access	  services	  and	  
for	  employment.	  The	  result	  will	  be	  a	  ‘dormitory’	  town	  with	  little	  sense	  of	  community.	  The	  distinctive	  
character	  of	  the	  existing	  settlements	  will	  be	  lost.	  



Because	  of	  the	  limited	  availability	  of	  public	  transport,	  it	  is	  also	  likely	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  trips	  for	  shopping,	  
work	  etc.	  will	  be	  made	  by	  car.	  This	  is	  inherently	  undesirable	  from	  a	  sustainability	  perspective.	  Given	  that	  
the	  development	  is	  intended	  in	  part	  to	  meet	  housing	  needs	  arising	  in	  Birmingham,	  to	  which	  there	  are	  no	  
direct	  links	  by	  public	  transport,	  it	  is	  to	  be	  expected	  that	  there	  will	  be	  a	  significant	  increase	  in	  car	  journeys	  
to	  and	  from	  Birmingham.	  

Apart	  from	  the	  sustainability	  issues	  which	  this	  raises,	  the	  main	  roads	  serving	  the	  development	  are	  already	  
subject	  to	  severe	  congestion.	  This	  is	  particularly	  true	  of	  the	  section	  of	  the	  A5	  between	  junction	  10	  of	  the	  
M42	  and	  the	  M69.	  A	  new	  junction	  will	  be	  required	  on	  this	  congested	  section,	  and	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  existing	  
congestion	  problems	  will	  be	  made	  worse	  unless	  major	  improvements	  are	  undertaken.	  No	  information	  has	  
been	  provided	  to	  indicate	  what	  is	  proposed	  or	  how	  this	  will	  be	  funded.	  There	  are	  also	  congestion	  issues	  on	  
the	  B5000	  which	  provides	  a	  link	  to	  Tamworth.	  Improving	  this	  road	  appears	  difficult	  because	  of	  existing	  
narrow	  bridges	  and	  again	  no	  details	  of	  any	  enhancement	  proposals	  have	  currently	  been	  provided.	  In	  this	  
respect	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  Draft	  Plan	  also	  includes	  a	  proposal	  for	  a	  further	  1200	  houses	  at	  Robey’s	  
Lane,	  adjacent	  to	  Tamworth,	  to	  the	  west	  of	  the	  M42.	  This	  site	  will	  also	  add	  further	  to	  traffic	  flows	  on	  the	  
B5000.	  

As	  described	  above,	  the	  site	  is	  attractive	  in	  landscape	  terms.	  Currently	  built	  development	  runs	  along	  the	  
Dordon	  ridge	  and	  is	  then	  enclosed	  within	  the	  Anker	  valley	  in	  Polesworth.	  The	  proposal	  will	  result	  in	  built	  
development	  flowing	  down	  the	  ridge	  from	  Dordon	  and	  extending	  out	  into	  open	  countryside.	  The	  eastern	  
parts	  of	  the	  site	  are	  exposed	  and	  visible	  from	  some	  distance,	  and	  the	  eastern	  boundary	  is	  weak,	  so	  that	  
subsequent	  pressure	  for	  even	  further	  expansion	  is	  likely.	  The	  setting	  of	  Dordon	  Hall	  will	  be	  compromised.	  
For	  these	  reasons,	  the	  impact	  on	  the	  landscape	  will	  be	  significant.	  

The	  site	  contains	  two	  Sites	  of	  Importance	  for	  Nature	  Conservation,	  one	  of	  which	  is	  an	  area	  of	  ancient	  
woodland.	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  what	  measures	  will	  be	  taken	  to	  protect	  these.	  The	  woodland	  will	  be	  surrounded	  
by	  the	  housing	  development,	  and	  it	  is	  hard	  to	  see	  how	  its	  current	  value	  could	  be	  maintained.	  There	  is	  
therefore	  likely	  to	  be	  an	  adverse	  impact	  on	  the	  biodiversity	  of	  the	  area.	  

The	  2017	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  includes	  an	  assessment	  of	  development	  sites.	  This	  supports	  the	  view	  that	  
there	  are	  significant	  sustainability	  issues	  with	  this	  site.	  The	  Polesworth/Dordon	  sites	  are	  considered	  in	  
table	  5.3.	  The	  assessment	  identifies	  the	  proposed	  site	  as	  performing	  negatively	  against	  five	  of	  the	  twenty	  
sustainability	  objectives	  and	  only	  one	  of	  the	  23	  other	  assessed	  sites	  has	  more	  negative	  scores.	  	  

The	  Parish	  Councils	  therefore	  consider	  that	  site	  is	  not	  suitable	  for	  housing	  development	  on	  the	  proposed	  
scale	  and	  that	  this	  would	  be	  unsustainable.	  	  

Deliverability	  

The	  Infrastructure	  Delivery	  Plan,	  as	  it	  currently	  stands,	  does	  not	  provide	  full	  details	  of	  the	  infrastructure	  
which	  will	  be	  required	  to	  enable	  the	  development	  of	  this	  site	  to	  proceed	  satisfactorily.	  However	  it	  is	  clear	  
that	  there	  will	  be	  substantial	  infrastructure	  requirements,	  including	  the	  following:	  

•   The	  construction	  of	  a	  new	  link	  road	  between	  the	  A5	  and	  the	  B5000.	  
•   A	  new	  junction	  on	  the	  A5.	  
•   Improvements	  to	  the	  Grendon	  and	  Dordon	  islands	  on	  the	  A5,	  and	  possibly	  other	  improvements	  to	  

this	  road,	  depending	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  transport	  studies.	  
•   Possible	  improvements	  to	  the	  B5000,	  depending	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  transport	  studies.	  



•   Enhanced	  public	  transport	  and	  cycling	  provision	  
•   New	  primary	  school	  provision.	  
•   New	  secondary	  school	  provision.	  
•   A	  new	  health	  centre	  for	  primary	  care	  purposes	  and	  possibly	  other	  community	  provision.	  
•   Contributions	  to	  police	  and	  fire	  service	  provision.	  
•   Enhancements	  to	  water	  supply	  and	  sewerage	  provision.	  
•   Provision	  of	  additional	  public	  open	  space	  and	  measures	  to	  ensure	  the	  proper	  management	  of	  

wildlife	  areas.	  

In	  addition	  to	  this,	  under	  policy	  LP9	  of	  the	  draft	  Local	  Plan,	  there	  would	  be	  a	  requirement	  for	  40%	  of	  the	  
new	  dwellings	  to	  be	  affordable.	  

There	  are	  no	  costings	  for	  the	  majority	  of	  these	  requirements.	  The	  exception	  to	  this	  is	  the	  requirement	  for	  
additional	  educational	  provision,	  which	  is	  assessed	  as	  in	  excess	  of	  £6.5	  million.	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  some	  of	  
the	  other	  costs	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  very	  considerable,	  particularly	  the	  provision	  of	  a	  new	  junction	  and	  other	  
improvements	  to	  the	  A5	  trunk	  road.	  This	  creates	  a	  major	  uncertainty	  and	  casts	  real	  doubt	  on	  whether	  this	  
proposal	  is	  actually	  viable.	  It	  appears	  that	  the	  Borough	  Council	  recognises	  this	  in	  that	  the	  Memorandum	  of	  
Understanding	  with	  Birmingham	  City	  Council,	  under	  which	  North	  Warwickshire	  has	  agreed	  to	  plan	  for	  
3,790	  homes	  to	  meet	  Birmingham’s	  needs,	  indicates	  at	  point	  6	  that	  this	  is	  dependent	  on”	  the	  provision	  of	  
and	  timely	  delivery	  of	  infrastructure.”	  

Polesworth	  Parish	  Council	  is	  concerned	  that	  if	  this	  site	  is	  allocated	  without	  these	  issues	  being	  resolved,	  
there	  is	  a	  risk	  that	  development	  will	  proceed	  without	  the	  ability	  to	  deliver	  essential	  infrastructure	  at	  the	  
appropriate	  time.	  This	  would	  be	  wholly	  unacceptable.	  

	  

Conclusions	  

The	  Draft	  North	  Warwickshire	  Local	  Plan	  proposes	  a	  much	  higher	  level	  of	  new	  housing	  than	  the	  recently	  
adopted	  Core	  Strategy.	  This	  results	  from	  decisions	  to	  locate	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  new	  housing	  in	  North	  
Warwickshire	  to	  help	  meet	  shortfalls	  in	  supply	  in	  Coventry	  and	  Birmingham.	  While	  it	  is	  clearly	  reasonable	  
for	  the	  Borough	  to	  make	  some	  contribution	  to	  this	  shortfall,	  there	  is	  no	  clear	  rationale	  for	  the	  scale	  of	  
provision	  proposed,	  particularly	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Birmingham	  where	  there	  is	  no	  comprehensive	  agreement	  on	  
how	  the	  shortfall	  will	  be	  met	  across	  the	  Birmingham	  Housing	  Market	  Area,	  and	  there	  has	  been	  no	  
sustainability	  assessment	  of	  the	  approach.	  

The	  strategy	  for	  distributing	  this	  much	  higher	  level	  of	  housing	  remains	  essentially	  unchanged	  from	  the	  
adopted	  Core	  Strategy,	  despite	  the	  increase	  in	  numbers	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  much	  of	  the	  increased	  demand	  
results	  from	  pressures	  from	  outside	  the	  Borough.	  Alternative	  approaches	  do	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  been	  
seriously	  considered	  even	  though	  a	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  of	  alternative	  options	  appears	  to	  conclude	  that	  
there	  are	  other	  options	  which	  perform	  better	  than	  the	  chosen	  approach.	  There	  has	  been	  no	  consultation	  
on	  alternative	  options.	  

The	  application	  of	  this	  strategic	  approach	  results	  in	  a	  large	  housing	  allocation	  to	  the	  east	  of	  
Polesworth/Dordon.	  This	  location	  is	  not	  sustainable	  because	  of	  the	  limited	  range	  of	  local	  facilities	  available	  
in	  the	  existing	  settlement	  and	  the	  limited	  public	  transport	  connections.	  This	  will	  result	  in	  the	  new	  housing	  
area	  being	  heavily	  car	  dependant	  and	  will	  undermine	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  two	  settlements.	  



In	  addition	  there	  will	  be	  significant	  impacts	  on	  traffic	  flows	  on	  the	  A5	  and	  B5000,	  with	  currently	  no	  
information	  on	  how	  these	  will	  be	  addressed.	  The	  development	  will	  also	  be	  damaging	  in	  landscape	  terms	  
and	  will	  impact	  on	  areas	  of	  biodiversity	  importance	  including	  an	  area	  of	  ancient	  woodland.	  

It	  is	  clear	  that	  significant	  infrastructure	  improvements	  will	  be	  required	  to	  enable	  this	  development	  to	  
proceed,	  but	  currently	  there	  is	  no	  costing	  of	  these.	  There	  are	  therefore	  significant	  uncertainties	  over	  
whether	  the	  proposal	  is	  actually	  deliverable.	  

For	  all	  the	  above	  reasons	  the	  Parish	  Council	  consider	  that	  these	  proposals	  should	  be	  withdrawn	  and	  there	  
should	  be	  a	  full	  and	  proper	  consideration	  of	  alternative	  approaches.	  
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Dittman, Mike

From: Judy Barren <judy.barren@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:54

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to local plan concerning proposals for Ansley Common and surrounding 

area

 
 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.  
 

SLP309



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, 
Mr & Mrs Parker 
20 Ansley Common 
Nuneaton 
CV10 0QD  
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Magda <mjphotography80@gmail.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:59

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Housing 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. 
 
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 
Magda Jagielska 
34 Bretts Hall Estate  
Ansley Common 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Horne, Andrew

From: Brownsword Liz <lizzieb185@hotmail.co.uk>

Sent: 30 January 2018 15:01

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Ojection to Core plan and proposed housing developments

Dear Sirs, 
 
I would like to raise an objection to the proposed development of 120 houses that are to be built off Spon 
Lane,  
Grendon. 
 
I feel that the plan is not effective and there is insufficient infrastructure in place to support such another 
huge impact on the area. 
It does not meet the needs of the local people or consider our points of view. We want to be part of a 
village community, this is why we chose to live here in the first place and not a large town.  
 
There are no schools for all these children to attend, infant, junior or senior.  Since the new Queen 
Elizabeth Academy has been built it is no where near the size of the two older schools, one of which has 
been demolished, and if they bolt pods on to accommodate more pupils as was suggested at the meeting 
at the council offices on 18th January, where can the pupils exercise as we know there is an obesity 
problem on the increase. 
 
Atherstone Leisure Centre is barely adequate at the moment for the increased number of people wishing 
to exercise, but with this development plus all the others planned for the area it will be totally unviable to 
support the active people.  
 
To get an appointment at Doctors or Dentists you have to wait for at least a week if not more. If you need 
a hospital forget it. I understand that the George Elliot has now been put back on special measures due to 
lack of equipment following a damming report last week on national television. 
 
The A5 now is like living on a motorway with very heavy traffic 24/7 with the addition of Royal Mail and 
Car transporters from the old Baddesley Mine site and with Core 42 plus Aldi, TNT, Ocado this is just a few 
of the business that have located in the area over the last few years. Lorries pass all day every day and all 
night it is difficult to sleep and you cannot open windows because of the noise, dust and fumes generated 
from this. 
 
I would like to know how the council propose, if these houses are built, to allow the children and elderly, 
who have to cross this main road to access the bus stops, will be able to do so safely? Drivers certainly do 
not give way to allow someone to walk across the road from the bus stop let alone when you pull out in a 
car. Some of the lorries put their foot down and then tailgate your car in a threatening manner because 
they have not adhered to the speed limit of 40 mph. 
 
The bus stop by the Grendon island is so close to the island from the west bound traffic vehicles speed 
they come around there and with it being blind also is a constant danger. 
 
The road surface due to the increase in traffic is now breaking up and in urgent need of repair in several 
areas. 
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On top of this I would like to ask has anything been considered regarding our wild life and hedgerows? 
 
We now have a family of Buzzards that have now made it their home, foxes, pheasants, hares, rabbits, 
hedgehogs and numerous finches, robins and small birds to mention just a few. 
 
I seriously believe that the council has not considered what we, the residents, want for our villages and 
surrounding area and have been bullied by the government to fulfill new dwellings. What they have 
proposed has little or no consideration for the people that voted them there in the first place. 
 
I would also be interested to see when the next census is due to take place as we have not been asked to 
complete one for many years.  This will also highlight where the need for all these new homes comes from 
in light of Brexit and the borders being closed. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Mrs E A Brownsword 
185 The Meadows 
Watling Street 
Grendon 
Atherstone 
CV9 2PJ 
email: lizzieb185@hotmail.co.uk 
 



 
 
North Warwickshire Local Plan Submission Consultation 
 
Consultation Deadline – 31 January 2018  
 

 
Contact Details 
Planning and Local Authority Liaison Department 
The Coal Authority 
200 Lichfield Lane 
Berry Hill 
MANSFIELD 
Nottinghamshire 
NG18 4RG 
 
Planning Email:  planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
Planning Enquiries:   01623 637 119 
 
Date 
30 January 2018  
 

 
Background on the Coal Authority  
 
The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the Department for Business, 
Energy & Industrial Strategy.  The Coal Authority was established by Parliament in 1994 to: 
undertake specific statutory responsibilities associated with the licensing of coal mining operations 
in Britain; handle subsidence claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine 
operators; deal with property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining. 
 
 
The main areas of planning interest to the Coal Authority in terms of policy making relate to: 

 the safeguarding of coal in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in 
Scotland, and Minerals Planning Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales; 
 

 the establishment of a suitable policy framework for energy minerals including 
hydrocarbons in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning Policy 
Framework and Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in 
Scotland, and Minerals Planning Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales; and 
 

 ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future liability on the 
tax payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims arising from the legacy of 
coal mining in accordance with the advice in The National Planning Policy Framework and 
Planning Practice Guidance in England, Scottish Planning Policy in Scotland, and Planning 
Policy Wales and MTAN2 in Wales. 

 
Background to Coal Issues in North Warwickshire  
 
Surface Coal Resources and Prior Extraction 
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As you will be aware, the North Warwickshire Borough Council area contains coal resources which 
are capable of extraction by surface mining operations.  These resources cover an area amounting 
to approximately 4.86% of the North Warwickshire Borough Council area.   
 
The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unnecessarily sterilised by new 
development. Where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking to encourage 
prior extraction of the coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential 
land instability problems in the process. 
 
Coal Mining Legacy 
 
As you will be aware, the North Warwickshire Borough Council area has been subjected to coal 
mining which will have left a legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential 
public safety and stability problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities.   
 
Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine workings, emissions of mine 
gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the discharge of water from abandoned coal 
mines. These surface hazards can be found in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists 
near to the surface, including existing residential areas. 
 
The Coal Authority has records of over 171,000 coal mine entries across the coalfields, although 
there are thought to be many more unrecorded. Shallow coal which is present near the surface can 
give rise to stability, gas and potential spontaneous combustion problems. Even in areas where 
coal mining was deep, in some geological conditions cracks or fissures can appear at the surface.  
It is estimated that as many as 2 million of the 7.7 million properties across the coalfields may lie in 
areas with the potential to be affected by these problems. In our view, the planning processes in 
coalfield areas need to take account of coal mining legacy issues.   
 
Within the North Warwickshire Borough Council area there are 281 recorded mine entries and 19 
coal mining related hazards have been reported to The Coal Authority. Mine entries may be 
located in built up areas, often under buildings where the owners and occupiers have no 
knowledge of their presence unless they have received a mining report during the property 
transaction.  Mine entries can also be present in open space and areas of green infrastructure, 
potentially just under the surface of grassed areas. Mine entries and mining legacy matters should 
be considered by Planning Authorities to ensure that site allocations and other policies and 
programmes will not lead to future public safety hazards.   
 
Although mining legacy occurs as a result of mineral workings, it is important that new 
development recognises the problems and how they can be positively addressed.  However, it is 
important to note that land instability and mining legacy is not a complete constraint on new 
development; rather it can be argued that because mining legacy matters have been addressed 
the new development is safe, stable and sustainable. 
 
As The Coal Authority owns the coal and coal mine entries on behalf of the state, if a development 
is to intersect the ground then specific written permission of The Coal Authority may be required. 
 
Specific Comments on the North Warwickshire Local Plan Submission  
 
The comments which The Coal Authority would like to make or see in relation to the above 
document are: 
 
Representation No.1 
 
Paragraph 1.5  
 
Support - The Coal Authority supports the notification in the Local Plan of signposting to the 
Mineral Core Strategy prepared by the County Council.    
 



Representation No.2 
 
Policy LP31 – Development Considerations  
 
Positively 
Prepared 

Justified Effective Consistency to 
NPPF 

Legal & Procedural Requirements Inc. 
Duty to Cooperate 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 
 
Support – The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this policy which seeks to ensure that 
mineral reserves are not sterilised and which acknowledges that where mining legacy is present 
land should be appropriately remediated.   
 
 
Representation No.3 
 
Paragraph 14.38 – The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of this paragraph which identifies 
that the issue of coal reserves needs further investigation to ascertain the exact areas of 
development to the east of Polesworth and Dordon.     
 
 
Kind regards 
 

Melanie Lindsley  

 
Melanie Lindsley BA (Hons), DipEH, DipURP, MA, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTPI    

Team Leader - Planning Liaison  
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Horne, Andrew

From: yvette stanley <yvettestanley80@gmail.com>

Sent: 30 January 2018 20:28

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to the local plan

 
Mrs Yvette Stanley 
16 Goodere Drive 
Polesworth 
Tamworth 
B78 1BZ 
 
 
To Forward planning department  
NWBC 
 
I am writing my objection to the proposed local plan. Th impact on this amount of houses that this plan 
would have on our villages does not bear thinking about. No thought about services, schools,transport the 
roads cannot cope at the moment with the amount of traffic! Never mind the local doctors etc. 
 
I attach a copy of the objection which Polesworth Parish Council which lists objections in more detail more 
than I ever could which I fully support and would like it included in my objection. 
 
Yvette Stanley  
 
 
 
 

OBJECTION BY POLESWORTH PARISH COUNCIL TO THE DRAFT NORTH WARWICKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2017. 

Regulation 19 – Consultation response Form 

Section 1 Personal Details 

Polesworth Parish Council, The Tithe Barn, Hall Court, Bridge Street, Polesworth, B78 1DT. Telephone 01827 892320. 

E-mail info@polesworthparishcouncil.co.uk 

Section 2 Representation 

Question 2.1 Paragraphs 15.33 to 15.38, Policy LP39 

Question 2.2 Object to the above (see objections below) 

Polesworth Parish Council objects to the proposal contained within the Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan 2017 for the construction of a 

minimum of 2,000 dwellings on land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon. This proposal is contained within policy LP39 of the Draft Plan with 

further detail provided in the Polesworth with Dordon section of the Plan in paragraphs 15.33 to 15.38. 

Question 2.3 The Parish Council does not consider the Draft Local Plan to be legally compliant. 

Question 2.4 the Parish council does not consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be compliant with the duty to co-operate. 

Question 2.5 The Parish Council does not consider the Draft Submission Local Plan to be Sound. 

Question 2.6 The Parish Council considers that the Draft Submissison Local Plan is not Sound because it is not Justified. 

In summary the reasons are given below. 

  
� The overall housing requirement for North Warwickshire set within the Draft Plan is more than twice the level set in the current North 
Warwickshire Core Strategy which was only adopted in 2014. This very substantial change has not been clearly justified or assessed in 
sustainability terms. 
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� The Council is seeking to distribute this substantially higher housing requirement in line with the strategic approach set out in the 
Core Strategy and has not adequately considered whether alternative strategies might be more appropriate and sustainable. 
� The proposed site is not a suitable or sustainable location for new housing on this scale, because of inadequate transport infrastructure, 
its impact on the landscape  andwildlife sites and its impact on the character of the small town of Polesworth which has limited local 
service provision. 
� It is not clear that the site is deliverable.  

Further detail in support of these grounds of objection is set out below. 

These comments have been prepared on the basis of the information available at the time of writing, including the 2017 version of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the 2017 Sustainability Appraisal. The Parish Councils reserve the right to make further representations in the 

event that further documents are published before the end of the consultation period. 

Context 

The North Warwickshire Core Strategy was adopted in October 2014. It sets a housing requirement of 3,150 for the Borough for the period 2011 

to 2029 (175 dwellings per year). This includes provision for 500 dwellings to meet needs arising in Tamworth. 

The Strategy also establishes a settlement hierarchy with Category 1 (the highest category) comprising market towns outside the green belt. 

Polesworth with Dordon is included in this category, with the only other settlement in the category being Atherstone with Mancetter. Policy 

NW2 indicates that over 50% of the housing requirement will be met within these two settlements. The Core Strategy does not make specific 

land allocations, but policy NW19 indicates that the focus for growth will be to the east and south of Polesworth/Dordon. 

The Borough Council intended to undertake the process of allocating sites to meet this requirement through a Site Allocations Plan. The Pre-

submission version of this was published in June 2014. This proposed sites for 617 dwellings at Polesworth/Dordon, including 360 on the 

former Orchard Colliery site which forms the southern part of the larger site now proposed in the Draft Local Plan 2016. This compares to a 

minimum figure of 440 identified in policy NW5 of the Core Strategy. 

The Council subsequently decided not to continue with the preparation of the Site Allocations Plan. This reflected pressures for additional 

housing within the Borough arising mainly from the adjoining cities of Birmingham and Coventry, both of which are unable to meet their future 

housing needs within their own boundaries. The Council has responded to this through the Draft Local Plan, which will replace the Core 

Strategy and contains site allocations and development management policies, thus bringing all the Borough’s planning policies into a single 

document. The Draft Local Plan covers the period 2011 to 2031 and aspires to provide 9070 dwellings over that period (452 per year). 

Overall Housing Requirement 

The housing requirement of 3,150 (175 per year) in the adopted Core Strategy is based on a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA) carried out by GL Hearn and Partners for Coventry and Warwickshire. The requirement fully meets the projected 

household growth, based on demographic factors, in North Warwickshire over the plan period (2011 to 2029)and makes provision for an 

additional 500 dwellings to meet needs arising in Tamworth. 

The SHMA was updated in 2016. There was little change in the demographic-based need for North Warwickshire, but the Update recommended 

somewhat higher figures to take account of economic and affordability factors, resulting in an estimated housing requirement of 4740 for the 

slightly longer period of 2011 – 2031 (237 per year). 

In addition to this the Borough Council agreed to accommodate a further 540 dwellings, as part of an agreed approach with Coventry City 

Council and the other Warwickshire Councils to help provide for Coventry’s housing needs, not all of which can be met within the city’s 

boundary. This further raised the requirement to 5,280 (264 per year). 

Finally, the Council is also proposing to accommodate a further 3,790 dwellings to meet 10% of the shortfall in housing provision in 

Birmingham. This is a based on a bi-lateral agreement between North Warwickshire and Birmingham. There is no wider agreement in place to 

accommodate the whole of Birmingham’s shortfall which stands at 37,900 dwellings. 

This gives a total requirement for North Warwickshire of 9,070 dwellings (452 per year). The annual rate is 158% higher than the rate contained 

in the Core Strategy which was only adopted two years ago. 

This is a radically different level of growth. As will be seen the difference arises not because of any fundamental change in North 

Warwickshire’s own demographic, employment or affordability needs. These account for only just over 40% of the proposed aspirational 

housing requirement. The remainder (almost 60%) results from decisions that have been made to make provision within the Borough for some 

of the housing shortfalls being experienced by the neighbouring cities of Coventry and Birmingham. The evidence base supporting the draft plan 

contains no rationale for these decisions, it is not clear what (if any) alternatives have been considered and there appears to be no sustainability 

assessment to demonstrate that the approach being followed is the most appropriate. 
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This is particularly significant in relation to the provision which is proposed to meet Birmingham’s needs, partly because of its size (broadly 

equivalent to North Warwickshire’s total demographic need for the plan period), but also because this provision appears to have been agreed in 

isolation and without regard to any wider strategy for meeting Birmingham’s shortfall. North Warwickshire does form part of the Birmingham 

Housing Market Area (HMA) and it is clearly right that its potential to help meet Birmingham’s needs should be considered. However the 

Birmingham HMA is large, including Southern Staffordshire, the Black Country, Solihull, Northern Worcestershire and parts 

of South Warwickshire.  Many of these areas have better public transport links to Birmingham and stronger commuting flows than does North 

Warwickshire. It is therefore by no means clear that the level of provision being proposed for North Warwickshire is the most appropriate.  

The aspirational housing requirement of 9070, which gives rise to the need for the proposed housing allocation to the east of Polesworth and 

Dordon, has not been clearly justified. Further consideration should be given to it, including a proper assessment of alternative levels of growth.  

Failure to Consider Alternative Strategies 

The adopted Core Strategy establishes a settlement hierarchy as follows: 

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

Category 2 Green Belt Market Town (Coleshill) 

Category 3A Local Service Centres (Outside Green Belt) 

Category 3B Local Service Centres (In Green Belt) 

Category 4 Other Settlements 

Over 50% of new housing development is allocated to category 1, with the remainder distributed between the remaining categories. 

The Draft Local Plan proposes changes to this settlement hierarchy. The first two categories and categories 3A and 3B are combined, and a new 

category 2 is added comprising “settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough.”  This new category does not in reality relate to 

settlements within the Borough : rather it enables the allocation for new housing of two sites adjoining  neighbouring cities/towns, a large site on 

the edge of Tamworth and a smaller green belt site which forms an addition to a large sustainable urban extension on the edge of Birmingham. 

With the exception of these two sites, the strategy for the distribution of new housing continues to be to focus it on the category 1 settlements. In 

theory the change to the settlement hierarchy to include Coleshill in category 1 enables development to be spread between three rather than two 

settlements, but this is not carried through into practice since only 94 dwellings are proposed for Coleshill compared to 1,911 

in Atherstone/Mancetter and 2,071 in Polesworth/Dordon (with another 1191 close by on the edge of Tamworth).  With the exception of a 

modest amount of development on the edge of adjoining settlements, the strategy is therefore unchanged from the adopted Core Strategy, even 

though the housing requirement is substantially higher and the Council is proposing to make significant provision to help meet the housing 

needs of adjoining cities. 

It is not clear how the Council has come to the conclusion that this is the most appropriate strategy for distributing the additional housing 

requirement. The evidence base supporting the draft plan contains no analysis or assessment of possible alternative strategies. Road and public 

transport links to Birmingham and Coventry which are the source of most of the additional housing requirement, are inferior from 

Polesworth/Dordon than from many other locations within the Borough.  It would have been reasonable for serious consideration to have been 

given to alternative strategies for the distribution of growth which would aim to relate it more closely to the main sources of demand, but 

this assessment does not appear to have been undertaken. 

Even within the chosen strategy it is not easy to understand why the amount of additional housing allocated to Polesworth/Dordon is higher than 

to the other two category 1 settlements. Both of these settlements have better local services, in particular shopping and public transport, than 

Polesworth/Dordon. 

The Borough Council’s Local Development Framework Sub-Committee did in fact consider a report looking at alternative distribution options 

at its meeting of 25th April.  This report contained a brief analysis of a number of alternative approaches, but did not identify a preferred 

approach.  The paper was not subject to general public consultation, but a sustainability appraisal was carried out, and this was available to the 

Sub-Committee when it approved the Draft Local Plan in August. The report to the Sub-Committee summarised its conclusions as follows:  

7.3 For the Options dealing with the majority of growth from within the Borough it is considered that the 

Options IN2 (Development In and around the Main Settlements including Green Belt Market Town) and IN5 

(New Settlement) would have more significant positive effects that the other options. In terms of the options 

of dealing with growth from outside of the Borough it was considered that in general, the effects of OUT1 
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(Development adjoining the out boundary of the Borough) and OUT2 (Settlements closest to where the need 

arises) had more positive effects 

It is difficult to reconcile these conclusions with the strategy actually included in the draft Local Plan which is effectively to concentrate 

development in and around the main settlements outside the Green Belt.  

A new Sustainability Appraisal was published in February 2017, over 4 months after the start of the consultation period. This fails to clarify the 

position. The justification for the selected growth option is set out in table 4.4. This suggests that the strategy is a combination of three options – 

OUT1 (development adjoining the boundary of the Borough), OUT2 (settlements closest to where the need arises) and OUT3 (Distribution in 

accordance with the strategy for the whole plan). It is not clear how OUT2 is represented in the adopted strategy, and OUT1 is only represented 

by two sites, for 141 homes adjoining the Birmingham boundary (a tiny fraction of the total requirement to meet Birmingham’s needs), and a 

site for 1191 homes on the edge of Tamworth which substantially exceeds North Warwickshire’s requirement to accommodate housing to meet 

Tamworth’s needs. In effect the adopted strategy is OUT3 with some minor variations. 

The Parish Councils consider that the Borough Council has failed to give full and proper consideration to alternative growth strategies, and has 

failed to consult on alternatives. In so far as it has considered alternatives, the outcome of the assessment does not appear to support the strategy 

actually included in the draft plan. 

Suitability and Sustainability of the Proposed Site 

The site lies to the east of Polesworth/Dordon, bounded by the existing settlements to the west, ribbon development along the A5, backed by 

regenerating woodland to the south, the B5000 to the north, and by open countryside to the east, much of this boundary consisting of a country 

lane with low hedgerows. It is proposed to construct a new distributor road to serve the site between the B5000 and the A5. The northern section 

of this has already been constructed as part of a housing development which is currently under construction. 

The site has a varied topography.  The southern section rises sharply from the A5 to Dunns Lane, which already contains a band of ribbon 

development extending into the site. The existing settlement of Dordon lies on top of a ridge, and so this section of the site drops significantly 

from west to east. It contains many trees and is generally well screened, but the construction of the new distributor road will inevitably impact 

on this. 

To the north of Dunns Lane, the land falls from north to south as it descends into the Anker Valley. However Hoo Hill is a prominent landscape 

feature at the north east extremity of the site. Again the site falls from the Dordon ridge in an easterly direction. This area of the site is 

predominantly farm land, and is more open and less well screened than the southern section, particularly the area to the east of St Helena Rd, but 

it includes a significant area of woodland known as the Hollies. Dordon Hall, an attractive grade 2 listed bulding adjoins the site and is a 

significant feature in the landscape when viewed from the north and east. 

Although designated as a ‘market town’ Polesworth has only a limited range of local services, focused in the historic core around Polesworth 

Abbey. In particular there are no supermarkets, so residents need to travel elsewhere (Atherstone or Tamworth) for their main food shopping. 

There is a railway station, but this has only one train a day, so is valueless for most purposes. Bus services provide links to Nuneaton, Tamworth 

and Atherstone.  Polesworth is in effect a large village rather than a market town like Atherstone or Coleshill. Historic patterns of growth have 

led it to merge with the separate village of Dordon which has even fewer local facilities. Both Polesworth and Dordon have a distinct character 

and strong local communities. 

The proposed development will dramatically increase the population of the two settlements. Polesworth/Dordon will effectively become a small 

town, but without the scale of local facilities that would normally be expected in a settlement of this size and with little prospect that these will 

be provided. As a result many local residents can be expected to travel outside the local community to access services and for employment. The 

result will be a ‘dormitory’ town with little sense of community. The distinctive character of the existing settlements will be lost. 

Because of the limited availability of public transport, it is also likely that the majority of trips for shopping, work etc. will be made by car. This 

is inherently undesirable from a sustainability perspective. Given that the development is intended in part to meet housing needs arising in 

Birmingham, to which there are no direct links by public transport, it is to be expected that there will be a significant increase in car journeys to 

and from Birmingham. 

Apart from the sustainability issues which this raises, the main roads serving the development are already subject to severe congestion. This is 

particularly true of the section of the A5 between junction 10 of the M42 and the M69. A new junction will be required on this congested 

section, and it is clear that existing congestion problems will be made worse unless major improvements are undertaken. No information has 

been provided to indicate what is proposed or how this will be funded. There are also congestion issues on the B5000 which provides a link to 
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Tamworth. Improving this road appears difficult because of existing narrow bridges and again no details of any enhancement proposals have 

currently been provided. In this respect it should be noted that the Draft Plan also includes a proposal for a further 1200 houses at Robey’s Lane, 

adjacent to Tamworth, to the west of the M42. This site will also add further to traffic flows on the B5000. 

As described above, the site is attractive in landscape terms. Currently built development runs along the Dordon ridge and is then enclosed 

within the Anker valley in Polesworth. The proposal will result in built development flowing down the ridge from Dordon and extending out 

into open countryside. The eastern parts of the site are exposed and visible from some distance, and the eastern boundary is weak, so that 

subsequent pressure for even further expansion is likely. The setting of Dordon Hall will be compromised. For these reasons, the impact on the 

landscape will be significant. 

The site contains two Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, one of which is an area of ancient woodland. It is not clear what measures 

will be taken to protect these. The woodland will be surrounded by the housing development, and it is hard to see how its current value could be 

maintained. There is therefore likely to be an adverse impact on the biodiversity of the area. 

The 2017 Sustainability Appraisal includes an assessment of development sites. This supports the view that there are significant sustainability 

issues with this site. The Polesworth/Dordon sites are considered in table 5.3. The assessment identifies the proposed site as performing 

negatively against five of the twenty sustainability objectives and only one of the 23 other assessed sites has more negative scores.  

The Parish Councils therefore consider that site is not suitable for housing development on the proposed scale and that this would be 

unsustainable. 

Deliverability 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as it currently stands, does not provide full details of the infrastructure which will be required to enable the 

development of this site to proceed satisfactorily. However it is clear that there will be substantial infrastructure requirements, including the 

following: 
� The construction of a new link road between the A5 and the B5000. 
� A new junction on the A5. 
� Improvements to the Grendon and Dordon islands on the A5, and possibly other improvements to this road, depending on the 
outcome of transport studies. 
� Possible improvements to the B5000, depending on the outcome of transport studies. 
� Enhanced public transport and cycling provision 
� New primary school provision. 
� New secondary school provision. 
� A new health centre for primary care purposes and possibly other community provision. 
� Contributions to police and fire service provision. 
� Enhancements to water supply and sewerage provision. 
� Provision of additional public open space and measures to ensure the proper management of wildlife areas. 

In addition to this, under policy LP9 of the draft Local Plan, there would be a requirement for 40% of the new dwellings to be affordable. 

There are no costings for the majority of these requirements. The exception to this is the requirement for additional educational provision, which 

is assessed as in excess of £6.5 million. It is clear that the some of the other costs are likely to be very considerable, particularly the provision of 

a new junction and other improvements to the A5 trunk road. This creates a major uncertainty and casts real doubt on whether this proposal is 

actually viable. It appears that the Borough Council recognises this in that the Memorandum of Understanding with Birmingham City Council, 

under which North Warwickshire has agreed to plan for 3,790 homes to meet Birmingham’s needs, indicates at point 6 that this is dependent 

on” the provision of and timely delivery of infrastructure.” 

Polesworth Parish Council is concerned that if this site is allocated without these issues being resolved, there is a risk that development will 

proceed without the ability to deliver essential infrastructure at the appropriate time. This would be wholly unacceptable. 

  

Conclusions 

The Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan proposes a much higher level of new housing than the recently adopted Core Strategy. This results 

from decisions to locate a significant amount of new housing in North Warwickshire to help meet shortfalls in supply in Coventry and 

Birmingham. While it is clearly reasonable for the Borough to make some contribution to this shortfall, there is no clear rationale for the scale of 

provision proposed, particularly in the case of Birmingham where there is no comprehensive agreement on how the shortfall will be met across 

the Birmingham Housing Market Area, and there has been no sustainability assessment of the approach. 
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The strategy for distributing this much higher level of housing remains essentially unchanged from the adopted Core Strategy, despite the 

increase in numbers and the fact that much of the increased demand results from pressures from outside the Borough. Alternative approaches do 

not appear to have been seriously considered even though a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative options appears to conclude that there are 

other options which perform better than the chosen approach. There has been no consultation on alternative options. 

The application of this strategic approach results in a large housing allocation to the east of Polesworth/Dordon. This location is not sustainable 

because of the limited range of local facilities available in the existing settlement and the limited public transport connections. This will result in 

the new housing area being heavily car dependant and will undermine the existing character of the two settlements. 

In addition there will be significant impacts on traffic flows on the A5 and B5000, with currently no information on how these will be 

addressed. The development will also be damaging in landscape terms and will impact on areas of biodiversity importance including an area of 

ancient woodland. 

It is clear that significant infrastructure improvements will be required to enable this development to proceed, but currently there is no costing of 

these. There are therefore significant uncertainties over whether the proposal is actually deliverable. 

For all the above reasons the Parish Council consider that these proposals should be withdrawn and there should be a full and proper 

consideration of alternative approaches. 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: James Hughes 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Natural England 

Address: Worcestershire County Hall 
Spetchley Road 
Worcester 
 

Post Code: WR5 2NP 

Telephone Number: 07827808248 

Email Address: James.hughes@naturalengland.org.uk 

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name  

Company  
 

Address  
 

 
 

Telephone  
 

Email  
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

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

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

HRA 
Policy 

reference 
number 

 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes x No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

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

 
Natural England welcomes the production of the submitted HRA report, consistent with our advice letter 
dated 31.3.17 (Our reference 201115).  
 
We agree with the report’s conclusions but have some comments on the narrative relating to the evidence 
base. We offer the following comments on the HRA report accordingly: 
 
Air quality  (paras 3.25-3.35) – Likely significant effect test - We note and agree with the conclusion of 
uncertainty regarding potentially significant air quality impacts upon the Cannock extension Canal Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC). 
 
Recreation (paras 3.36 – 3.40) - Likely significant effect test – We note and agree with the conclusion of 
no likely significant effects in respect of the Cannock Chase SAC.  
 
However para 3.39 refers to outdated information. Updated visitor survey evidence has been gathered 
by the Cannock Chase SAC Partnership authorities and a revised scheme of mitigation measures together 
with a different zone of influence (0-15km) have been identified. The following link provides access to 
relevant information from one of the partner local planning authorities: 

 
https://www.cannockchasedc.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/evidence-base-documents-
websites 
 
Relevant titles of documents as follows: 
Cannock Chase Visitor Survey Report 2012 – parts 1 and 2 (separate PDFs) 
Cannock Chase SAC Mitigation Report 2012 
Cannock Chase SAC Evidence Base Report 2017 
 
Water quantity and quality (paras 3.41-3.50) - Likely significant effect test - We note and agree with the 
conclusion of no likely significant effects in respect of the Ensors Pool SAC and Cannock Extension Canal 
SAC. 
 
Air quality - Appropriate Assessment (paras 5.11-5.24) – Natural England concurs with the report’s 
conclusion of no adverse effect on the integrity of the Cannock Extension Canal SAC. This conclusion 
reflects the absence of definitive critical load thresholds for the designated feature (floating water plantain 
– Luronium natans) in the context of the canal’s mesotrophic water status. 

 
 

2.8  Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to 
ensure that the Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in 
accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

 

 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes  No 
x 

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

              
 
 
 
 

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

Signature James Hughes Date 31.1.18 
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Comments received after 31/1/2018 will not be considered 
 



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: James Hughes 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Natural England 

Address: Worcestershire County Hall 
Spetchley Road 
Worcester 
 

Post Code: WR5 2NP 

Telephone Number: 07827808248 

Email Address: James.hughes@naturalengland.org.uk 

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name  

Company  
 

Address  
 

 
 

Telephone  
 

Email  
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

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

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

H13 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

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

 
1.2 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 
LPAs should make decisions that contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: 

 protecting landscapes, geology, and soils 
 considering the economic and other benefits of BMV agricultural land, and try to use areas of 

poorer quality land instead of higher quality land 
 preventing soil, air, water, or noise pollution, or land instability from new and existing development 

Read chapter 11: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment for full details (paragraph 109 refers 
to soils and 112 refers to BMV land). 
 
NPPF 118. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and 
enhance biodiversity by applying the following principles: 

 if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 
for, then planning permission should be refused 

 proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest likely to have 
an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either individually or in combination with 
other developments) should not normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s 
notified special interest features is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits of 
the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the 
features of the site that make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the 
national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

 development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should 
be permitted 

 opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged; 
 planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 

irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found 
outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss; and 

 the following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as European sites:  
o potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation 
o listed or proposed Ramsar sites3  
o sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European 

sites, potential special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed 
or proposed Ramsar sites 

Related guidance: Tree preservation orders 
 

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

(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
Site allocation H13 is within 200m of Alvecote Pools SSSI and has potential to impact on the notified 
feature for which it is designated, please see link above for designation details. Reference to the national 
designation should be made in the allocation policy and association with relevant Core Strategy Policy 
NW12: Nature Conservation:  
 
Development that damages habitats and features of importance for nature conservation will only be 
permitted where there are no reasonable alternatives to the development taking place in that location. 
Where appropriate, developments will be required to help enhance these features and/or secure their 
beneficial management.  
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 

 

 

 

 
Development should help ensure that there is no net loss of biodiversity and geological interest by 

avoiding adverse impacts first then providing appropriate mitigation measures. Where this cannot be 
achieved, and where the development is justified in terms of the above criteria, the Local authority will 

seek compensation and will consider the use of biodiversity offsetting as a means to prevent biodiversity 
loss. 

 
The Government's 25 Year Environment Plan makes a significant commitment to achieving net gain. 
Policy 1 in Chapter 1 on the plan states 'Embed an 'environmental net gain' principle for development, 
including housing and infrastructure'. Specifically the plan commits to a number of actions in support of net 
gain, such as: 

 Making sure that existing requirements for net gain for biodiversity in national planning policy are 
strengthened, including consulting on whether they should be mandated alongside any exemptions 
that may be necessary 

 Working with interested parties to reduce costs to developers by expanding the net gain 
approaches used for wildlife to also include wider natural capital benefits such as flood protection, 
recreation and improved water and air quality - streamlining environmental process, whilst 
achieving net environmental gains. 

 Working with interested parties to improve and expand the range of tools and guidance that 
support biodiversity net gain approaches, including through the future incorporation of natural 
capital measures. 

 Working with MHCLG and development professionals to explore ways in which design can 
contribute to environmental improvements, leading to better places in which to live and work and a 
reduced environmental footprint. 

 Exploring ways in which national spatial data and strategies could support and improve the 
benefits achieved through environmental net gain. 

We would suggest biodiversity net gain is assessed using metrics based on the Defra biodiversity metric, 
this is mostly habitat based and does not consider species but it is robust and evidence based. 

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

Yes  No 
 

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

              
 
 
 
 

 
Please note that the appointed Planning Inspector, not the Council, will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the examination. 
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If you require further information and guidance on the latest consultation phase of 
the Draft Submission Local Plan, please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions 
document which is available on the Council’s website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 

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

Signature James Hughes Date 31/01/2018 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: James Hughes 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Natural England 

Address: Worcestershire County Hall 
Spetchley Road 
Worcester 
 

Post Code: WR5 2NP 

Telephone Number: 07827808248 

Email Address: James.hughes@naturalengland.org.uk 

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name  

Company  
 

Address  
 

 
 

Telephone  
 

Email  
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 

SLP314 3 of 3 
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)  

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

10.16 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP16 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

 
Paragraph 10.16 references 3 Internationally designated site; (N2K) the River Mease SAC, Ensor’s Pool 
SAC and Cannock Chase SAC.  Policy LP16 highlights the River Mease SAC and Cannock Chase SAC 
as sites in requirement for consideration of anticipated impacts headed under ‘understanding the natural 
environment’. 
 
 

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

(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 

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

Yes  No 
 

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

              
 
 
 
 

 
Please note that the appointed Planning Inspector, not the Council, will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the examination. 
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If you require further information and guidance on the latest consultation phase of 
the Draft Submission Local Plan, please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions 
document which is available on the Council’s website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 

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

Signature James Hughes Date 31.01.2018 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Kler Group Ltd C/O Agent  

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

 

Address:  

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Bhupinder Thandi 

Company Cerda Planning Ltd 
 

Address Vesey House  
5-7 High Street 
Sutton Coldfield  
Birmingham 
B72 1XH 

 

Telephone 0121 478 1620 
 

Email office@cerda-planning.co.uk 
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

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

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support X Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Yes X No  

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

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

 
See attached supporting statement  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

              
See attached supporting statement  
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

 

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

(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes X No 
 

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

              
We consider it important to participate in the hearing sessions to take an active role in the plan making process and  
make further representations in relation to the growth strategy and distribution, housing numbers and settlement 
hierarchy.  
 
 

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

Signature B.Thandi Date 31st January 2018 
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16.044 

North Warwickshire Borough Council  

Draft Submission Local Plan Consultation – January 2018 

Representations made on behalf of Kler Group Limited.  
Cerda Planning have been instructed to submit representations in relation to the Draft 

Submission of the North Warwickshire Local Plan, and in respect of a site at Dairy House Farm, 

Spon Lane, Grendon on behalf of the Kler Group Limited.  

The representations are made in respect to the submission draft of the new North 

Warwickshire Local Plan which will set out where and how new development in the Borough 

will take place during the Plan period up to 2033. The Plan aims to ensure that there is a 

continuous supply of land to meet the housing and employment needs of the Borough.   

Introduction  

The starting point is the National Planning Policy Framework which sets out that the purpose 

of the entire planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development which should be reflected through policies set out within a Local Plan.  

The first of the Government’s twelve core principles set out in the Framework states that 

planning should be “genuinely plan-led” which should set out a positive vision for the future 

of an area.  The first principle also sets out that Plans should be kept up-to-date and based 

on joint working and cooperation to address wider local issues.  Plans should provide a 

practical framework in which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high 

degree of predictability and efficiency.   

The third core principle of the Framework stresses that authorities should “objectively identify 

the housing, business and other development needs of an area” responding positively to 

opportunities for growth within an area taking account of market signals such as land prices 

and housing affordability.  It goes on to advise that this information should advise Local Plans 

by setting out a “clear strategy for allocating such land” for such development. 

In relation to plan-making the Framework is clear that the plan is the “key to delivering 

sustainable development” and all planning decisions must accord with the adopted Plan.  

Plans should identify and set out the strategic priorities for an area by planning positively to 

provide housing, retail, leisure and commercial development.  This is encouraged through 

the allocation of land being identified as suitable for such development.  

These allocations should be based on an adequate, up-to-date and appropriate evidence 

base including relevant market and economic signals which assess the role and function of 

each settlement and the capacity of these to accommodate new housing and 

employment growth. 

In relation to housing the Framework sets out that local authorities should have a clear 

understanding of the housing needs within their area.  The Framework goes on to state that 

local authorities should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to fully understand 

the housing needs for the area and, where necessary, work across administrative boundaries 

to identify the scale and mix of housing that is required to meet the needs of the local 

population over the Plan period.      
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Such assessments should ensure that the housing needs of all different groups of society are 

catered for and that the scale and supply of housing is necessary to meet this demand 

during the plan period.  

The Spatial Strategy in North Warwickshire 

In terms of the spatial strategy the Council is proposing to steer most development towards 

main towns within the Borough and then cascade development throughout other villages 

depending on the size of the settlement with minimal development proposed within the 

countryside.    

To that end Policy LP2 (Settlement Hierarchy) sets out how development will be distributed in 

accordance with the Council’s spatial strategy. 

In relation to the spatial strategy Atherstone with Mancetter and Polesworth with Dordon and 

Coleshill are the main towns within the Borough and will be expected to accommodate the 

vast majority of development over the Plan period.   

The Plan identifies five Local Service Centres (Category 3 settlements) throughout the 

Borough which provide important local services and facilities, and are acknowledged as 

suitable settlements for development.  Baddesley with Grendon is ranked as such a Category 

3 settlement and Policy LP2 sets out the development will be permitted within development 

boundaries of the settlement subject to the proposal being considered appropriate to its 

place within the settlement hierarchy. 

Cerda Planning agreed with the Borough’s spatial vision and consider there are opportunities 

for new development to come forward that will fit comfortably within the proposed vision to 

allow the delivery of new housing within Borough and the Housing Market Area. 

We consider that the spatial strategy as proposed is broadly well thought out and will assist 

the Authority to deliver a wide range of much needed homes across the Borough through a 

dispersed method of provision taking advantage of the most sustainable towns and villages 

that are most accessible to public transport and services and facilities and where there are 

opportunities to make improvements to make the current offer more sustainable. 

The Submission Draft Plan includes allocated housing sites (including H18 Phase 2 at Dairy 

House Farm, Grendon) to deliver additional housing within the District to accommodate 

expected growth. The Plan sets out a sequential approach towards site selection and a 

requirement to direct development towards brownfield sites in the first instance, and sites on 

the edge of settlements which are increasingly important to deliver the housing needs of the 

area.  The benefit of developing sites on edges of sustainable settlements should not be 

ignored. 

The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the intrinsic value of Green Belt and Green 

Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. The release of Green 

Belt land housing should be a last resort and therefore sites on the fringes of settlements such 

as Grendon should accommodate a share of the Borough’s and the Housing Market Area’s 

housing need.  

Sites such as the site at Dairy House Farm, Spon Lane (a proposed allocation) would assist in 

meeting the housing need arising across the Housing Market Area made up of the Borough’s 

own need as well as the overspill from Birmingham, Coventry and Tamworth.  Dairy House 

Farm, Spon Lane, Grendon (Phase 2 and the wider site included as a reserve site) is capable 
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of delivering market and affordable housing within a sustainable location to meet the needs 

of the Borough and HMA. 

The Quantum of Development 

Policy LP6 (Amount of Development) sets out that quantum of development that the local 

authority are seeking to achieve up until the period 2033.  The policy sets out that minimum of 

5,808 dwellings will be built by 2033, however there is aspiration to deliver a further 3,790 

dwellings over the same period. 

North Warwickshire is located within the Housing Market Areas of Coventry and Warwickshire 

and Greater Birmingham. In order to meet the Council’s obligations under the Duty to 

Cooperate they have established a requirement to accommodate the need of its 

neighbours.  North Warwickshire Borough Council have committed to accommodating 

Coventry and Warwickshire’s housing need by signing a Memorandum of Understanding with 

the numbers included in the minimum requirement to provide 5,808 homes over the Plan 

period. In addition the Council has agreed through the Core Strategy to deliver 500 dwellings 

for Tamworth.  The Council have also explored the requirement to accommodate 10% of the 

shortfall identified within the Birmingham Local Plan which results in a further 3,790 dwellings 

required over the Plan period. 

Cerda Planning broadly agreed with the key objective of the policy being the need to 

deliver the Borough’s own housing need as well as the needs arising from other authorities in 

the HMA. 

The Council should ensure that the emerging Local Plan meets fully the objectively assessed 

housing need identified to ensure the plan is found sound at examination stage. It is not 

acceptable and contrary to the NPPF to only partially plan for the housing, business and 

other development needs of the Borough and the HMA.  

In addition the duty to co-operate goes to the heart of soundness. Indeed, Plans including, 

but not limited to, at Warwick District Council, Stratford-upon-Avon District Council and 

Aylesbury Vale District Council have failed and been found unsound at examination as they 

failed to fully meet the objectively assessed housing need of the area and failed to co-

operate with surrounding authorities to meet the needs of the wider area.  

It is uncertain whether a Memorandum of Understanding has been agreed with Birmingham 

City Council regarding whether 10% of the shortfall is appropriate. In any event this figure of 

5808 should be treated as an absolute minimum and in fact should include an appropriate 

buffer to take into account the increased housing need arising from within the HMA. 

Early indication from authorities with the Greater Birmingham HMA, such as Solihull and the 

Black Country authorities is their own OAHN will increase substantially. Once this uplift is taken 

into account and the shortfall from Birmingham included it is likely that all authorities will have 

to plan for significantly more housing.  North Warwickshire Borough Council may well have to 

accommodate a greater percentage of housing from Birmingham in excess of 10% of the 

shortfall.  

For the Plan to be sound this increase should be planned for now and not deferred until later 

in the plan period. The Council should plan for 10% above the Objectively Assessed Housing 

Need of 9070 to provide flexibility during the plan period.  
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Housing Development 

Policy LP7 (Housing Development) sets out a requirement to provide a housing mix in terms of 

housing sizes, types and tenures that will meet for the wide range of the needs of 

communities within the Borough.  New residential developments in excess of 100 dwellings 

will be expected to provide an element of special needs housing amounting to 10% of the 

total houses on sites subject to the sites being able to support such housing.  

The Policy also sets out that housing developments will be expected to achieve a density of 

at least 30dph with higher densities of 50dph in main town centres.  However this is countered 

by a caveat setting out that the efficient use of land must not compromise the quality of the 

surrounding environment.  A third strand of the policy is that development will only be 

permitted if appropriate infrastructure is available or can be made available to support the 

development.  

Cerda Planning agrees with the broad concepts of policy however requirements for 

specialist housing should be considered on a site by site basis taking into account demand 

at that moment in time, site layout and viability.  Cerda Planning reserves the right to make 

further comments on this policy at a later date.  

Reliance on Windfall Sites 

Policy LP8 (Windfall Allowance) sets out that a windfall allowance of 60 dwellings per annum 

will be used from the period 2016 – 2033 which is the end of the Plan period.  This is a total 

anticipated windfall of 900 dwellings over the Plan period. 

Cerda Planning considers the figure of 900 dwellings or almost 10% of the total housing 

numbers unrealistically high given the historic high rates of windfall sites being developed.  

The numbers of brownfield windfall sites are finite and previous rates should not be relied 

upon as a guide to future development within the new Plan.  Rather than this over reliance 

on windfall sites, the Council should plan comprehensively (as set out in the NPPF) and 

allocate suitable sites such as the Dairy House Farm, Spon Lane, Grendon for housing.  

Strategic Highway  

Policy LP28 sets out an aspiration to re-route the A5 and de trunk the existing A5 (Watling 

Street) particularly around Grendon. 

Cerda Planning questions whether this is achievable during the Plan period and requests that 

evidence is provided to demonstrate that this is actually achievable and deliverable.  

Housing Allocations 

Policy LP39 sets out a number of strategic and non-strategic housing allocations cascaded 

through settlements indicated within the settlement hierarchy sector in Policy LP2.  The 

supporting text recognises that some sites may not be completely built-out before the end of 

the Plan period and therefore slightly higher figure based on delivery of allocations and 

windfall sites is identified. 

In terms of Category 3 settlements (Local Service Centres) Baddesley Ensor and Grendon are 

considered together as one.  The Plan sets out a number of allocations listed below: 

• Land at Church Farm, Baddesley to deliver 47 homes; 

• Land North of Grendon Community Hall to deliver 7 homes; 
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• Former Sparrowdale School site to deliver 60 homes;  

• Former recycling centre site, Spon Lane to deliver 5 homes; and 

• Dairy House Farm (Phase 2), Spon Lane to deliver 120 homes. 

 

As set out earlier within the representations the Borough should comprehensively plan for the 

housing need that will arise from within the Housing Market Area.  

The site at Dairy House Farm, Spon Lane, Grendon (phase 2) has been included as a site 

allocation and is supported as an allocation as a site suitable of providing 120 houses within 

the emerging Plan.  

The site accords with the Council’s development strategy being located on the edge of a 

sustainable Category 3 settlement and therefore a suitable location for new development. 

Inspectors at appeal have stressed the importance of Local Services Centre in providing 

housing to meet the needs of areas.  

The site makes a logical extension to the built form of Grendon and would provide a number 

of houses that would make a significant contribution to meeting the needs of the Borough. In 

addition the wider Dairy House Farm site could come forward for development during the 

plan period.  

Development of the site has been fully tested from an environment and technical aspect 

and there are no constraints to development. The site is immediately deliverable and could 

provide housing within the first 3 years of the Plan.  

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment sets out that the development will integrate into 

the edge of the settlement and will not be perceived as either prominent or isolated.  The site 

has capacity to accommodate the development without impacting on key views from the 

surrounding area. Residential Development would not result in harm to the surrounding 

landscape or visual environment.  

An Ecological Assessment considers that there is no evidence of protected species given the 

site is dominated by monoculture and under heavy agricultural management and is 

therefore of little value to wildlife. From an ecological perspective the proposed 

development of the site in the manner proposed would have very little impact on wildlife or 

natural habitat.  

A Desk-Based Archaeology Assessment and Geophysical Survey has been undertaken and 

conclude the site is of limited archaeological value and would not constrain development of 

the site.  

A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy has established the site is located within 

Flood Zone 1 and therefore at a low risk of flooding. A viable means of drainage is available 

and therefore development of the site would not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere in 

the local area.  

A Transportation Assessment sets out that the site can be safely accessed from the 

surrounding highway network and is sustainably located and connected to local services 

and facilities. Traffic associated with development of site can be safely accommodated on 

the surrounding highway network without any adverse impact on highway safety or the free 

flow of traffic.  
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A Noise and Air Quality Assessment concludes that noise levels are not considered to be high 

either from traffic on the A5 or from operations at Dairy House Farm. Air quality is acceptable 

for residential development and that additional traffic generated by the development will 

not have an adverse impact on the air quality of future occupiers of dwellings.  

Policy LP39a sets out a number of reserve housing sites including Phase 3 at Dairy House Farm 

for a further 360 homes.  This inclusion is welcomed on the basis that the Plan is properly 

prepared, taking into account additional need arising from the HMA. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion for the Plan to be considered sound it must be based on an up to date 

evidence base in order to fully meet the housing, business and development needs of the 

Borough. The Plan must also consider the cross boundary development needs of its 

neighbours and authorities within the Housing Market Area. 

The Borough recognises it must accommodate the shortfall arising from Birmingham, however 

the housing figures should be considered as an absolute minimum. Cerda Planning 

welcomes and supports the higher housing figure apportioned to North Warwickshire and 

indeed to Grendon - a high ranking Local Service Centre capable of accommodating 

greater growth when taking into account its sustainable location and the services and 

facilities in Grendon and Baddesley.  

In order to assist in meeting this need Cerda Planning supports the Council allocating land at 

Dairy House Farm as an additional housing site to meet the needs arising within the Borough 

and from the Housing Market Area. The Kler Group are promoting the site at Dairy House 

Farm, Spon Lane, Grendon as a further housing allocation in accordance with the spatial 

strategy set out for the Borough. The site has been environmentally and technically tested 

and there are no constraints to development. As such the site is sustainable, available and 

immediately deliverable and should be allocated for housing within the emerging North 

Warwickshire Local Plan.   
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Horne, Andrew

From: customerservices@northwarks.gov.uk

Sent: 31 January 2018 17:09

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local Plan Submission DLP67040339

Title: mr 

 

First name: gary 

 

Surname: langman 

 

Do you live in North Warwickshire?: Yes 

 

Enter your postcode or street/road: b781qa 

 

Select address: 214 Long Street Dordon Tamworth, B78 1QA 

 

Address: 214 Long Street Dordon Tamworth, B78 1QA 

 

House number or name: 214 

 

Street: Long Street 

 

Village: Dordon 

 

Post town: Tamworth 

 

Postcode: B78 1QA 

SLP316
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Email address: ctsmini@yahoo.com 

 

Is this email address correct? If not please correct: Yes 

 

Home phone: 01827331043 

 

Mobile phone: 07881867961 

 

Alternative phone: 7881867961 

 

product type: Self 

 

Logged in?:  

 

vill: Dordon 

 

vil sel: Dordon 

 

local:  

 

loc sel:  

 

hse: 214 

 

hse sel: 214 
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fla:  

 

fla sel:  

 

Product: Self 

 

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

 

Do you support or object the above: Object 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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.: major traffic issues already exist on long street getting to the a5 it is grid 
locked at peak times and road is not suitable for more traffic due to parked cars and blind spots there has 
been cars crashing outside our house and damaging lamp posts because of cars trying to rush down long 
street to beat the traffic coming up from long street noting most of the villages warton austrey newton regis 
all use long street use for access to the a5 also a5 can not cope with traffic due to development birch coppice 
etc extra pollution waiting lists for schools and doctors appointments are hard to get damage to village 
community and wildlife rare birds etc in the woodlands also many other small builds are happening extra to 
this development  

 

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 
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policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: i feel the development is being forced onto us without any 
reasonable alternative being considered 
it needs to go back to drawing board to be placed in a better alternative with better road networks  

 

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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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Harworth Group  

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Harworth Group  

Address:  
C/0 Agent  
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Alastair Cliffe 

Company Spawforths 
 

Address Junction 41 Business Court, 
East Ardsley 
Leeds 
 

 
Telephone 01924873 873 

 
Email Alastair.cliffe@spawforths.co.uk 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

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

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

which it considers offensive or defamatory 

SLP317
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 
 

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

Paragraph 
reference  

Policy 
reference 
number 

 Site 
Allocations  Sustainability 

Appraisal 
 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

Not Positively 
Prepared  Not Justified  

 
Not Effective  Not Consistent with 

National Policy  

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

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

 
Please see attached Development Plan Representations  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

              
 

 
Please see attached Development Plan Representations  
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 

 

 

 

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

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

 

 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes X No 
 

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

              
 
 

Please see attached representations  
 
 

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

Signature A.Cliffe  Date 31/01/18 



 

 
Development Plan Representation -  

North Warwickshire Local 

Plan (Draft Submission)  
On behalf of Harworth Group  

March 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

2 

 

1. Introduction 
1.1.1. Spawforths have been instructed by the Harworth Group (formerly Harworth Estates) to 

submit representations to the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission).  

1.1.2. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the emerging North 

Warwickshire Local Plan and is keen to further the role of North Warwickshire within the 

Warwickshire sub-region and West Midlands as a whole.   

1.1.3. This submission contains subsequent amendments following the Council’s publication of 

additional Local Plan evidence and consultation documents, and therefore supersedes the 

original representations (SLP317). 

1.1.4. As you are aware, the Harworth Group have land interests in the area at the former Daw 

Mill Colliery.  

1.1.5. The Haworth Group would like to make comments on the following topics and sections in 

the North Warwickshire Draft Local Plan: 

• Duty to Co-operate 

• Spatial Portrait 

• Strategic Objectives  

• Policy LP1: Sustainable Development 

• Policy LP2: Sustainable Development 

• Policy LP3: Green Belt 

• Policy LP6: Amount of Development 

• Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration 

• Policy LP12: Employment Areas 

• Policy LP16: Nature Conservation 

• Policy LP31: Development Considerations 

• Policy LP39: Housing Allocations 

• Policy LP40: Employment Allocations  

1.1.6. In each case, observations and conclusions are set out with reference to the provisions of the 

National Planning Policy Framework ‘The Framework’, and where necessary, amendments are 

suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is made sound.  
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1.1.7. Attached to these Representations is an Advocacy Document titled ‘Daw Mill: Regeneration 

Proposal’ which was submitted to North Warwickshire Borough Council as part of the 

emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan on the 23rd June 2016. We request that this 

Advocacy document is considered specifically as part of these Representations.  

1.1.8. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity for further engagement and the opportunity 

to appear at the Examination in Public to debate these matters further.  

1.1.9. We trust that you will confirm that these Representations are duly made and will give due 

consideration to these comments.   

1.1.10. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further. 
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2. National Planning Policy Context and Tests 
of Soundness 

2.1.1. The Government's core objectives as established through the Framework relate to the need 

for and benefits of sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 14 of the Framework 

stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed needs of an area. The core 

planning principles are set out at paragraph 17. These include that planning should make every 

effort to proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the 

homes and businesses that the country needs. Plans should take account of market signals and 

allocate sufficient land to accommodate development within their area. The key focus 

throughout the Framework is to build a strong, competitive economy and to deliver a wide 

choice of high quality homes.  

2.1.2. In relation to Local Plan formulation, paragraph 150 of the Framework states that Local Plans 

are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflects the vision and aspirations of 

local community. The Framework indicates that Local Plans must be consistent with the 

Framework and should set out the opportunities for development and provide clear policies 

on what will and will not be permitted and where. 

2.1.3. The Local Plan will be examined by an independent Inspector whose role is to assess whether 

the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 

requirements, and whether it is sound. In accordance with paragraph 182 of the Framework, 

a local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers is “sound” – 

namely that it is: 

 Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet 

objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 

with achieving sustainable development; 

 Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 
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 Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 

on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and 

 Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

 
2.1.8. This document therefore considers the content of the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) on behalf of the Harworth Group in light of this planning policy context. 
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3. Introduction   

3.1. Duty to Co-operate  

3.1.1. The Introduction section to the Local Plan (Draft Submission) confirms with regard to the 

requirement to co-operate with other local authorities that agreements are in place with 

neighbouring authorities regarding the distribution of development: Paragraph 1.8 of the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) regarding duty to co-operate states: 

3.1.2. “The Borough Council has reached an agreement on the amount of development that can be delivered 

if the appropriate infrastructure can be delivered with local authorities from the Coventry & 

Warwickshire area as well as the Greater Birmingham & Black Country area (including 

Tamworth)…The Borough Council continues to commit to working collaboratively with neighbouring 

authorities to objectively establish the scale and distribution of any emerging housing and employment 

shortfalls”. 

3.1.3. These agreements do not however address the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment 

needs and hence the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not meet national planning policy and 

guidance regarding duty to co-operate in respect of these matters.  

Test of Soundness  

3.1.4. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.  

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 
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3.2. Justification  

3.2.1. The Framework outlines in paragraph 178 that “public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning 

issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities” 

and states that local planning authorities “should demonstrate evidence of having effectively 

cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts” (paragraph 181).  

3.2.2. Planning Practice Guidance states that local planning authorities should have explored all 

available options for delivering the planning strategy within their own planning area including 

strategic matters (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 9-003-20140306). The Guidance goes on to 

state that “the duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local planning authorities lead strategic planning 

effectively through their Local Plans, addressing social, environmental and economic issues that can 

only be addressed effectively by working with other local planning authorities beyond their own 

administrative boundaries” (Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 9-008-20140306). 

3.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that there is an absence of meaningful discussions and formal 

agreements with neighbouring local authorities with regards to how the identified “regional” 

and “sub-regional” employment needs will be met. The importance of addressing the strategic 

“regional” employment need was outlined by the Planning Inspector who examined the North 

Warwickshire Core Strategy (October 2014). The importance of such “regional” employment 

need and the identification of sites to meet it has been reinforced by the Strategic Economic 

Plan (2016) and the West Midlands Land Commission: Final Report to the West Midlands 

Combined Authority Board (Feb 2017).  

3.2.4. The adopted Core Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how 

the “regional” employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The 

Planning Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy (24th September 

2014) clearly stated that the employment land requirement related to “local” employment land 

only as the “regional” picture of employment needs was emerging. He noted the concerns over 

“whether provision should be made to meet a regional need for large warehouse and distribution sites 

(Regional Logistics Sites [RLS])”. He went to state that “Although the businesses operating RLS may 

be regional, national or international they will provide employment opportunities for the residents of 

North Warwickshire”. He further concluded in paragraph 47 of the Framework that “a regional 

perspective is required and I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence before me to set a 

requirement for North Warwickshire”.   
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3.2.5. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core Strategy (October 

2014). Despite the Core Strategy Planning Inspector concluding that a regional perspective 

would be required, the Draft Local Plan still does not address it. The Draft Local Plan states 

at paragraph 7.49 that, “the Borough Council will continue to work with other local planning 

authorities to see what opportunities there are around the East and West Midlands to deal with this 

[wider than local] need…It is not therefore considered an issue that North Warwickshire needs to 

consider further.”  

3.2.6. The Harworth Group considers that the Draft Local Plan is “silent” on the full employment 

needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Harworth 

Group object to the Borough deferring how the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment 

needs should be accommodated for a second time (i.e. both within the Core Strategy and the 

Draft Local Plan). The Harworth Group can see no evidence or indication of how the 

“regional” or “sub-regional” employment needs have been properly considered through the 

‘Duty to Co-operate’. Whilst it is clear that some initial discussions have commenced it is not 

clear that these have been meaningful or effective and hence The Harworth Group consider 

that the draft Local Plan fails the “Duty to Co-operate” requirement in this regard. 

3.2.7. In addition to this failure in respect of employment requirements, the Harworth Group also 

consider that the Draft Local Plan fails to show how the housing needs of the sub-

region have been met especially with regard to those from Birmingham, Coventry 

and Tamworth. The Harworth Group endorse the objections made by the HBF in this 

respect with regard to the “Duty to Co-operate”.     

3.3. Proposed Changes 

3.3.1. To overcome this objection and address the Draft Local Plan’s “silence” on the full employment 

needs for the Borough and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the 

Council should: 

• Undertake strategic co-operation, discussions and agreements with other local 

authorities, organisations and agencies to explore all available options on how North 

Warwickshire can contribute to meeting the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs prior 

to the Draft Local Plan progressing any further.  
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• The Council should provide a commitment in the new Local Plan as to how the 

“regional” and “sub-regional” needs will be addressed and specifically where these 

needs will be accommodated within the Borough.  
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4. Spatial Portrait  

4.1. The Role of Rail in the Borough  

4.1.1. The Harworth Group generally welcomes the acknowledgment by the Council in paragraph 

2.8 of the Spatial Portrait of the important role that rail has within the Borough. The Harworth 

Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should further emphasize the 

importance of protecting and improving existing rail line and rail facilities which are part of 

and have shaped the Borough’s identity and which can contribute to delivering sustainable 

growth within the Borough.  

4.2. Countryside 

4.2.1. Whilst the Harworth Group accept that in many situations, development in the countryside 

should be appropriate in terms of scale and character as set out in paragraph 2.23 of the 

‘Spatial Portrait’, the Harworth Group object to the absence of any reference or specific 

acknowledgement of the need for “regional” development sites which may be required to be 

accommodated in countryside locations.  

Test of Soundness  

4.2.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 
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4.3. Justification  

4.3.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to 

the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not defer how the “regional” and 

“sub-regional” employment needs should be accommodated a second time (i.e. both within the 

Core Strategy and the Draft Local Plan). 

4.4. Proposed Changes 

4.4.1. Further emphasis on the importance of rail within paragraph 2.8. 

4.4.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 2.23 and address soundness matters, the Council 
should: 

• Re-word the final sentence of paragraph 2.23 to: 

o “However, a balance needs to be struck between allowing development that is 

appropriate in terms of scale and character, and that which needs to be accommodated 

within the countryside due to its specific locational requirements, whilst protecting and 

emphasising the rural context of the Borough”.  
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5. Strategic Objectives 

5.1. To secure a sustainable pattern of development 

reflecting the rural character of the Borough 

5.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) 

and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy.    

Test of Soundness 

5.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
5.2. Justification  

5.2.1. In paragraph 5.2 of Strategic Objective 1, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “….giving 

priority to re using previously developed land and buildings within Market Towns and Local Service 

Centres”. This strategic objective is wholly inconsistent with Draft Local Plan Policy ‘LP11: 

Economic Regeneration’. Policy LP11 which clearly states that the redevelopment of existing 

employment land (previously developed land) can occur outside of development boundaries 

and not merely within Market Towns, Local Service Centres or those locations related to the 

settlement hierarchy.  

5.2.2. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of 

land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of 

high environmental value” with be encouraged.  
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5.2.3. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to states that “planning policies and decisions 

should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed 

(brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”.  

5.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) 

does not reflect the principles of the Framework or indeed of draft Local Plan Policy LP11 and 

hence that it should be amended to encourage the redevelopment of all previously developed 

land (subject to other planning policies and safeguards) and hence redevelopment of previously 

developed land should NOT be restricted to Market Towns, Local Service Centres or those 

locations related to the settlement hierarchy. 

5.3. To develop and grow the local economy for the benefit of 

local residents 

5.3.1. The Harworth Group support the general approach of Strategic Objective 3 of the Draft Local 

Plan but object to the omission of “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs within this 

strategic objective. 

Test of Soundness 

5.3.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

5.4. Justification  

5.4.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to 
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the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not defer how the “regional” and 

“sub-regional” employment needs should be accommodated a second time (i.e. both within the 

Core Strategy and the Draft Local Plan). 

5.5. Proposed Changes 

5.5.1. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.2 and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 5.2 to 

o “This will include giving priority to re-using previously developed land and buildings inside 

and outside of development boundaries, recognising regeneration opportunities; as well 

as reducing the overall need to travel, limiting exposure to flood risk and protecting the 

Borough’s environmental assets and rural character”. 

5.5.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.7 and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 5.7 to: 

o “This will be achieved by: 

 Providing new employment land to meet local and regional requirements” 
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6. Policy LP1: Sustainable Development 
6.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this policy is unsound and not consistent with national planning 

policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

6.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
6.2. Justification 

6.2.1. Whilst it is recognised that development should seek to meet the criteria outlined under the 

heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’, The Harworth Group consider that there should 

be flexibility within the policy as there may be circumstances where it is not possible to accord 

with all the criteria where robust justification has been provided.  

6.2.2. Bullet point 2 under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’ states that all development 

proposals must “demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively improve the 

individual settlement character appearance and environmental quality of an area; deter crime”. 

6.2.3. The Harworth Group acknowledge that great importance should be attached to the design of 

the built environment and good design is a key aspect of sustainable development as outlined 

in the Framework, however, planning policies in relation to design as outlined in the 

Framework seek to “promote or reinforce local distinctiveness” (paragraph 60) rather than 

“improve the individual settlement’s character”. The Framework goes on to state in paragraph 65 

that “local planning authorities should not refuse planning permission for buildings or infrastructure 

which promote high levels of sustainability because of concerns about incompatibility with an existing 
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townscape, if those concerns have been mitigated by good design”. Policy LP1: Sustainable 

Development is inconsistent with the Framework and national planning guidance by requiring 

development proposals to conform with or improve an individual settlement’s character, 

rather than seek to respect, reinforce and promote the local character of an area where 

possible through sustainable development and good design.   

6.3. Proposed Changes    

6.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Re-word the first line under ‘Quality of Development / Place’ to: 

o  “All development proposals shall seek to: 

 Provide the required infrastructure 

 Demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively respects, 

reinforces and promotes the local distinctiveness of an area / 

settlement….” 

• Re-word the third bullet points under ‘Implementation and Infrastructure’ to: 

o “Provision of necessary services, facilities, employment infrastructure to meet the 

demands of new development….” 
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7. Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy  
7.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

7.1.2. Test of Soundness 

7.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
7.2. Justification 

7.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that majority of the new development proposed within 

the Borough to 2031 is too focused around a small number of settlements / areas of the 

Borough.  

7.2.2. The Harworth Group object to ‘Category 2: Settlements adjoining the outer boundary of 

the Borough’. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear 

understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole (especially with regard to 

“regional” employment needs) and hence Policy LP2 has a narrow focus on proposed 

development areas which are mostly located adjacent or in close proximity to the A5 on the 

eastern outer boundary of the Borough. The Local Plan (Draft Submission) has rejected 

Growth Options that would facilitate a more balanced growth strategy to meet needs where 

they arise, focus upon the key transport infrastructure (especially rail and the strategic highway 

network) and to meet the needs of adjoining Borough’s as close as possible.  

7.2.3. Rather the Local plan (Draft Submission) has prioritised safeguarding the existing Green Belt 

over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along 
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the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development” should be taken into account when “drawing up or 

reviewing Green Belt boundaries”. There is a danger that the focus of development upon the A5 

corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road based 

development rather than a more sustainable option of focusing upon public transport nodes 

and sites that can be made sustainable through the establishment of rail sidings and halts. The 

Harworth Group consider that there are likely to be capacity issues on infrastructure and 

services within these areas which sit within Category 2 with a failure to deliver the 

development needs to communities, many of which sit within or adjacent to the Green Belt 

across the Borough.  

7.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full 

employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. 

Section 3 of this document deals with the importance of sustainable economic growth in 

national planning policy and guidance and that the Harworth Group consider that the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) does not plan proactively to meet the economic development needs 

of the “region” or “sub-region”.  

In respect of Category 5, The Harworth Group support the principles of a Category for 

development ‘outside of the above settlements’. However, to ensure that the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) does not defer how the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs, there 

should be an additional exception added to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’. 

This exception would ensure that the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs would 

be accommodated in the Borough where there is a proven strategic regional and / or sub-

regional employment requirement. The additional exception would confirm that there are 

specific locational characteristics relating to “regional” employment sites that mean that they 

often do not fit within the settlement hierarchy as set out within Policy LP2. This is the case 

with the proposed MIRA employment site which is proposed to be allocated adjacent to the 

existing test track and which does not conform to the settlement hierarchy of Policy LP2. The 

Harworth Group consider that MIRA is specific recognition by the Council that locational 

characteristics are important in meeting regional employment requirements and that the 

settlement hierarchy is not sufficiently flexible to meet these needs.  

7.2.5. The Harworth Group consider that the site at Daw Mill has the specific locational benefits of 

adjacency to the rail link and that such a rail link is important in meeting the need for regional 
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rail linked employment needs. The importance of such rail connections should be recognised 

within Policy LP2.  

7.2.6. The Harworth Group also consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should recognise 

the importance of the significant and strategic previously developed sites within the Borough, 

many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining and energy extraction legacy. These 

sites have been discounted from Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy. Core Planning Principle 8 

of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of land by reusing land that has 

been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value” will 

be encouraged. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to state that “planning policies 

and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously 

developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”.  

7.2.7. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged” and 

therefore the Harworth Group recommend that Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ should 

also make reference to these significant and strategic previously developed sites located within 

the Borough.  

7.2.8. The Council should insert an additional exception to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above 

settlements’ to recognise the locational characteristics of regional employment land (including 

in relation to the rail network) and also to the importance of encouraging the re-use of 

strategic previously developed sites where they will assist in meeting local development needs.   

7.3. Proposed Changes    

7.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Reconsider the spatial distribution of development in the Borough away from the 

A5.  

• Increase the focus for proposed development in ‘Category 3: Local Service Centres’ 

to provide a more balanced settlement hierarchy and meet the development needs 

of the wider Borough.     
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• Amend ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ regarding ‘All Development 

to: 

o Part A - Agriculture and Forestry 

“Outside of development boundaries only development for agricultural and forestry 

purposes or other uses requiring a rural location will be permitted, subject to the 

need being justified”.  

• Include an additional sub-section to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ 

which would read as follows: 

o Part C - Regional and Sub Regional Employment Development 

“Development for employment outside of development boundaries will only be 

permitted where there is a proven strategic regional and / or sub-regional 

employment requirement with specific locational characteristics that cannot be 

accommodated within categories 1 – 4 above”. 

• Include a sub-section to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ which would 

read as follows: 

o Part D - Previously Developed Sites 

“Development outside of development boundaries will only be permitted on 

significant and strategic previously developed sites which are (or can be made) 

accessible and where they assist in meeting housing or employment needs”.  

 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

 

  21 

 

8. Policy LP3: Green Belt  
8.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy LP3: Green Belt and its supporting text of the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

8.1.2. Test of Soundness 

8.1.3. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
8.2. Justification 

8.2.1. Paragraph 7.19 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “taking this approach it is not 

considered that the NPPF alone is all that is necessary for the management of new development 

proposed in North Warwickshire’s Green Belt….The NPPF provides the background to do so, but it 

lacks definition when it comes to some of the details of handling planning applications”.  

8.2.2. With North Warwickshire, there are a significant number of previously developed sites, which 

have been or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – the 

great majority through established use. The Daw Mill Colliery site is an example of one of 

these sites. The Draft Local Plan or the Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and 

Potential Green Belt Alterations (January 2018) does not clearly identify how these specific 

previously developed sites within the Green Belt and outside of settlement are to be dealt 

with.  

8.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should identify these large previously 

developed sites and state that the sites will be considered in accordance with the Framework. 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

22 

 

The Framework needs to be considered as a “whole” and not be used in parts as the approach 

the Council has taken through Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and its supporting text.  

8.2.4. The Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA Strategic Growth Study (February 2018) has 

identified that there is an outstanding minimum shortfall of 28,150 dwellings to 2031 and 

60,900 dwellings to 2036 across the Birmingham HMA. Additional land needs to be identified 

and allocated to meet this shortfall and therefore there is a need for a strategic review of the 

Birmingham Green Belt. The report makes it clear that development is needed outside urban 

areas. The Study has sought to identify and shortlist potential Areas of Search for strategic 

development locations on a consistent basis across the HMA. This includes an area of search 

in New Arley identified as a potential new settlement location. The Harworth consider that 

the recommendations of this study and the potential and suitability of large previously 

developed sites to address the significant shortfall should be considered and addressed as part 

of Local Plan process.   

8.3. Proposed Changes    

8.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Insert the following sentence: in Paragraph 7.24: 

o Firstly there are a significant number of previously developed sites which have been 

or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – 

the great majority through established use. This includes the former Daw Mill 

Colliery which is a large previously developed site which is located next to the 

Birmingham-Nuneaton rail line.  
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9. Policy LP6: Amount of Development  
9.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

9.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

9.2. Justification 

9.2.1. The Harworth Group support the Council’s acknowledgment in paragraph 7.49 that “since the 

preparation of the Core Strategy two studies have made it clear that there is a wider than local need 

for large sites”. However the Harworth Group object to the Council’s conclusions that the 

identified “regional” and “sub-regional” need which is a strategic priority does not need to be 

considered in the Draft Local Plan. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the 

“regional” and “sub-regional” needs. As has been stated in this document the adopted Core 

Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how the “regional” 

employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The Planning 

Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy (24th September 2014) clearly 

stated that the employment land requirement related to “local” employment land only as the 

“regional” picture of employment needs was emerging. He noted the concerns over “whether 

provision should be made to meet a regional need for large warehouse and distribution sites (Regional 

Logistics Sites [RLS])”. He went to state that “Although the businesses operating RLS may be 
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regional, national or international they will provide employment opportunities for the residents of North 

Warwickshire”. He further concluded in paragraph 47 that “a regional perspective is required and 

I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence before me to set a requirement for North 

Warwickshire”. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core 

Strategy. 

9.2.2. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham 

City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the delivery of the 

projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater Birmingham & Black Country Housing 

Market Area stated “employment provision above that required for their (North Warwickshire) own 

housing needs must be considered to be providing for a wider than local need”.  

9.2.3. The Council agreed through the MOU with Birmingham City Council that it would consider 

the wider than local employment need yet North Warwickshire Borough Council have 

concluded that the strategic priority does not need to be considered in the Draft Local Plan. 

The Harworth Group object to the regional perspective being deferred a second time from 

the North Warwickshire statutory Development Plan. 

9.2.4. The Harworth Group accept that discussions are ongoing with other local planning authorities 

to see where the “regional” and “sub-regional” need will be met but recommend that the Draft 

Local Plan should make provisions to deal or assist with the “regional” and “sub-regional” 

need within the Borough. The Harworth Group consider that the Council appear to be 

precluding the “regional” and “sub-regional” need being met in the Borough.  

9.2.5. With regard to housing need, The Harworth Group are concerned that the provision of 3,790 

homes as an aspiration is inaccurate. An MOU has been signed (21 September 2016) between 

Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the 

delivery of 3,790 dwellings of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater 

Birmingham & Black Country Housing Market Area. Paragraph 7.40 states that “further work is 

ongoing with partners across the Greater Birmingham & Black County HMA as well as other local 

authorities beyond the two housing market areas to agree a redistribution of the identified housing 

shortfall”. The Harworth Group recommend that the Council should commit and fully justify 

to delivering these housing numbers in full within the Borough ensuring that plans are in place 

to provide the necessary infrastructure. The Harworth Group would consider that the 

delivery of these housing numbers as an aspiration is “wholly” inconsistent with Paragraph 47 
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of the Framework and could result in the Local Plan (Draft Submission) not meeting the full, 

objectively assessment needs in the housing market area.   

9.2.6. The current figures within LP6 for housing and employment are not integrated and as such do 

not accord with in Paragraph 158 of the Framework. As a consequence of the Local Authority 

delivering its fully objectively assessed housing need of 9,598 which includes the full 10% of 

Birmingham’s shortfall, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and the Updated Employment Land 

Review (GL Hearn, September 2017) both acknowledge that 100 ha of employment land will 

be required across the Plan period in order to meet the need. The Harworth Group consider 

that this figure should be a minimum target that should be met across the Plan period to 

reflect the identified housing need within the Borough.  

9.3. Proposed Changes    

9.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 7.49 to state : 

o The Borough Council are continuing to work with other local planning authorities 

to see what opportunities there are around the East and West Midlands to deal 

with this need. Provision shall be made to assist with or deal with this identified 

regional and sub-regional employment within this Local Plan.  

• Delete bullet point 2 of Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and re-word bullet 

point 1 to read: 

o A minimum of 9,598 dwellings (net) will be built by 2033.  

o A minimum of 100 hectares of employment land 

• Insert a fourth bullet to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ to state that: 

o Delivery of strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment sites where there 

is a proven need.  

 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

26 

 

10. Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration  
10.1.1. The Harworth Group conditionally support Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ and its 

supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) provided that: 

• all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the 

Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.  

10.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ if these 

proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this 

document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where there is a proven 

strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment requirement with specific locational 

characteristics and development outside of development boundaries on significant and 

strategic previously developed sites. If Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ was to remain 

unchanged it would be wholly inconsistent with Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission).   

 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

 

  27 

 

11. LP12: Employment Areas  
11.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’ and its supporting text of 

the Local Plan (Draft Submission) since the Policy makes no reference to the importance of 

the existing rail siding at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.  

Test of Soundness 

11.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

11.2. Justification  

11.2.1. The former Daw Mill Colliery site has key locational characteristics that make the opportunity 

afforded by the existing rail connections significant. The site is at the heart of the classic railway 

network with good connection to the rail network in all four directions. The site is situated 

on the Birmingham to Nuneaton line which is the only direct railway link between the West 

Midlands and the East of England. The site is strategically important on a line which has freight 

trains travelling from Felixstowe to the Midlands as well as being located near to the proposed 

route for High Speed 2 and in particular the triangular junction between London, Birmingham 

and the northern routes.  

11.2.2. The Harworth Group can confirm that the area has been recently upgraded to create extra 

capacity and was re-signaled with modern equipment in the period 2009-2012. The Harworth 

Group can also confirm that the site location is connected to one of the few lines in the West 

Midlands, the Water Orton section of the Birmingham to Nuneaton line which has substantial 

spare capacity for additional rail movements.  
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11.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the “live” rail connection and the existing rail sidings are 

of strategic significance to the Borough and should be identified in Policy ‘LP12: Employment 

Area’ to ensure they are not only safeguarded but also utilised to bring forward sustainable 

development at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.  

11.3. Proposed Changes  

11.3.1. The Harworth Group do not support Policy LP12: Employment Areas unless the Council: 

• Make specific reference in the supporting text to the rail connection at the former 

Daw Mill Colliery, its strategic significance and explicitly encouraging proposals that 

facilitate the efficient use of the site by using the “live” rail connection and the 

existing rail sidings.  

•  Insert sentence to the end of the last sentence of Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’: 

o Existing rail sidings on other sites will be safeguard including the Daw Mill rail 

sidings which will be retained to enhance the sustainability for future development 

proposals at the former Colliery site.  
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12. LP16: Natural Conservation  
12.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ of the Draft Local Plan 

and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning guidance.  

Test of Soundness 

12.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
12.2. Justification  

12.2.1. Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ states that “development should help ensure that there is a 

net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impact first then providing 

appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking positive enhancement wherever possible. Where 

this cannot be achieved, and where the development is justified in terms of the above criteria, the 

Local authority will seek compensation to ensure that net gains to biodiversity are achieved from the 

development. The Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Impact Assessment calculator will 

be used to assess the changes to biodiversity resulting from the development and Biodiversity Offsetting 

will be used where net gain cannot be achieved within the site boundary.  

12.2.2. The Harworth Group accept that local planning authorities should aim to conserve and 

enhance biodiversity but paragraph 118 of the Framework confirms that mitigation and 

compensation relates to the situation only where there is “significant harm” from development.   

12.2.3. Planning Practice Guidance states that where despite mitigation, the development would still 

bring significant residual harm, the developer should consider compensatory measures to 

provide an equivalent value of biodiversity (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 8-018-20140306). 

The Harworth Group consider that Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ is inconsistent with 
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national planning guidance as it relates to all development and not those that result in 

“significant harm”.  

12.3. Proposed Change  

12.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP12: Natural Conservation’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning guidance, the Council should: 

• Reword the second sentence of the last paragraph to: 

o Where there is significant harm, development should help ensure that there is a 

net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impacts first 

then providing appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking positive 

enhancements wherever possible. Where this cannot be achieved, and where the 

development is justified in terms of the above criteria, the Local authority will seek 

compensation of an equivalent value to ensure that net gains to biodiversity are 

achieved from the development.  
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13. Policy LP31: Development Considerations   
13.1.1. The Harworth Group support Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ and its supporting 

text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) that states development should “be targeted at using 

brownfield land in appropriate location reflecting the settlement hierarchy” provided that: 

• all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the 

Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.  

13.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ if these 

proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this 

document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where there is a proven 

strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment requirement with specific locational 

characteristics and development outside of development boundaries on significant and 

strategic previously developed sites where there is a proven local need.  
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14. Policy LP39: Housing Allocations 
14.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) as there is a narrow focus on proposed housing development along the A5. The 

Harworth Group consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.   

Test of Soundness 

14.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
14.2. Justification 

14.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of 

the development needs of the Borough as a whole and hence Policy LP39 has a narrow focus 

on proposed development areas which are mostly located adjacent or in close proximity to 

the A5 on the eastern outer boundary of the Borough. The Draft Local Plan has rejected 

Growth Options that would facilitate a more balanced growth strategy to meet needs where 

they arise, focus upon the key transport infrastructure (especially rail and the strategic highway 

network) and to meet the needs of adjoining Borough’s as close as possible.  

14.2.2. Rather the Draft Local plan has prioritised the Green Belt over these considerations, which 

has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to 

paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to promote sustainable patterns 

of development” should be taken into account when “drawing up or reviewing Green Belt 

boundaries”. 
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14.2.3. An example of this skewed disposition of development is the proposed housing allocations 

within ‘Category 1: Market Towns’. Of the total housing allocations proposed in Market 

Towns for 4,025 units, 3,930 of these proposed units are located adjacent or in close 

proximity to the A5 to the north / north-eastern outer boundary of the Borough with just 95 

units allocated in Coleshill, a town surrounded by the Green Belt. This predominately A5 

focus is again shown within ‘Category 3: Local Service Centres’. Of the three Local Service 

Centres identified within Category 3, only one is located to the north / north-eastern outer 

boundary of the Borough. Yet the Draft Local Plan proposes to allocate 78.4% of the overall 

total units proposed in Category 3 to the one Centre which is located in close proximity to 

the A5. Of the 1,084 units proposed in the four Local Service Centres, only 282 units are 

proposed to the other three Centres, which are all surrounded by the Green Belt.  

14.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that there is a danger that the intense focus of development 

upon the A5 corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road 

based development rather than a more sustainable option of focusing upon public transport 

nodes and sites that can be made sustainable through the establishment of rail sidings and 

halts. The Harworth Group consider that there are likely to be capacity issues on 

infrastructure and services within these areas identified which sit within Category 1 and 3 with 

a failure to meet the housing needs of all communities, many of which sit within or adjacent 

to the Green Belt across the Borough. 

14.2.5. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from 

Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ as a housing allocation. The Harworth Group consider that 

the Draft Local Plan should recognise the importance of the significant and strategic previously 

developed sites within the Borough, many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining 

legacy. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective 

use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided 

that it is not of high environmental value” will be encouraged. Paragraph 111 of the Framework 

goes further to state that “planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use 

of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it 

is not of high environmental value”. 

14.2.6. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged”. The 

Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly 

outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics 
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of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforded by the existing “live” rail connections 

significant and a “rare” opportunity. The Harworth Group consider that there is a strategic 

opportunity for a rail-related employment or housing development (with a rail halt) at the 

Daw Mill site which can deliver a fully integrated and sustainable community and assist the 

Council in meeting the identified housing need in this part of the Borough. 

14.3. Proposed Changes    

14.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP39: Housing Allocations and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Increase the focus for proposed housing development in Category 1 and Category 

3 to those areas not located adjacent or in close proximity to the A5 to provide a 

more balanced settlement hierarchy and meet the housing needs of the wider 

Borough.     

• Allocate the former Daw Mill Colliery site as a housing allocation under the new 

Category 5 Part D as the Harworth Group have proposed.  
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15. Policy LP40: Employment Allocations   
15.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ of the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) as MIRA has been incorrectly identified within Category 2 and it omits 

Daw Mill from being allocated as an employment site. The Harworth Group consider that this 

objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

15.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
15.2. Justification 

15.2.1. The Harworth Group consider that ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation should be 

reallocated from a ‘Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements’ site to a new Category 5 site 

as the site does not sit adjacent to an adjoining settlement.  

15.2.2. The Draft Local Plan allocates 42ha of land to the south of the MIRA Technology Park for 

employment under Category 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy outlined in Policy LP2. The nearest 

settlement to the Technology Park is Higham-on-the-Hill approximately 1.5km to the east. 

The settlement is identified as a rural village within the Hinckley & Bosworth Core Strategy 

(December 2009). On Page 95 of the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

DPD: Local Plan 2006-2026 (July 2016) with regard to Higham-on-the-Hill there is a table 

which identifies allocations which relate to but stand away from the settlement of Higham-on-

the-Hill. The MIRA Technology Park is identified in the table as an employment site which 

relates to but stands away from the settlement. The Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan 

is currently being prepared and is currently under examination by a Local Plans Planning 

Inspector. The Borough Plan allocated an urban extension to the south of the MIRA 
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Technology Park for up to 3,331 dwellings (HSG1: North of Nuneaton) and a number of 

community and retail uses. The northern boundary of the site which would sit adjacent to the 

MIRA Technology Park is to be preserved as a farmland buffer. The Planning Inspector has a 

number of site specific questions regarding HSG1 including the justification for the scale of 

growth in this location, the extent of the landscape buffer and the delivery of a potential 

junction onto the A5 as advised by Highways England. At present the draft Nuneaton and 

Bedworth Local Plan has little weight and it will be many years before the urban extension if 

allocated in the Borough Plan would be developed and form an extension to North Nuneaton. 

As set out above the Harworth Group consider the ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation in 

Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ is inaccurate in its current form and unsound.  

15.2.3. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from 

Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ as an employment allocation. The site should sit under 

Category 5 as proposed to be amended by the Harworth Group. Rail policy framework 

demonstrates a clear need to develop sites such as Daw Mill for rail use in order to meet the 

regional, national and international ambitions and goals regarding increasing rail usage, 

reducing road traffic as a result, encouraging economic development and ensuring that rail 

continues to offer a good service across a range of sectors.   

15.2.4. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly 

outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics 

of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforded by the existing “live” rail connections 

significant and a “rare” opportunity to assist in meeting the identified “regional” and “sub-

regional” employment need. The Harworth Group consider that the strategic opportunity for 

rail-related employment development at the Daw Mill site will allow for the Council to assist 

in meeting the identified “regional” and “sub-regional” employment need. 

15.3. Proposed Changes    

15.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP40: Employment Allocations and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Move the ‘Land at MIRA’ site into a new Category 5. 

• Allocate the Former Daw Mill Colliery site as an employment allocation under the 

new Category 5: Part C as the Harworth Group have proposed.  
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1. Introduction 
1.1.1. Spawforths have been instructed by the Harworth Group (formerly Harworth Estates) to 

submit representations to the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission).  

1.1.2. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the emerging North 

Warwickshire Local Plan and is keen to further the role of North Warwickshire within the 

Warwickshire sub-region and West Midlands as a whole.   

1.1.3. As you are aware, the Harworth Group have land interests in the area at the former Daw 

Mill Colliery.  

1.1.4. The Haworth Group would like to make comments on the following topics and sections in 

the North Warwickshire Draft Local Plan: 

• Duty to Co-operate 

• Spatial Portrait 

• Strategic Objectives  

• Policy LP1: Sustainable Development 

• Policy LP2: Sustainable Development 

• Policy LP3: Green Belt 

• Policy LP6: Amount of Development 

• Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration 

• Policy LP12: Employment Areas 

• Policy LP16: Nature Conservation 

• Policy LP31: Development Considerations 

• Policy LP39: Housing Allocations 

• Policy LP40: Employment Allocations  

1.1.5. In each case, observations and conclusions are set out with reference to the provisions of the 

National Planning Policy Framework ‘The Framework’, and where necessary, amendments are 

suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is made sound.  

1.1.6. Attached to these Representations is an Advocacy Document titled ‘Daw Mill: Regeneration 

Proposal’ which was submitted to North Warwickshire Borough Council as part of the 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

 

  3 

 

emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan on the 23rd June 2016. We request that this 

Advocacy document is considered specifically as part of these Representations.  

1.1.7. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity for further engagement and the opportunity 

to appear at the Examination in Public to debate these matters further.  

1.1.8. We trust that you will confirm that these Representations are duly made and will give due 

consideration to these comments.   

1.1.9. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further. 
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2. National Planning Policy Context and Tests 
of Soundness 

2.1.1. The Government's core objectives as established through the Framework relate to the need 

for and benefits of sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 14 of the Framework 

stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed needs of an area. The core 

planning principles are set out at paragraph 17. These include that planning should make every 

effort to proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the 

homes and businesses that the country needs. Plans should take account of market signals and 

allocate sufficient land to accommodate development within their area. The key focus 

throughout the Framework is to build a strong, competitive economy and to deliver a wide 

choice of high quality homes.  

2.1.2. In relation to Local Plan formulation, paragraph 150 of the Framework states that Local Plans 

are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflects the vision and aspirations of 

local community. The Framework indicates that Local Plans must be consistent with the 

Framework and should set out the opportunities for development and provide clear policies 

on what will and will not be permitted and where. 

2.1.3. The Local Plan will be examined by an independent Inspector whose role is to assess whether 

the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 

requirements, and whether it is sound. In accordance with paragraph 182 of the Framework, 

a local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers is “sound” – 

namely that it is: 

 Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet 

objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 

with achieving sustainable development; 

 Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 
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 Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 

on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and 

 Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

 
2.1.8. This document therefore considers the content of the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) on behalf of the Harworth Group in light of this planning policy context. 
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3. Introduction   

3.1. Duty to Co-operate  

3.1.1. The Introduction section to the Local Plan (Draft Submission) confirms with regard to the 

requirement to co-operate with other local authorities that agreements are in place with 

neighbouring authorities regarding the distribution of development: Paragraph 1.8 of the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) regarding duty to co-operate states: 

3.1.2. “The Borough Council has reached an agreement on the amount of development that can be delivered 

if the appropriate infrastructure can be delivered with local authorities from the Coventry & 

Warwickshire area as well as the Greater Birmingham & Black Country area (including 

Tamworth)…The Borough Council continues to commit to working collaboratively with neighbouring 

authorities to objectively establish the scale and distribution of any emerging housing and employment 

shortfalls”. 

3.1.3. These agreements do not however address the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment 

needs and hence the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not meet national planning policy and 

guidance regarding duty to co-operate in respect of these matters.  

Test of Soundness  

3.1.4. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.  

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 
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3.2. Justification  

3.2.1. The Framework outlines in paragraph 178 that “public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning 

issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities” 

and states that local planning authorities “should demonstrate evidence of having effectively 

cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts” (paragraph 181).  

3.2.2. Planning Practice Guidance states that local planning authorities should have explored all 

available options for delivering the planning strategy within their own planning area including 

strategic matters (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 9-003-20140306). The Guidance goes on to 

state that “the duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local planning authorities lead strategic planning 

effectively through their Local Plans, addressing social, environmental and economic issues that can 

only be addressed effectively by working with other local planning authorities beyond their own 

administrative boundaries” (Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 9-008-20140306). 

3.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that there is an absence of meaningful discussions and formal 

agreements with neighbouring local authorities with regards to how the identified “regional” 

and “sub-regional” employment needs will be met. The importance of addressing the strategic 

“regional” employment need was outlined by the Planning Inspector who examined the North 

Warwickshire Core Strategy (October 2014). The importance of such “regional” employment 

need and the identification of sites to meet it has been reinforced by the Strategic Economic 

Plan (2016) and the West Midlands Land Commission: Final Report to the West Midlands 

Combined Authority Board (Feb 2017).  

3.2.4. The adopted Core Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how 

the “regional” employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The 

Planning Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy (24th September 

2014) clearly stated that the employment land requirement related to “local” employment land 

only as the “regional” picture of employment needs was emerging. He noted the concerns over 

“whether provision should be made to meet a regional need for large warehouse and distribution sites 

(Regional Logistics Sites [RLS])”. He went to state that “Although the businesses operating RLS may 

be regional, national or international they will provide employment opportunities for the residents of 

North Warwickshire”. He further concluded in paragraph 47 of the Framework that “a regional 

perspective is required and I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence before me to set a 

requirement for North Warwickshire”.   
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3.2.5. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core Strategy (October 

2014). Despite the Core Strategy Planning Inspector concluding that a regional perspective 

would be required, the Draft Local Plan still does not address it. The Draft Local Plan states 

at paragraph 7.49 that, “the Borough Council will continue to work with other local planning 

authorities to see what opportunities there are around the East and West Midlands to deal with this 

[wider than local] need…It is not therefore considered an issue that North Warwickshire needs to 

consider further.”  

3.2.6. The Harworth Group considers that the Draft Local Plan is “silent” on the full employment 

needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Harworth 

Group object to the Borough deferring how the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment 

needs should be accommodated for a second time (i.e. both within the Core Strategy and the 

Draft Local Plan). The Harworth Group can see no evidence or indication of how the 

“regional” or “sub-regional” employment needs have been properly considered through the 

‘Duty to Co-operate’. Whilst it is clear that some initial discussions have commenced it is not 

clear that these have been meaningful or effective and hence The Harworth Group consider 

that the draft Local Plan fails the “Duty to Co-operate” requirement in this regard. 

3.2.7. In addition to this failure in respect of employment requirements, the Harworth Group also 

consider that the Draft Local Plan fails to show how the housing needs of the sub-

region have been met especially with regard to those from Birmingham, Coventry 

and Tamworth. The Harworth Group endorse the objections made by the HBF in this 

respect with regard to the “Duty to Co-operate”.     

 

3.3. Proposed Changes 

3.3.1. To overcome this objection and address the Draft Local Plan’s “silence” on the full employment 

needs for the Borough and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the 

Council should: 

• Undertake strategic co-operation, discussions and agreements with other local 

authorities, organisations and agencies to explore all available options on how North 

Warwickshire can contribute to meeting the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs prior 

to the Draft Local Plan progressing any further.  
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• The Council should provide a commitment in the new Local Plan as to how the 

“regional” and “sub-regional” needs will be addressed and specifically where these 

needs will be accommodated within the Borough.  
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4. Spatial Portrait  

4.1. The Role of Rail in the Borough  

4.1.1. The Harworth Group generally welcomes the acknowledgment by the Council in paragraph 

2.8 of the Spatial Portrait of the important role that rail has within the Borough. The Harworth 

Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should further emphasize the 

importance of protecting and improving existing rail line and rail facilities which are part of 

and have shaped the Borough’s identity and which can contribute to delivering sustainable 

growth within the Borough.  

4.2. Countryside 

4.2.1. Whilst the Harworth Group accept that in many situations, development in the countryside 

should be appropriate in terms of scale and character as set out in paragraph 2.23 of the 

‘Spatial Portrait’, the Harworth Group object to the absence of any reference or specific 

acknowledgement of the need for “regional” development sites which may be required to be 

accommodated in countryside locations.  

Test of Soundness  

4.2.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 
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4.3. Justification  

4.3.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to 

the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not defer how the “regional” and 

“sub-regional” employment needs should be accommodated a second time (i.e. both within the 

Core Strategy and the Draft Local Plan). 

4.4. Proposed Changes 

4.4.1. Further emphasis on the importance of rail within paragraph 2.8. 

4.4.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 2.23 and address soundness matters, the Council 
should: 

• Re-word the final sentence of paragraph 2.23 to: 

o “However, a balance needs to be struck between allowing development that is 

appropriate in terms of scale and character, and that which needs to be accommodated 

within the countryside due to its specific locational requirements, whilst protecting and 

emphasising the rural context of the Borough”.  
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5. Strategic Objectives 

5.1. To secure a sustainable pattern of development 

reflecting the rural character of the Borough 

5.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) 

and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy.    

Test of Soundness 

5.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
5.2. Justification  

5.2.1. In paragraph 5.2 of Strategic Objective 1, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “….giving 

priority to re using previously developed land and buildings within Market Towns and Local Service 

Centres”. This strategic objective is wholly inconsistent with Draft Local Plan Policy ‘LP11: 

Economic Regeneration’. Policy LP11 which clearly states that the redevelopment of existing 

employment land (previously developed land) can occur outside of development boundaries 

and not merely within Market Towns, Local Service Centres or those locations related to the 

settlement hierarchy.  

5.2.2. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of 

land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of 

high environmental value” with be encouraged.  
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5.2.3. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to states that “planning policies and decisions 

should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed 

(brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”.  

5.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) 

does not reflect the principles of the Framework or indeed of draft Local Plan Policy LP11 and 

hence that it should be amended to encourage the redevelopment of all previously developed 

land (subject to other planning policies and safeguards) and hence redevelopment of previously 

developed land should NOT be restricted to Market Towns, Local Service Centres or those 

locations related to the settlement hierarchy. 

5.3. To develop and grow the local economy for the benefit of 

local residents 

5.3.1. The Harworth Group support the general approach of Strategic Objective 3 of the Draft Local 

Plan but object to the omission of “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs within this 

strategic objective. 

Test of Soundness 

5.3.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

5.4. Justification  

5.4.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to 
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the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not defer how the “regional” and 

“sub-regional” employment needs should be accommodated a second time (i.e. both within the 

Core Strategy and the Draft Local Plan). 

5.5. Proposed Changes 

5.5.1. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.2 and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 5.2 to 

o “This will include giving priority to re-using previously developed land and buildings inside 

and outside of development boundaries, recognising regeneration opportunities; as well 

as reducing the overall need to travel, limiting exposure to flood risk and protecting the 

Borough’s environmental assets and rural character”. 

5.5.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.7 and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 5.7 to: 

o “This will be achieved by: 

 Providing new employment land to meet local and regional requirements” 
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6. Policy LP1: Sustainable Development 
6.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this policy is unsound and not consistent with national planning 

policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

6.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
6.2. Justification 

6.2.1. Whilst it is recognised that development should seek to meet the criteria outlined under the 

heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’, The Harworth Group consider that there should 

be flexibility within the policy as there may be circumstances where it is not possible to accord 

with all the criteria where robust justification has been provided.  

6.2.2. Bullet point 2 under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’ states that all development 

proposals must “demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively improve the 

individual settlement character appearance and environmental quality of an area; deter crime”. 

6.2.3. The Harworth Group acknowledge that great importance should be attached to the design of 

the built environment and good design is a key aspect of sustainable development as outlined 

in the Framework, however, planning policies in relation to design as outlined in the 

Framework seek to “promote or reinforce local distinctiveness” (paragraph 60) rather than 

“improve the individual settlement’s character”. The Framework goes on to state in paragraph 65 

that “local planning authorities should not refuse planning permission for buildings or infrastructure 

which promote high levels of sustainability because of concerns about incompatibility with an existing 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

16 

 

townscape, if those concerns have been mitigated by good design”. Policy LP1: Sustainable 

Development is inconsistent with the Framework and national planning guidance by requiring 

development proposals to conform with or improve an individual settlement’s character, 

rather than seek to respect, reinforce and promote the local character of an area where 

possible through sustainable development and good design.   

6.3. Proposed Changes    

6.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Re-word the first line under ‘Quality of Development / Place’ to: 

o  “All development proposals shall seek to: 

 Provide the required infrastructure 

 Demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively respects, 

reinforces and promotes the local distinctiveness of an area / 

settlement….” 

• Re-word the third bullet points under ‘Implementation and Infrastructure’ to: 

o “Provision of necessary services, facilities, employment infrastructure to meet the 

demands of new development….” 
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7. Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy  
7.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

7.1.2. Test of Soundness 

7.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
7.2. Justification 

7.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that majority of the new development proposed within 

the Borough to 2031 is too focused around a small number of settlements / areas of the 

Borough.  

7.2.2. The Harworth Group object to ‘Category 2: Settlements adjoining the outer boundary of 

the Borough’. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear 

understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole (especially with regard to 

“regional” employment needs) and hence Policy LP2 has a narrow focus on proposed 

development areas which are mostly located adjacent or in close proximity to the A5 on the 

eastern outer boundary of the Borough. The Local Plan (Draft Submission) has rejected 

Growth Options that would facilitate a more balanced growth strategy to meet needs where 

they arise, focus upon the key transport infrastructure (especially rail and the strategic highway 

network) and to meet the needs of adjoining Borough’s as close as possible.  

7.2.3. Rather the Local plan (Draft Submission) has prioritised safeguarding the existing Green Belt 

over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along 



Development Plan Representation – North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) 
The Harworth Group, January 2018 
 
 

18 

 

the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development” should be taken into account when “drawing up or 

reviewing Green Belt boundaries”. There is a danger that the focus of development upon the A5 

corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road based 

development rather than a more sustainable option of focusing upon public transport nodes 

and sites that can be made sustainable through the establishment of rail sidings and halts. The 

Harworth Group consider that there are likely to be capacity issues on infrastructure and 

services within these areas which sit within Category 2 with a failure to deliver the 

development needs to communities, many of which sit within or adjacent to the Green Belt 

across the Borough.  

7.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full 

employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. 

Section 3 of this document deals with the importance of sustainable economic growth in 

national planning policy and guidance and that the Harworth Group consider that the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) does not plan proactively to meet the economic development needs 

of the “region” or “sub-region”.  

In respect of Category 5, The Harworth Group support the principles of a Category for 

development ‘outside of the above settlements’. However, to ensure that the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) does not defer how the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs, there 

should be an additional exception added to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’. 

This exception would ensure that the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs would 

be accommodated in the Borough where there is a proven strategic regional and / or sub-

regional employment requirement. The additional exception would confirm that there are 

specific locational characteristics relating to “regional” employment sites that mean that they 

often do not fit within the settlement hierarchy as set out within Policy LP2. This is the case 

with the proposed MIRA employment site which is proposed to be allocated adjacent to the 

existing test track and which does not conform to the settlement hierarchy of Policy LP2. The 

Harworth Group consider that MIRA is specific recognition by the Council that locational 

characteristics are important in meeting regional employment requirements and that the 

settlement hierarchy is not sufficiently flexible to meet these needs.  
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7.2.5. The Harworth Group consider that the site at Daw Mill has the specific locational benefits of 

adjacency to the rail link and that such a rail link is important in meeting the need for regional 

rail linked employment needs. The importance of such rail connections should be recognised 

within Policy LP2.  

7.2.6. The Harworth Group also consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should recognise 

the importance of the significant and strategic previously developed sites within the Borough, 

many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining and energy extraction legacy. These 

sites have been discounted from Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy. Core Planning Principle 8 

of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of land by reusing land that has 

been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value” will 

be encouraged. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to state that “planning policies 

and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously 

developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”.  

7.2.7. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged” and 

therefore the Harworth Group recommend that Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ should 

also make reference to these significant and strategic previously developed sites located within 

the Borough.  

7.2.8. The Council should insert an additional exception to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above 

settlements’ to recognise the locational characteristics of regional employment land (including 

in relation to the rail network) and also to the importance of encouraging the re-use of 

strategic previously developed sites where they will assist in meeting local development needs.   

7.3. Proposed Changes    

7.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Reconsider the spatial distribution of development in the Borough away from the 

A5.  
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• Increase the focus for proposed development in ‘Category 3: Local Service Centres’ 

to provide a more balanced settlement hierarchy and meet the development needs 

of the wider Borough.     

• Amend ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ regarding ‘All Development 

to: 

o Part A - Agriculture and Forestry 

“Outside of development boundaries only development for agricultural and forestry 

purposes or other uses requiring a rural location will be permitted, subject to the 

need being justified”.  

• Include an additional sub-section to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ 

which would read as follows: 

o Part C - Regional and Sub Regional Employment Development 

“Development for employment outside of development boundaries will only be 

permitted where there is a proven strategic regional and / or sub-regional 

employment requirement with specific locational characteristics that cannot be 

accommodated within categories 1 – 4 above”. 

• Include a sub-section to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ which would 

read as follows: 

o Part D - Previously Developed Sites 

“Development outside of development boundaries will only be permitted on 

significant and strategic previously developed sites which are (or can be made) 

accessible and where they assist in meeting housing or employment needs”.  
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8. Policy LP3: Green Belt  
8.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy LP3: Green Belt and its supporting text of the Local 

Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

8.1.2. Test of Soundness 

8.1.3. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
8.2. Justification 

8.2.1. Paragraph 7.19 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “taking this approach it is not 

considered that the NPPF alone is all that is necessary for the management of new development 

proposed in North Warwickshire’s Green Belt….The NPPF provides the background to do so, but it 

lacks definition when it comes to some of the details of handling planning applications”.  

8.2.2. With North Warwickshire, there are a significant number of previously developed sites, which 

have been or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – the 

great majority through established use. The Daw Mill Colliery site is an example of one of 

these sites. The Draft Local Plan does not clearly identify how these specific previously 

developed sites within the Green Belt and outside of settlement are to be dealt with.  

8.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should identify these large previously 

developed sites and state that the sites will be considered in accordance with the Framework. 

The Framework needs to be considered as a “whole” and not be used in parts as the approach 

the Council has taken through Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and its supporting text.  
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8.3. Proposed Changes    

8.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and address soundness matters and 

inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Insert the following sentence: in Paragraph 7.24: 

o Firstly there are a significant number of previously developed sites which have been 

or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – 

the great majority through established use. This includes the former Daw Mill 

Colliery which is a large previously developed site which is located next to the 

Birmingham-Nuneaton rail line.  
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9. Policy LP6: Amount of Development  
9.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

9.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

9.2. Justification 

9.2.1. The Harworth Group support the Council’s acknowledgment in paragraph 7.49 that “since the 

preparation of the Core Strategy two studies have made it clear that there is a wider than local need 

for large sites”. However the Harworth Group object to the Council’s conclusions that the 

identified “regional” and “sub-regional” need which is a strategic priority does not need to be 

considered in the Draft Local Plan. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the 

“regional” and “sub-regional” needs. As has been stated in this document the adopted Core 

Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how the “regional” 

employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The Planning 

Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy (24th September 2014) clearly 

stated that the employment land requirement related to “local” employment land only as the 

“regional” picture of employment needs was emerging. He noted the concerns over “whether 

provision should be made to meet a regional need for large warehouse and distribution sites (Regional 

Logistics Sites [RLS])”. He went to state that “Although the businesses operating RLS may be 
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regional, national or international they will provide employment opportunities for the residents of North 

Warwickshire”. He further concluded in paragraph 47 that “a regional perspective is required and 

I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence before me to set a requirement for North 

Warwickshire”. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core 

Strategy. 

9.2.2. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham 

City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the delivery of the 

projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater Birmingham & Black Country Housing 

Market Area stated “employment provision above that required for their (North Warwickshire) own 

housing needs must be considered to be providing for a wider than local need”.  

9.2.3. The Council agreed through the MOU with Birmingham City Council that it would consider 

the wider than local employment need yet North Warwickshire Borough Council have 

concluded that the strategic priority does not need to be considered in the Draft Local Plan. 

The Harworth Group object to the regional perspective being deferred a second time from 

the North Warwickshire statutory Development Plan. 

9.2.4. The Harworth Group accept that discussions are ongoing with other local planning authorities 

to see where the “regional” and “sub-regional” need will be met but recommend that the Draft 

Local Plan should make provisions to deal or assist with the “regional” and “sub-regional” 

need within the Borough. The Harworth Group consider that the Council appear to be 

precluding the “regional” and “sub-regional” need being met in the Borough.  

9.2.5. With regard to housing need, The Harworth Group are concerned that the provision of 3,790 

homes as an aspiration is inaccurate. An MOU has been signed (21 September 2016) between 

Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the 

delivery of 3,790 dwellings of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater 

Birmingham & Black Country Housing Market Area. Paragraph 7.40 states that “further work is 

ongoing with partners across the Greater Birmingham & Black County HMA as well as other local 

authorities beyond the two housing market areas to agree a redistribution of the identified housing 

shortfall”. The Harworth Group recommend that the Council should commit and justify to 

delivering these housing numbers in full within the Borough ensuring that plans are in place to 

provide the necessary infrastructure. The Harworth Group would consider that the delivery 

of these housing numbers as an aspiration is “wholly” inconsistent with Paragraph 47 of the 
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Framework and could result in the Local Plan (Draft Submission) not meeting the full, 

objectively assessment needs in the housing market area.   

9.2.6. The current figures within LP6 for housing and employment are not integrated and as such do 

not accord with in Paragraph 158 of the Framework. As a consequence of the Local Authority 

delivering its fully objectively assessed housing need of 9,598 which includes the full 10% of 

Birmingham’s shortfall, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and the Updated Employment Land 

Review (GL Hearn, September 2017) both acknowledge that 100 ha of employment land will 

be required across the Plan period in order to meet the need. The Harworth Group consider 

that this figure should be a minimum target that should be met across the Plan period to 

reflect the identified housing need within the Borough.  

9.3. Proposed Changes    

9.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Re-word paragraph 7.49 to state : 

o The Borough Council are continuing to work with other local planning authorities 

to see what opportunities there are around the East and West Midlands to deal 

with this need. Provision shall be made to assist with or deal with this identified 

regional and sub-regional employment within this Local Plan.  

• Delete bullet point 2 of Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and re-word bullet 

point 1 to read: 

o A minimum of 9,598 dwellings (net) will be built by 2033.  

o A minimum of 100 hectares of employment land 

• Insert a fourth bullet to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ to state that: 

o Delivery of strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment sites where there 

is a proven need.  
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10. Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration  
10.1.1. The Harworth Group conditionally support Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ and its 

supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) provided that: 

• all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the 

Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.  

10.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ if these 

proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this 

document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where there is a proven 

strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment requirement with specific locational 

characteristics and development outside of development boundaries on significant and 

strategic previously developed sites. If Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ was to remain 

unchanged it would be wholly inconsistent with Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission).   
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11. LP12: Employment Areas  
11.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’ and its supporting text of 

the Local Plan (Draft Submission) since the Policy makes no reference to the importance of 

the existing rail siding at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.  

Test of Soundness 

11.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 

11.2. Justification  

11.2.1. The former Daw Mill Colliery site has key locational characteristics that make the opportunity 

afforded by the existing rail connections significant. The site is at the heart of the classic railway 

network with good connection to the rail network in all four directions. The site is situated 

on the Birmingham to Nuneaton line which is the only direct railway link between the West 

Midlands and the East of England. The site is strategically important on a line which has freight 

trains travelling from Felixstowe to the Midlands as well as being located near to the proposed 

route for High Speed 2 and in particular the triangular junction between London, Birmingham 

and the northern routes.  

11.2.2. The Harworth Group can confirm that the area has been recently upgraded to create extra 

capacity and was re-signaled with modern equipment in the period 2009-2012. The Harworth 

Group can also confirm that the site location is connected to one of the few lines in the West 

Midlands, the Water Orton section of the Birmingham to Nuneaton line which has substantial 

spare capacity for additional rail movements.  
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11.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the “live” rail connection and the existing rail sidings are 

of strategic significance to the Borough and should be identified in Policy ‘LP12: Employment 

Area’ to ensure they are not only safeguarded but also utilised to bring forward sustainable 

development at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.  

11.3. Proposed Changes  

11.3.1. The Harworth Group do not support Policy LP12: Employment Areas unless the Council: 

• Make specific reference in the supporting text to the rail connection at the former 

Daw Mill Colliery, its strategic significance and explicitly encouraging proposals that 

facilitate the efficient use of the site by using the “live” rail connection and the 

existing rail sidings.  

•  Insert sentence to the end of the last sentence of Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’: 

o Existing rail sidings on other sites will be safeguard including the Daw Mill rail 

sidings which will be retained to enhance the sustainability for future development 

proposals at the former Colliery site.  
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12. LP16: Natural Conservation  
12.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ of the Draft Local Plan 

and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning guidance.  

Test of Soundness 

12.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
12.2. Justification  

12.2.1. Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ states that “development should help ensure that there is a 

net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impact first then providing 

appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking positive enhancement wherever possible. Where 

this cannot be achieved, and where the development is justified in terms of the above criteria, the 

Local authority will seek compensation to ensure that net gains to biodiversity are achieved from the 

development. The Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Impact Assessment calculator will 

be used to assess the changes to biodiversity resulting from the development and Biodiversity Offsetting 

will be used where net gain cannot be achieved within the site boundary.  

12.2.2. The Harworth Group accept that local planning authorities should aim to conserve and 

enhance biodiversity but paragraph 118 of the Framework confirms that mitigation and 

compensation relates to the situation only where there is “significant harm” from development.   

12.2.3. Planning Practice Guidance states that where despite mitigation, the development would still 

bring significant residual harm, the developer should consider compensatory measures to 

provide an equivalent value of biodiversity (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 8-018-20140306). 

The Harworth Group consider that Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ is inconsistent with 
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national planning guidance as it relates to all development and not those that result in 

“significant harm”.  

12.3. Proposed Change  

12.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP12: Natural Conservation’ and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning guidance, the Council should: 

• Reword the second sentence of the last paragraph to: 

o Where there is significant harm, development should help ensure that there is a 

net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impacts first 

then providing appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking positive 

enhancements wherever possible. Where this cannot be achieved, and where the 

development is justified in terms of the above criteria, the Local authority will seek 

compensation of an equivalent value to ensure that net gains to biodiversity are 

achieved from the development.  
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13. Policy LP31: Development Considerations   
13.1.1. The Harworth Group support Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ and its supporting 

text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) that states development should “be targeted at using 

brownfield land in appropriate location reflecting the settlement hierarchy” provided that: 

• all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the 

Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.  

13.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ if these 

proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this 

document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where there is a proven 

strategic regional and / or sub-regional employment requirement with specific locational 

characteristics and development outside of development boundaries on significant and 

strategic previously developed sites where there is a proven local need.  
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14. Policy LP39: Housing Allocations 
14.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft 

Submission) as there is a narrow focus on proposed housing development along the A5. The 

Harworth Group consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national 

planning policy and guidance.   

Test of Soundness 

14.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
14.2. Justification 

14.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of 

the development needs of the Borough as a whole and hence Policy LP39 has a narrow focus 

on proposed development areas which are mostly located adjacent or in close proximity to 

the A5 on the eastern outer boundary of the Borough. The Draft Local Plan has rejected 

Growth Options that would facilitate a more balanced growth strategy to meet needs where 

they arise, focus upon the key transport infrastructure (especially rail and the strategic highway 

network) and to meet the needs of adjoining Borough’s as close as possible.  

14.2.2. Rather the Draft Local plan has prioritised the Green Belt over these considerations, which 

has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to 

paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to promote sustainable patterns 

of development” should be taken into account when “drawing up or reviewing Green Belt 

boundaries”. 
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14.2.3. An example of this skewed disposition of development is the proposed housing allocations 

within ‘Category 1: Market Towns’. Of the total housing allocations proposed in Market 

Towns for 4,025 units, 3,930 of these proposed units are located adjacent or in close 

proximity to the A5 to the north / north-eastern outer boundary of the Borough with just 95 

units allocated in Coleshill, a town surrounded by the Green Belt. This predominately A5 

focus is again shown within ‘Category 3: Local Service Centres’. Of the three Local Service 

Centres identified within Category 3, only one is located to the north / north-eastern outer 

boundary of the Borough. Yet the Draft Local Plan proposes to allocate 78.4% of the overall 

total units proposed in Category 3 to the one Centre which is located in close proximity to 

the A5. Of the 1,084 units proposed in the four Local Service Centres, only 282 units are 

proposed to the other three Centres, which are all surrounded by the Green Belt.  

14.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that there is a danger that the intense focus of development 

upon the A5 corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road 

based development rather than a more sustainable option of focusing upon public transport 

nodes and sites that can be made sustainable through the establishment of rail sidings and 

halts. The Harworth Group consider that there are likely to be capacity issues on 

infrastructure and services within these areas identified which sit within Category 1 and 3 with 

a failure to meet the housing needs of all communities, many of which sit within or adjacent 

to the Green Belt across the Borough. 

14.2.5. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from 

Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ as a housing allocation. The Harworth Group consider that 

the Draft Local Plan should recognise the importance of the significant and strategic previously 

developed sites within the Borough, many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining 

legacy. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective 

use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided 

that it is not of high environmental value” will be encouraged. Paragraph 111 of the Framework 

goes further to state that “planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use 

of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it 

is not of high environmental value”. 

14.2.6. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged”. The 

Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly 

outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics 
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of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforded by the existing “live” rail connections 

significant and a “rare” opportunity. The Harworth Group consider that there is a strategic 

opportunity for a rail-related employment or housing development (with a rail halt) at the 

Daw Mill site which can deliver a fully integrated and sustainable community and assist the 

Council in meeting the identified housing need in this part of the Borough. 

14.3. Proposed Changes    

14.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP39: Housing Allocations and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Increase the focus for proposed housing development in Category 1 and Category 

3 to those areas not located adjacent or in close proximity to the A5 to provide a 

more balanced settlement hierarchy and meet the housing needs of the wider 

Borough.     

• Allocate the former Daw Mill Colliery site as a housing allocation under the new 

Category 5 Part D as the Harworth Group have proposed.  
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15. Policy LP40: Employment Allocations   
15.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ of the Local Plan 

(Draft Submission) as MIRA has been incorrectly identified within Category 2 and it omits 

Daw Mill from being allocated as an employment site. The Harworth Group consider that this 

objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.    

Test of Soundness 

15.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound 

and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound. 

Which test of soundness are comments about? 

X Positively Prepared X Effective 

X Justified X Consistency with National Policy 

 
15.2. Justification 

15.2.1. The Harworth Group consider that ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation should be 

reallocated from a ‘Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements’ site to a new Category 5 site 

as the site does not sit adjacent to an adjoining settlement.  

15.2.2. The Draft Local Plan allocates 42ha of land to the south of the MIRA Technology Park for 

employment under Category 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy outlined in Policy LP2. The nearest 

settlement to the Technology Park is Higham-on-the-Hill approximately 1.5km to the east. 

The settlement is identified as a rural village within the Hinckley & Bosworth Core Strategy 

(December 2009). On Page 95 of the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

DPD: Local Plan 2006-2026 (July 2016) with regard to Higham-on-the-Hill there is a table 

which identifies allocations which relate to but stand away from the settlement of Higham-on-

the-Hill. The MIRA Technology Park is identified in the table as an employment site which 

relates to but stands away from the settlement. The Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan 

is currently being prepared and is currently under examination by a Local Plans Planning 

Inspector. The Borough Plan allocated an urban extension to the south of the MIRA 
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Technology Park for up to 3,331 dwellings (HSG1: North of Nuneaton) and a number of 

community and retail uses. The northern boundary of the site which would sit adjacent to the 

MIRA Technology Park is to be preserved as a farmland buffer. The Planning Inspector has a 

number of site specific questions regarding HSG1 including the justification for the scale of 

growth in this location, the extent of the landscape buffer and the delivery of a potential 

junction onto the A5 as advised by Highways England. At present the draft Nuneaton and 

Bedworth Local Plan has little weight and it will be many years before the urban extension if 

allocated in the Borough Plan would be developed and form an extension to North Nuneaton. 

As set out above the Harworth Group consider the ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation in 

Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ is inaccurate in its current form and unsound.  

15.2.3. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from 

Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ as an employment allocation. The site should sit under 

Category 5 as proposed to be amended by the Harworth Group. Rail policy framework 

demonstrates a clear need to develop sites such as Daw Mill for rail use in order to meet the 

regional, national and international ambitions and goals regarding increasing rail usage, 

reducing road traffic as a result, encouraging economic development and ensuring that rail 

continues to offer a good service across a range of sectors.   

15.2.4. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly 

outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics 

of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforded by the existing “live” rail connections 

significant and a “rare” opportunity to assist in meeting the identified “regional” and “sub-

regional” employment need. The Harworth Group consider that the strategic opportunity for 

rail-related employment development at the Daw Mill site will allow for the Council to assist 

in meeting the identified “regional” and “sub-regional” employment need. 

15.3. Proposed Changes    

15.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP40: Employment Allocations and address soundness 

matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should: 

• Move the ‘Land at MIRA’ site into a new Category 5. 

• Allocate the Former Daw Mill Colliery site as an employment allocation under the 

new Category 5: Part C as the Harworth Group have proposed.  
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1.0 Introduction and Objectives

1.1 Introduction

This document has been prepared by Spawforths and JRP Associates on behalf of Harworth Estates who are the 
owners of the Daw Mill Colliery in North Warwickshire. Harworth Estates are seeking to facilitate the regeneration 
of the Daw Mill Colliery site, which has been closed and abandoned since March 2013. 

The	 document	 outlines	 two	 strategic	 development	 options	 and	 analyses	 the	 benefits	 of	 each	 developments	
options. These comprise:-

• Rail Related Employment Park; and
• New Sustainable Residential Community. 

Harworth Estates are seeking to have the potential of the Daw Mill site considered as part of the emerging North 
Warwickshire Local Plan for these alternative uses. This is in parallel with the planning appeal for an employment 
and rail related development against North Warwickshire Borough Council’s (NWBC) refusal on 2 November 
2015. This report is to be considered separately to the Planning Appeal. 

This	document	will	confirm	 that	 the	 ‘previously	developed’	nature	of	 the	Daw	Mill	site	along	with	 its	 locational	
characteristics provides a unique opportunity to deliver a strategic regeneration development for the local area 
and the wider North Warwickshire Borough.  

1.2 Objectives

NWBC is currently preparing a Local Plan which will be the new statutory Development Plan for the Borough over 
the next 15 years. The Local Plan will identify strategic development sites and growth requirements over the plan 
period.	The	objective	of	this	document	is	to	ensure	that	NWBC	consider	the	large	brownfield	site	at	Daw	Mill	for	
redevelopment in order to secure it as a strategic allocation within the North Warwickshire Local Plan.

The document will set out and conclude the following:

• The	Daw	Mill	site	is	well	placed	within	the	Midlands	‘triangle’	between	Birmingham	Tamworth	and	Coventry	
with sustainable connections to surrounding areas.

• That the site can function well as part of the neighbouring existing settlements to enhance the sustainability of 
the whole area.  

• That	with	reference	to	national	planning	policy,	the	site	should	be	classified	as	‘previously	developed’	within	
the Green Belt as there is no enforceable restoration scheme for it and that the landscape and environmental 
consequences	of	it	being	‘previously	developed’	are	material	to	its	suitability	as	a	development	allocation.	

• There have been “changed circumstances” in terms of both housing and employment need since the Core 
Strategy (2014) and that this warrants a review of the Core Strategy (2014) and the Borough’s Green Belt 
boundaries in parallel with the preparation of the Site Allocation Plan and Development Management Plan. 
The Borough is under pressure to grow from both housing and employment needs airising within and outside 
of the Borough. 

• Whilst the scale of development proposed under either development option is likely to be greater than the 
existing	built	form,	the	impact	upon	the	openness	and	purposes	of	the	Green	Belt	will	not	be	significant	due	to	
the	site	characteristics,	its	previous	site	history	and	its	‘previously	developed’	nature.	

• That	in	light	of	the	above	there	are	material	considerations	that	comprise	‘exceptional	circumstances’	to	justify	
Green Belt change of the Daw Mill site through the Local Plan process.

• There are two strategic development options which the Council should consider for the Daw Mill site as part of 
the Local Plan process. These comprise:-

 Rail Related Employment Park; and 
 New Sustainable Residential Community. 

• Both	of	these	development	options	have	the	potential	to	provide	a	range	of	significant	social,	economic	and	
environmental	benefits	to	the	local	communities	and	to	the	wider	North	Warwickshire	Borough.

• The Daw Mill site is available now, and is both achievable and suitable for development. 

• This document should be used as part of future strategic engagement with key stakeholders and feed directly 
into ongoing Council studies such as the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, the Employment 
Land Review, the Green Belt Study review process and Growth Options considerations. 
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2.0 Site Location and Context

The Daw Mill site lies within the administrative area of NWBC and 
is	 located	within	the	Midlands	‘triangle’	between	Birmingham,	
Tamworth and Coventry. The site lies approximately 18.7km 
to the east of Birmingham, approximately 14.7km to the south 
east of Tamworth and approximately 13.4km north of Coventry. 
The site is located centrally to the strategic highway network 
including the M42 to the west, the A5 to the north, the M69 
to the east and the M6 to the south. The site is also located 
adjacent to and served from the Birmingham to Nuneaton rail 
line via an existing rail head and infrastructure at the site’s 
eastern boundary. 

The Daw Mill site lies approximately 1.8km from the settlements 
of	 New	 and	Old	Arley	 which	 are	 identified	 as	 Local	 Service	
Centres (in the Green Belt) in the adopted Core Strategy (2014) 
Policy NW2: Settlement Hierarchy. 

According to the Arley Neighbourhood Plan, New and Old Arely 
which are considered as a single network of villages, has the 
following community services facilities:

• Primary school
• Medical centre and pharmacy
• Sports	centre	(the	Council	have	identified	its	closure)	and	

sports grounds
• Public houses
• Butcher	and	convenience	shops	(with	Post	Office	facilities)
• Churches and Community centres
• Allotments
• Nature reserves and natural woodland areas such as Arley 

and Dafferns Wood. 
• The nearest train station is Atherstone approximately 5 

miles away. 

The Arley Neighbourhood Plan sets out the challenges facing 
Arley in respect of the need to “encourage the development of 
a strong and vibrant community” and “maintain and develop 
Community	 Assets	 and	 Facilities”.	 It	 confirms	 that	 coal	
production	has	had	a	significant	effect	upon	Arley	both	during	
its production and since Daw Mill Colliery closed. Arley has 
lost a lot of facilities since the demise of the Colliery but the 
Neighbourhood	Plan	confirms	that	 it	 is	now	the	 ‘rural	aspect’	
that the villagers are most keen to protect. 

The redevelopment of the Daw Mill site represents an 
opportunity to meet the housing or employment needs for 
Arley	on	a	 ‘previously	developed’	site	 that	 respects	 the	 ‘rural	
aspect’ of the village but in a way that ensures the settlements 
of New and Old Arley and the Daw Mill redevelopment site are 
functionally linked.

New and Old Arley which are separated by the Birmingham to 
Nuneaton	rail	line	have	been	identified	at	a	Borough	and	sub-
regional level as having the potential to accommodate a new 
railway station in the future. 

By considering New and Old Arley and the Daw Mill site 
comprehensively, there is an opportunity to deliver housing or 
employment development which will allow for the use of rail 
and support existing village facilities along with the opportunity 
to deliver new services that are accessible to all.

2.0 Site Location and Context



 9 8

3.0 Previously Developed Land

The Daw Mill site for the purposes of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) amounts to 
‘previously	developed	land’	within	the	Green	Belt.	The	glossary	contained	within	Annex	2	to	the	NPPF	
defines	previously	developed	land	as	follows:

“Previously developed land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the 
curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should 
be	developed)	and	any	associated	fixed	surface	infrastructure.	This	excludes:	Land	that	is	or	has	been	
occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or 
waste	disposal	by	landfill	purposes	where	provision	for	restoration	has	been	made	through	development	
control purposes…..”

The site evidently was occupied by permanent structures prior to urgent clearance work following an 
unexpected	and	catastrophic	fire	in	2013.	The	site	is	subject	to	a	Restoration	Scheme	submitted	on	the	
22 July 1996 to Warwickshire County Council (Minerals Planning Authority) and approved by notice dated 
26 November 1996. The approval of the restoration plan was subject to two conditions:

• a condition requiring a comprehensive scheme for restoration to be submitted six months prior to the 
cessation of mining operations; 

• a	condition	restricting	the	deposition	of	certain	types	of	material	when	backfilling	the	mine	shafts.	

No restoration scheme was submitted six months prior to the cessation of mining because that occurred 
very	abruptly	in	consequence	of	the	2013	underground	fire.	

The Restoration Scheme was explicitly said to have been approved pursuant to the relevant provisions 
of the GDPO 1995. The Restoration Plan states that the Daw Mill site was a mine at which mining 
commenced prior to 1 June 1948 but the Daw Mill site cannot properly be described as “a mine started 
before 1 July 1948” as the Daw Mill Colliery with all its associated surface paraphernalia, did not come 
into existence until 1965 (actual production began in August 1965) which is after 1948, the relevant year 
in relation to the GDPO 1995. 

In these circumstances, the 1996 Restoration Scheme is of no legal effect. The Restoration Scheme 
which was proposed and approved in purported compliance with the conditions attached to such permitted 
developed	rights	was	in	fact	a	nullity.	This	is	because	the	Daw	Mill	site	is	not	classified	as	being	a	mine	
within	the	meaning	of	Part	20	of	Schedule	3	to	the	GDPO	1995	and	as	such	did	not	benefit	from	any	
permitted development rights. The Minerals Planning Authority had no legal power to receive, approve or 
enforce the purported Restoration Scheme (1996).  

It	can	therefore	be	concluded	that	 the	Daw	Mill	site	amounts	to	 ‘previously	developed	 land’	within	 the	
Green Belt and hence there is no legally enforceable scheme to restore the site from its current state. 
Harworth	Estates	seek	 to	 facilitate	a	beneficial	development	and	restoration	scheme	as	part	 the	sites	
development options. It is however highly relevant to note that without an agreed development option for 
the site, there is no legally enforceable “fall-back” restoration scheme.   

A timeline for Daw Mill Colliery is outlined below:

• Kingsbury Colliery produced coal from the early 1900’s and a shaft was sunk at Dexter Mine in 
1927.

• 1	July	1948	–	no	‘mine’	or	‘mining	operations’	at	the	Daw	Mill	site	as	defined	under	the	relevant	
provisions of the GDPO 1995. 

• By 1955 underground workings extended 11km from Kingsbury and between 1957 and 1959 a 
new	ventilation	shaft	was	sunk	at	Daw	Mill	 to	benefit	 those	workings.	Considerable	additional	
engineering work was required before that shaft was able to be used for the production of coal 
as part of the Daw Mill Colliery. 

• An underground connection to the workings at Dexter Mine was made in 1960 and the production 
of coal at Daw Mill itself commenced in August 1965. 

• Kingsbury Colliery closed in 1968.
• A second shaft was sunk at Daw Mill in 1969 and commissioned in 1971.
• Dexter Mine ceased production in 1974.  
• Daw Mill Colliery Restoration Scheme approved by Warwickshire County Council pursuant to the 

provisions of the GDPO 1995. 
• An	unexpected	and	catastrophic	underground	fire	commenced	at	Daw	Mill	on	the	22	February	

2013 and on the 7 March 2013 it was decided that the mine should be abandoned and closed. 
• In 2014, Harworth Estates takes ownership of Daw Mill site with demolition work and basic 

restoration of the site completed.  

4.0 Local Plan for North Warwickshire - The Current Position 

NWBC adopted its Core Strategy which is part of the Local Plan in October 2014. The document sets out 
the strategy and overall housing and employment requirements for the whole of the Borough. The Core 
Strategy (2014) directed development in accordance with the Core Strategy (2014). It sought to avoid 
the loss of Green Belt land for development. 

Core Strategy Total Annual Requirement

Housing Requirements 3,150

(plus 500 for Tamworth = 3,650)

175 pa

(with Tamworth = 203pa)

Employment Land Require-
ments

60ha

(29ha outstanding requirement)

NWBC has been preparing a Site Allocation Plan (Pre-Submission) and a Development Management 
Plan (Issues and Options) which have both been through various consultation stages. 

• The purpose of the Site Allocation Plan is to allocate sites for housing, employment and other land 
uses, and to identify these and other planning designations, such as Open Space, on the Proposals 
Map. The Site Allocations Plan will identify sites required to meet the strategic objectives set out in 
the Core Strategy. Once adopted, the Site Allocations Plan will form part of the Local Plan for North 
Warwickshire with the preferred allocated sites replacing those from the saved Local Plan 2006.

• The Development Management Plan will build on the Core Strategy and will include more detailed 
local policies for the management of development. It will provide a detailed set of policies, designed 
to contribute to achieving the Spatial Strategy and Core Planning Policies set out in the Core Strategy.

Recently, the Council has agreed to form one document – the new Local Plan for North Warwickshire. 
Paragraph 1.9 of the adopted Core Strategy (2014) recognised that the Core Strategy may have to be 
reviewed if there were changes in development needs following collaborative work with other Local 
Authorities to objectively establish the scale and distribution of any emerging housing and employment 
shortfalls. Whilst the Core Strategy (2014) covered a period up to 2029, the new Local Plan period will 
be extended to 2031.  

NWBC recognise that the Borough is under pressure to grow from both needs airing within and outside of 
the Borough. The Council is currently looking at potential Green Belt release within the Borough to meet 
its objectively assessed need for housing and employment provision. 

Stage 2 of the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study assessed the Green Belt within North 
Warwickshire Borough and Stratford-on-Avon District. The Study notes that the majority of the North 
Warwickshire Green Belt continues to serve its purposes very well. The Study states relatively poor 
performance of the land against Green Belt is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance that would 
justify the release of the land from the Green Belt. The majority of the low scoring parcels of Green Belt 
were relatively small. The Study recommends that NWBC may wish to carry out more detailed Green 
Belt assessment work of land parcels and broad areas, including smaller settlements washed over by 
the	Green	Belt	designation,	such	as	New	and	Old	Arely	and	to	consider	the	need	for	‘safeguarded	land’.	
Harworth Estates support the need for a Green Belt review to meet the Borough’s development needs. 
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5.0 Development Needs - Employment (Rail Related)

The 2013 Employment Land Review (ELR) which was prepared 
for the Core Strategy (2014) provided evidence to show that 
there was a need for 58 hectares of employment land within the 
Borough. The Core Strategy (2014) demonstrated an outstanding 
requirement of 29 hectares. NWBC have indicated that the ELR 
is being revisited which is expected to conclude that there will be 
an increase in employment need. 

It is understood NWBC has been approached since the adoption 
of the Core Strategy in 2014 to deliver employment land for other 
Local Authorities. 

Employment Land Request 

Tamworth BC Up to 14 Hectares

Coventry City Council Up to 29 Hectares 

Nuneaton and Bedworth BC Unknown 

Birmingham City Council Unknown

Two Studies; the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites 
Study (September 2015) and the Employment Land Use Study 
in Coventry and Warwickshire (August 2015) have made it clear 
that there is a wider than local need for large and preferably rail 
connected sites. 

The West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study prepared 
by Peter Brett Associates and JLL concluded:

• The Midlands remain the industrial and distribution heartland 
in take-up terms and the second lowest current vacancy rate 
after South East England. 

• The demand for large industrial units is most intense where 
the boundaries of Birmingham, Solihull, North Warwickshire 
and Tamworth converge. 

• The need for strategic employment sites still stands with these 
sites likely to bring additional economic activity and jobs to 
the region.

• Support for the requirement that major logistics sites should 
be served by rail freight. This is what many occupiers want, 
partly because retailers have sustainability strategies which 
require them to use more environmentally friendly forms of 
transport, but also because in the right locations rail freight is 
cheaper	and	more	efficient.

• The location of strategic sites should not be driven by 
concentrations of resident workers or unemployed workers. 
Most of the region’s workers, and an even higher proportion 
of its unemployed workers, live in the conurbation, but this 
is not where occupiers of strategic sites generally want to 
locate. That is because the need for strategic sites relates to 
manufacturing	and	logistics	rather	than	offices,	and	in	these	

sectors large-scale, high-quality, mobile occupiers typically 
choose out-of-town sites, preferably around the edges of the 
conurbation.

The Employment Land Use Study in Coventry & Warwickshire 
prepared by CBRE and commissioned by the Coventry & 
Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership concluded: 

• Take up of employment land has accelerated strongly as the 
economy has moved out of recession resulting in existing 
supply of accommodation at a critical level with less than two 
years supply available across the area, much of it in smaller, 
aging and unsuitable units; 

• The current employment land stock and immediate pipeline is 
exceptionally	low.	Only	64	ha	is	available	on	‘oven	ready’	sites	
which can meet current occupier demand. A further 93 ha may 
come forward on secondary sites with development potential. 
However future supply is reliant on new major strategic sites 
being brought forward at Coventry and Warwickshire Gateway 
and extensions to Bermuda Park;

• It is therefore necessary to consider whether and when 
additional	strategic	sites	can	be	identified.

• Daw	Mill	is	identified	as	being	a	large	site	within	the	Midlands	
triangle with excellent power and rail connections but with 
some limitations due to its location. 

It can be concluded that since the adoption of the Core Strategy 
in	2014	which	 identified	a	need	 for	60	hectares	of	employment	
land within the Borough, the employment need has increased 
with neighbouring authorities requesting NWBC deliver the 
employment need from outside the Borough’s boundaries. There 
is therefore a clear need to deliver more employment sites 
especially those that have rail freight potential. 

6.0 Development Needs - Housing

The Borough lies within two housing market areas of Coventry and Greater Birmingham. The Objectively 
Assessed Housing need for the Borough has been calculated as 4,740 dwellings (237 pa) which includes 
940 as an economic uplift. This uplift can be attributed approximately 35% to Coventry Housing Market 
Area (HMA) and 65% Greater Birmingham HMA. 

Coventry and Warwickshire HMA (C&W HMA)

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been agreed which seeks to ensure that the housing needs 
of	the	C&W	HMA	are	met	in	full	following	Coventry	City	Council	confirming	that	it	is	unable	to	meet	its	
objectively assessed housing needs (17,800 shortfall). The memorandum seeks to agree a need for 
88,160 dwellings between 2011-2031. It is agreed 540 additional homes will be distributed to North 
Warwickshire which indicated that the minimum housing requirements that the new NWBC Local Plan 
should aim to deliver is 5,280 (264 pa) dwellings within the Borough. 

Nuneaton and Bedworth BC is working on their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
which will indicate whether they can accommodate the amount of development currently envisaged 
through	the	MOU.	The	MOU	may	need	to	be	amended	to	reflect	this	information	and	potentially	could	
impact on the housing numbers for the North Warwickshire Borough.

Tamworth Borough Council 

NWBC agreed through the Core Strategy to deliver 500 dwellings for Tamworth with this commitment 
to continue. The economic uplift of 620 dwellings (65%) for the Greater Birmingham and Black Country 
HMA accommodates the 500 dwellings as Tamworth lies within this HMA avoiding double counting. 
The Tamworth Local Plan 2006-2031 indicates that 1,825 dwellings should be provided within the 
Litchfield and North Warwickshire Local Authorities to accommodate the housing shortfall in 
Tamworth.  An agreement between Tamworth and North Warwickshire Local Authorities on the number 
of dwellings to be provided in the North Warwickshire Borough to accommodate Tamworth’s shortfall has 
yet to be agreed. NWBC have indicated that the number will be accommodated within the Birmingham 
shortfall as set out below. 

Greater Birmingham & Black Country (GB & BC)

The objectively assessed housing need for Birmingham to 2031 is 89,000 additional dwellings; however 
a	shortfall	of	37,500	dwellings	has	been	identified.	NWBC has identified delivering 3,790 additional 
dwellings (10% of the Birmingham shortfall) based on migration and commuting patterns. A draft MOU 
has been prepared to agree the distribution of housing amongst the Local Authorities from both in and 
outside of the GB & BC HMA. The Secretary of State has intervened in the Birmingham development 
plan following an Inspector recommending adoption of the development plan over concerns regarding 
Green Belt boundary changes. 

The	increased	housing	figures	present	a	formidable	challenge	to	the	Borough.	Delivery	of	housing	has	
traditionally been modest with an average of 126 completions since 1996/97. There have only been 
five	years	during	the	whole	of	that	time	where	completions	have	been	higher	than	175	per	annum.	The	
numbers now envisaged will increase to a minimum of 264 dwelling per annum rising to a potential 
figure	of	454 dwellings per annum when the shortfall from GB & BC HMA is accommodated within the 
Borough. 

Therefore there is a clear need to deliver more housing sites in the North Warwickshire Borough.

Total Annual Requirement

Core Strategy (2014) 2011-2029 3,150 (plus 500 for Tamworth) 
= 3,650

175 

(with Tamworth 203 pa)

Objectively Assessed Need including eco-
nomic uplift

(includes 500 dwellings from Tamworth)

4,740

Redistribution from C&W HMA 540

5,280 264 pa

To test the potential delivery of up to 3,790 
for GB & BC HMA (this would include any 
additional amount required for Tamworth)

3,790 (10% of Birmingham 
Shortfall)

9,070 454 pa

Potentially more as Nunea-
ton & Bedworth shortfall 

unknown at present
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7.0	Green	Belt	Justification
Harworth	Estates	consider	that	in	light	of	the	significant	scale	of	both	the	
employment and housing needs there is a requirement to release Green 
Belt land to identify sites to accommodate these needs. 

The	 ‘Paper	 to	 Consider	 the	 Growth	 Options	 for	 North	 Warwickshire’	
presented to Members on the Local Development Framework Sub-
Committee on the 23 April 2016 set out the overall housing and employment 
requirements	for	the	whole	of	the	Borough.	This	confirms	that	the	scale	
of the needs “present a formidable challenge to the Borough”. The Paper 
outlines a number of high level growth options which set out the broad 
approaches that could be taken to the delivery of growth within the 
Borough. NWBC identify a number of Growth Options to meet the need 
and acknowledge that these Growth Options would result in release of 
land from the Green Belt to accommodate the emerging housing and 
employment requirements which would result in changes being made to 
the Core Strategy (2014).

The	significant	scale	of	the	Objectively	Assessed	Need	of	the	Borough	and	
the	 identified	 lack	of	deliverable,	 suitable	and	available	non-Green	Belt	
sites	to	meet	the	identified	need	amount	to	“exceptional	circumstances”	to	
justify Green Belt change through the emerging Local Plan process. 

Within this context the Daw Mill site has the following attributes:-

• It is ‘previously developed’ land

The predominately cleared Daw Mill site which includes the former Daw 
Mill	 Colliery	 comprises	 ‘previously	 developed’	 land	 within	 the	 North	
Warwickshire Green Belt. As outlined in this document there is no lawful 
mechanism to require its restoration from its current state which represents 
a	 significant	 resource	 requiring	 an	 effective	 form	 of	 regeneration	 with	
consequential	environmental	benefits	from	re-using	brownfield	land.	As	a	
‘previously	developed’	site	there	is	a	compelling	need	to	bring	it	forward	
for suitable development to allow it to be regenerated and restored. 

• It has minimal impact upon the openness of the Green Belt

Was	it	not	for	the	unexpected	and	catastrophic	fire	in	2013	which	resulted	
in the urgent demolition and clearance works, the buildings associated 
with the Daw Mill Colliery as shown in the image from 2013 would still 
be present on the Daw Mill site. Whilst new built form in excess of that 
which currently exists upon the site is likely to have an impact upon the 
openness of the Green Belt, this would be minimised when compared to 
the	buildings	on	site	prior	to	the	unexpected	fire,	and	be	mitigated	by	the	
existing topography, nature and character of the Daw Mill site and the 
site’s surroundings as well as by proposed landscaping schemes which 
would form part of any future development proposals.

• It has limited impact upon the five purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt

“Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas” 
As the site is not an extension to a large built up area, the proposed 
redevelopment would not have any impact upon the Green Belt’s purpose 
of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 

“Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another”
The	Daw	Mill	site	is	‘previously	developed’	and	any	redeveloped	scheme	
would correspond with the previously built up area associated with the 
colliery operation, and since it is not located between existing towns in 
danger of merging then a re-development scheme would have no bearing 
on this purpose. 

“Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment”
The	Daw	Mill	site	is	‘previously	developed’	and	the	area	to	be	redeveloped	
is already encroached by previous colliery operations and remains in a 
despoiled state with large concrete aprons and some residual buildings. 
The potential redevelopment site area corresponds with the extent of this 
despoiled area. The redevelopment of the Daw Mill site will not, therefore, 
lead to encroachment of built development into the countryside. 

“Preserve the setting and special character of historic town”
Neither the special character of historic towns nor their setting is affected 
by the redevelopment of the Daw Mill site.

“Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land”. 
Redevelopment	of	 the	 ‘previously	developed’	Daw	Mill	site	will	 re-use	a	
currently redundant employment asset which was previously served by rail 
infrastructure. It is therefore derelict land in itself and hence contributes 
positively to this purpose. 

• It has unique locational attributes
The	 key	 locational	 characteristics	 of	 the	 Daw	Mill	 site	 make	 it	 a	 ‘rare’	
opportunity due to its existing rail head and power connections and its 
potential to deliver either rail connected employment uses or to meet 
the Borough’s aspirations for a new railway station in the locality. The 
site	 benefits	 from	 numerous	 locational	 advantages	 with	 regards	 to	 the	
transfer of people and goods by rail which provide an opportunity to attract 
employment and housing-led development to the Daw Mill site. These 
new uses could utilise the surplus capacity on the rail route and deliver 
benefits	 that	will	arise	 from	 the	existing	 rail	head,	 route	 line	and	power	
infrastructure on the Daw Mill site.  

• Deliver economic, social and environmental benefits to local 
communities and the wider Borough 

Redevelopment of the Daw Mill site will ensure that the potential for the 
strategic site is maximised to deliver long-term social, economic and 
environmental	 benefits	 to	 existing	 local	 communities	 as	 well	 as	 to	 the	
wider Borough.

• Meet	 identified	 local	 housing	 or	 employment	 need	 through	 a	 high	
quality and fully integrated sustainable development.

• Provide increased housing affordability and choice.
• New direct and indirect construction and operational employment 

opportunities for the local community. 
• Potential increase in Gross Value Added, New Homes Bonus, Business 

Rates, Council Tax payments and household expenditure 
• Improvement to existing public transport links and sustainable transport 

infrastructure to and from the Daw Mill site and the surrounding 
settlements to create a sustainable neighbourhood. 

• Assist	 in	 the	 delivery	 of	 a	 new	 railway	 station	 as	 identified	 at	 the	
Borough and sub-regional level thus improving accessibility from the 
surrounding settlements to the rest of the Borough and the wider West 
Midlands.  

• Enhance and support the facilities for the surrounding settlements by 
creating a critical mass of development that can support additional 
shops and services which are easily accessible and will increase 
the vitality of the surrounding settlements and the well-being of local 
communities. 

• Potential to provide modern and diverse community, recreational and 
supporting facilities of an appropriate scale on the site which will be 
accessible to all neighbouring residents and future residents to meet 
everyday needs of the local community and complement the existing 
facilities within the surrounding settlements. 

• Facilitate the consequential environmental improvements at the 
Daw Mill site through conserving, improving and increasing green 
infrastructure and enhancing opportunities for biodiversity. 

• In	 light	of	 the	above,	Harworth	Estates	consider	 that	 the	 ‘previously	
developed’ Daw Mill site should be considered favourably as a potential 
site for Green Belt change as part of the Local Plan process to meet 
development needs within the Borough. 

7.0	Green	Belt	Justification
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The following sections will now explain in more detail the three potential 
development	options	for	meeting	the	significant	housing	and	employment	
need in the Borough:-

• Rail Related Employment Park; 
• New Sustainable Residential Community; and
• Non-Restored Site.

Development Option 1 aims to contribute to meeting the Borough’s 
significant	 employment	 need	 for	 rail	 related	 employment	 sites	 by	
redeveloping the Daw Mill site for a sustainable employment park which 
utilises the existing rail head, rail route and infrastructure. The existing 
infrastructure including the rail head, sidings and sub-station would be 
retained with employment uses restricted to B2 uses which are associated 
or ancillary to the purposes of storage, handling and processing railway 
related materials. 

8.0 Option 1 Rail Related Employment

Rail	Related	Employment	Benefits

• Contribute to the sub-regional and Borough need for rail related logistics sites by regenerating the Daw Mill site and 
providing a key employment facility in the region which is served by rail. 

• Contribute to the national shift and Central Government strategy for the sustainable movement of goods from road to rail.  

• Utilise the surplus capacity on the rail route, the central location in the geographic heart of the National Strategic Freight 
Network, and the existing rail route line that is cleared to the high capacity W10 loading to focus freight movement away 
from the local road network to the rail network. 

• Creation of a range of direct and indirect accessible employment opportunities for existing communities during the 
construction and operation of the employment site contributing to the employment need in the locality and the Borough. 

• Provision of additional Gross Value Added, Business Rates and increased expenditure during the construction and 
operation of the employment site. 

• Improvement to existing public transport links and sustainable transport infrastructure to and from neighbouring settlements.

• Facilitate a comprehensive restoration and development scheme for the site.  

• Maintain and enhance existing public footpaths, Public Rights of Way and green infrastructure and landscaping within the 
site. 

• Maintain and enhance references to the sites history with a Daw Mill Colliery memorial. 

8.0 Option 1 Rail Related Employment
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9.0 Option 2 New Sustainable Residential Community

New	Sustainable	Residential	Community	Benefits	Development Option 2 aims to contribute to meeting the Borough’s 
significant	housing	need	by	redeveloping	the	Daw	Mill	site	and	providing	
a fully integrated and sustainable development of a compact walkable 
residential community. 

The new sustainable residential community would provide up to 400 
new homes whilst enabling the delivery of key community and green 
infrastructure such as local shops, a primary school / sports centre (in 
light of NWBC’s preference to close the nearest sports centre to the site in 
Old	Arley),	playing	fields,	a	community	centre	and	small	number	of	work/
live units with 60% of the site to be made available to the local community 
for recreational and biodiversity enhancement. The development can 
therefore function as a sustainable new community.

The	area	proposed	to	be	developed	for	housing	is	a	significant	reduction	
(40%) on the area currently covered by a concrete apron and over burden. 
This area will be fully restored (including opening up part of the River 
Bourne culvert) and made available for public use and bio-diversity.

The site would functionally link to existing neighbouring settlements to 
enhance the sustainability of the locality offering shared uses and the 
potential to benchmark future sustainable living. 

• Meet	 identified	 local	housing	need	through	provision	of	high	quality,	aspirational	market	homes	as	well	as	affordable	/	
starter	homes	to	meet	an	 identified	need,	attracting	new	residents	and	hence	increasing	housing	choice	thus	allowing	
existing residents to stay in the area.  

• Provide a range of new direct and indirect accessible construction and operational employment opportunities for the local 
community. 

• Potential increase in Gross Value Added, New Homes Bonus, Council Tax payments and household expenditure.

• Improvement to existing public transport links and sustainable transport infrastructure to form connections and create a 
walkable neighbourhood. 

• Creation of safe and attractive linkages including walking and cycling routes to connect the site with the wider area.

• Assist	in	the	delivery	of	a	new	railway	station	and	a	potential	Park	and	Ride	facility	as	identified	at	the	Borough	and	sub-
regional level thus improving accessibility from neighbouring settlements to the rest of the Borough and the wider West 
Midlands.  

• Enhance and reinforce existing facilities in surrounding settlements by creating a critical mass of development that can also 
support additional shops and services which are easily accessible and will increase the vitality of surrounding settlements 
and the well-being of local communities. 

• Provision of much needed recreational facilities including a sports centre in light of NWBC’s preference to close the 
nearest sports centre situated in Old Arley. 

• Potential to provide a modern and diverse community, recreational and supporting open space and facilities of an appropriate 
scale on the site which will be accessible to all surrounding residents and future residents, to meet the everyday needs of 
the local community and complement the existing facilities within the existing neighbouring settlements. 

• Facilitate the consequential environmental improvements at the Daw Mill site through conserving, improving and increasing 
green and recreational infrastructure with opportunities for high quality landscaping and enhanced biodiversity. 

• The non-built area will form 60% of the overall development. 

• Provision of recycling facilities on site.  

• Maintain and enhance references to the sites history with a Daw Mill Colliery memorial.

9.0 Option 2 New Sustainable Residential Community
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As outlined in this document there is no lawful mechanism to require the 
Daw Mill site’s restoration as any actions carried out or in relation to it 
would not have any legal validity. Development Option 3 of this document 
is therefore the “do-nothing” option. Under this option, the Daw Mill site 
would not be redeveloped and hence it would not be restored and therefore 
left in its current physical despoiled condition and derelict state. 

This would result in:-
• The large concrete aprons and industrial buildings that exist on the site 

will continue to urbanise the site and give an unattractive appearance 
both in itself and to the surrounding landscape. 

• The	rail	connectivity	and	power	supply	benefits	would	not	be	utilised.
• Other Green Belt sites would have to be released to meet development 

needs	which	may	be	of	a	‘greenfield’	nature.
• The	 site	would	 remain	 as	 an	 under-utilised	 asset	with	 no	 beneficial	

use.

The	Daw	Mill	 site	would	 continue	 to	 be	 a	 ‘previously	 developed’	 site	 in	
the North Warwickshire Green Belt providing no economic, social and 
environmental	benefits	to	the	local	community	and	the	wider	Borough	with	
the majority of the site unsuitable for public use. 

10.0 Option 3 Non-restored Site 11.0 Options Assessment
The following is a high level Options 
Assessment for the Daw Mills site. 
Harworth Estates are committed 
to bringing forward an appropriate 
development proposal for the Daw Mill 
site and set out the Options Assessment 
below to inform the on-going Local Plan 
process.
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11.0 Options Assessment 12.0   Way Forward

Harworth	Estates	own	the	former	Daw	Mill	Colliery	which	is	a	‘previously	
developed’ site within the Green Belt. Harworth Estates recognise that there 
are	significant	employment	and	housing	needs	within	North	Warwickshire		
and that these development needs coupled with the paucity of existing 
sites to accommodate them, necessitate the delivery of additional sites 
including within the existing Green Belt. 

Harworth Estates have produced this Document to set out the Options 
that the Daw Mill site presents to meet some of these development needs. 
The options considered include Rail Related Employment Park or New 
Sustainable Residential Community or a Non-Restored Site. Harworth 
Estates consider that the Non-Restored Site option is not an appropriate 
option to pursue as it has no economic or social advantages and it does not 
make use of the existing site assets. Harworth Estates are however happy 
to pursue either the Rail Related Employment Park or New Sustainable 
Residential	Community	options	due	to	their	specific	benefits	as	set	out	in	
the Document. 

Harworth Estates wish to engage in the emerging Local Plan process to 
ensure	that	the	Daw	Mill	site	is	fully	considered	and	suitably	identified	within	
the emerging Local Plan. Harworth Estates wish to facilitate regeneration 
of the Daw Mill site and look forward to a constructive dialogue with key 
stakeholders to facilitate this.  



DAW MILL 
REGENERATION PROPOSAL



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name:  

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Aequitas (Midlands No. 2) Limited 

Address: C/O Porta Planning LLP  
67-69 George Street  
London 
W1U 8LT 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Lewis McAulay 

Company Porta Planning LLP  
 

Address 67-69 George Street  
London  
W1U 8LT 

 
Telephone 020 7148 5600 

 
Email Lewis.mcaulay@portaplanning.com 

 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

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

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

which it considers offensive or defamatory 

SLP318



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 
 

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

Paragraph 
reference  

Policy 
reference 
number 

LP11 
and 

LP12 

Site 
Allocations  Sustainability 

Appraisal 
 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support ü Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes ü No  

 
 

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

 

Yes ü No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No ü 

 
 

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

Not Positively 
Prepared ü Not Justified  

 
Not Effective  Not Consistent with 

National Policy  

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

Framework (March 2012).   
  



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
We support Policy LP12 Employment Areas which sets out the sites allocated in this Plan including 
“Carlyon Road, Ratcliffe Road and Netherwood Estate, Atherstone”. Supporting paragraph 9.9 of this 
policy goes on to state “that the majority of employment generating uses will be concentrated into this 
area”.  Further to the above, we wish to express our support for Policy LP11 that supports the “delivery of 
employment generating uses, including the redevelopment of existing employment sites…”.  
 
We consider that, particularly the Carlyon Road area, would benefit from the redevelopment of existing 
employment sites and the development of new employment generating uses would significantly enhance 
this area and provide greater employment opportunities for local people. 
 
We consider that these policies aim to proactively meet the needs of business, encourage sustainable 
economic growth and support existing employment sectors which is in accordance with paragraphs 19, 20 
and 21 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Although we support the New Local Plan Policies LP11 and LP12 in principle, we consider that the New 
Local Plan should be more positively prepared by incorporating a greater portion of land within the 
development boundaries around Atherstone. In particular, we suggest that the development boundary at 
the rear of the sewage works be extended to incorporate a greater area for new employment 
development.  
 
We are supportive of the Policies ensuring that they support the intensification within the existing industrial 
areas including our client’s pre-application proposal for the Land at Carlyon Road, Atherstone.  
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2.8  Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to 
ensure that the Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in 
accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 

              
As stated above, we consider that the New Local Plan could be more positively prepared and that the 
development boundaries could be extended to include a greater portion of developable land. In particular 
we consider land north west of Carylon Road should be extended at the rear of the existing Sewage 
Works to provide greater space for further employment generating development in the area. Please see 
the screenshot below:  
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

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

 

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

Yes  No 
 

ü 

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

              
 
 
 
 

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

Signature 
Lewis McAulay 

Date 31/01/2018 



 
  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Dothary Barrett 
North Warwickshire Borough Council  
Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE  
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Dorothy,  
  
North Warwickshire Borough Council Local Plan 2011- 2031 (Draft Submission 
consultation (Reg. 19) January 2018) 
 
I refer to the above consultation and welcome the opportunity to respond on behalf of 
Warwickshire County Council. The County Council welcomes and supports the preparation 
of the Local Plan.  
 
We submitted our comments to the Submission draft stage consultation on 31st March 
2017. We note that these comments have been taken on board substantially in this current 
consultation.  Therefore, we have no further material comments to add.  
 
On transport matters these will continue to be developed as part of the process. At present 
we are not able to provide an extensive commentary on the transport impacts and 
mitigation requirements pertaining to the proposed development allocations on the A5 
corridor until this work is completed.   
 
We are continuing to work closely with Highways England in the development of the 
Strategic Transport Assessment and identification potential mitigation solutions on the A5 
corridor and the Borough Council continues to be updated on this. The initial work 
undertaken by the County Council identified significant impacts and mitigation 
requirements which may be deemed unviable for delivery through the Local Plan 
process.  The County is, therefore, working closely with Highways England on the 
development of options which are considered in scale with the development proposals but 
do not present a barrier to long term aspirations for capacity improvements on the strategic 
A5 corridor.  A number of options are being considered at differing levels of development 
quanta and therefore the study has potential to conclude that the very high levels of growth 
currently being considered cannot be accommodated within the current allocations.  We 
are jointly committed, alongside NWBC and CWLEP to A5 corridor improvements in 
support of housing and economic growth. 
 
  

31st January 2018 
 

 
Monica Fogarty 
Joint Managing Director 
Warwickshire County Council 
Shire Hall 
Warwick 
CV34 4SX 
Tel: 01926 412514 
monicafogarty@warwickshire.gov.uk 
www.warwickshire.gov.uk 
 

SLP319



 
  

 
Please note that we have not been asked to assess the Hams Hall proposals by Borough 
Council and the current transport assessment has not accounted for this impact.  
 
Education provision 
 
We continue to work to support growth and requirements for school places.  We do this in 
partnership with NWBC and Staffordshire County Council.  
 
We would like to re-state, that the County Council can make no financial commitment 
arising from any proposed allocations within the Local Plan unless agreed thorough mutual 
funding arrangements.  However, we will assist the Borough Council and developers in 
delivering infrastructure to mitigate the impact of developments via S106 and S278 
agreements; Community Infrastructure Levy and other funding sources.  
 
We conclude that the Plan has been positively prepared, is justified, effective and 
consistent with national planning policy. We will continue to support the Borough with the 
necessary advice and evidence on County matters up to the Local Plan Examination.   
 
Should you wish to discuss any of the above matters further please contact Mark Ryder 
directly on 01926 412811? 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
Monica Fogarty 
Joint Managing Director 


	SLP303 1 of 2R.pdf
	Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_2017
	NWBC Draft Submission Version Local Plan Reps January 2018 
	Appendices for January 2018 Reps
	8917 Appendices
	Draft Appendix 7 - Text Removed


	SLP303 2 of 2R.pdf
	Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_2017
	NWBC Draft Submission Version Local Plan Reps March2018 
	Appendices for January 2018 Reps
	8917 Appendices
	Draft Appendix 7 - Text Removed


	SLP301_1 of 2R.pdf
	SLP303 1 of 2R.pdf
	Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_2017
	NWBC Draft Submission Version Local Plan Reps January 2018 
	Appendices for January 2018 Reps
	8917 Appendices
	Draft Appendix 7 - Text Removed


	SLP303 2 of 2R.pdf
	Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_2017
	NWBC Draft Submission Version Local Plan Reps March2018 
	Appendices for January 2018 Reps
	8917 Appendices
	Draft Appendix 7 - Text Removed



	SLP315R.pdf
	Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_2017 Completed
	Site Location Plan
	Spon Lane Grendon Phase 2 Site Location Plan 16-254-01 270916.pdf (p.9)

	Draft Submission Local Plan Consultation January 2018

	SLP317R.pdf
	P0-TP-SPA-RP-P3935-0011-B
	1. Introduction
	1.1.1. Spawforths have been instructed by the Harworth Group (formerly Harworth Estates) to submit representations to the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission).
	1.1.2. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan and is keen to further the role of North Warwickshire within the Warwickshire sub-region and West Midlands as a whole.
	1.1.3. This submission contains subsequent amendments following the Council’s publication of additional Local Plan evidence and consultation documents, and therefore supersedes the original representations (SLP317).
	1.1.4. As you are aware, the Harworth Group have land interests in the area at the former Daw Mill Colliery.
	1.1.5. The Haworth Group would like to make comments on the following topics and sections in the North Warwickshire Draft Local Plan:
	1.1.6. In each case, observations and conclusions are set out with reference to the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework ‘The Framework’, and where necessary, amendments are suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is made sound.
	1.1.7. Attached to these Representations is an Advocacy Document titled ‘Daw Mill: Regeneration Proposal’ which was submitted to North Warwickshire Borough Council as part of the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan on the 23rd June 2016. We request...
	1.1.8. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity for further engagement and the opportunity to appear at the Examination in Public to debate these matters further.
	1.1.9. We trust that you will confirm that these Representations are duly made and will give due consideration to these comments.
	1.1.10. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further.

	2. National Planning Policy Context and Tests of Soundness
	2.1.1. The Government's core objectives as established through the Framework relate to the need for and benefits of sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 14 of the Framework stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed ne...
	2.1.2. In relation to Local Plan formulation, paragraph 150 of the Framework states that Local Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflects the vision and aspirations of local community. The Framework indicates that Local Pla...
	2.1.3. The Local Plan will be examined by an independent Inspector whose role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. In accordance with para...
	2.1.8. This document therefore considers the content of the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) on behalf of the Harworth Group in light of this planning policy context.

	3. Introduction
	3.1. Duty to Co-operate
	3.1.1. The Introduction section to the Local Plan (Draft Submission) confirms with regard to the requirement to co-operate with other local authorities that agreements are in place with neighbouring authorities regarding the distribution of developmen...
	3.1.2. “The Borough Council has reached an agreement on the amount of development that can be delivered if the appropriate infrastructure can be delivered with local authorities from the Coventry & Warwickshire area as well as the Greater Birmingham &...
	3.1.3. These agreements do not however address the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs and hence the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not meet national planning policy and guidance regarding duty to co-operate in respect of these matters.
	Test of Soundness
	3.1.4. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	3.2. Justification
	3.2.1. The Framework outlines in paragraph 178 that “public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities” and states that local planning authoritie...
	3.2.2. Planning Practice Guidance states that local planning authorities should have explored all available options for delivering the planning strategy within their own planning area including strategic matters (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 9-003-201...
	3.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that there is an absence of meaningful discussions and formal agreements with neighbouring local authorities with regards to how the identified “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs will be met. The importan...
	3.2.4. The adopted Core Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how the “regional” employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The Planning Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy...
	3.2.5. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core Strategy (October 2014). Despite the Core Strategy Planning Inspector concluding that a regional perspective would be required, the Draft Local Plan still does not addr...
	3.2.6. The Harworth Group considers that the Draft Local Plan is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Harworth Group object to the Borough deferring how the “regional” and “s...
	3.2.7. In addition to this failure in respect of employment requirements, the Harworth Group also consider that the Draft Local Plan fails to show how the housing needs of the sub-region have been met especially with regard to those from Birmingham, C...

	3.3. Proposed Changes
	3.3.1. To overcome this objection and address the Draft Local Plan’s “silence” on the full employment needs for the Borough and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	4. Spatial Portrait
	4.1. The Role of Rail in the Borough
	4.1.1. The Harworth Group generally welcomes the acknowledgment by the Council in paragraph 2.8 of the Spatial Portrait of the important role that rail has within the Borough. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should f...

	4.2. Countryside
	4.2.1. Whilst the Harworth Group accept that in many situations, development in the countryside should be appropriate in terms of scale and character as set out in paragraph 2.23 of the ‘Spatial Portrait’, the Harworth Group object to the absence of a...
	Test of Soundness
	4.2.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	4.3. Justification
	4.3.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not de...

	4.4. Proposed Changes
	4.4.1. Further emphasis on the importance of rail within paragraph 2.8.
	4.4.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 2.23 and address soundness matters, the Council should:


	5. Strategic Objectives
	5.1. To secure a sustainable pattern of development reflecting the rural character of the Borough
	5.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy.
	Test of Soundness
	5.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	5.2. Justification
	5.2.1. In paragraph 5.2 of Strategic Objective 1, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “….giving priority to re using previously developed land and buildings within Market Towns and Local Service Centres”. This strategic objective is wholly incons...
	5.2.2. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value” with be encouraged.
	5.2.3. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to states that “planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high enviro...
	5.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not reflect the principles of the Framework or indeed of draft Local Plan Policy LP11 and hence that it should be amended to encourage the redevelo...

	5.3. To develop and grow the local economy for the benefit of local residents
	5.3.1. The Harworth Group support the general approach of Strategic Objective 3 of the Draft Local Plan but object to the omission of “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs within this strategic objective.
	5.3.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	5.4. Justification
	5.4.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not de...

	5.5. Proposed Changes
	5.5.1. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.2 and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should:
	5.5.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.7 and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should:


	6. Policy LP1: Sustainable Development
	6.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this policy is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	6.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	6.2. Justification
	6.2.1. Whilst it is recognised that development should seek to meet the criteria outlined under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’, The Harworth Group consider that there should be flexibility within the policy as there may be circumstances ...
	6.2.2. Bullet point 2 under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’ states that all development proposals must “demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively improve the individual settlement character appearance and environmen...
	6.2.3. The Harworth Group acknowledge that great importance should be attached to the design of the built environment and good design is a key aspect of sustainable development as outlined in the Framework, however, planning policies in relation to de...

	6.3. Proposed Changes
	6.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	7. Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy
	7.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	7.1.2. Test of Soundness
	7.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	7.2. Justification
	7.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that majority of the new development proposed within the Borough to 2031 is too focused around a small number of settlements / areas of the Borough.
	7.2.2. The Harworth Group object to ‘Category 2: Settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough’. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole (especial...
	7.2.3. Rather the Local plan (Draft Submission) has prioritised safeguarding the existing Green Belt over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework w...
	7.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. Section 3 of this document deals with the importance of sustaina...
	7.2.5. The Harworth Group consider that the site at Daw Mill has the specific locational benefits of adjacency to the rail link and that such a rail link is important in meeting the need for regional rail linked employment needs. The importance of suc...
	7.2.6. The Harworth Group also consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should recognise the importance of the significant and strategic previously developed sites within the Borough, many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining and en...
	7.2.7. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged” and therefore the Harworth Group recommend that Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ should also make reference to these significant and strategic previously deve...
	7.2.8. The Council should insert an additional exception to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ to recognise the locational characteristics of regional employment land (including in relation to the rail network) and also to the importance o...

	7.3. Proposed Changes
	7.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	8. Policy LP3: Green Belt
	8.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy LP3: Green Belt and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	8.1.2. Test of Soundness
	8.1.3. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	8.2. Justification
	8.2.1. Paragraph 7.19 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “taking this approach it is not considered that the NPPF alone is all that is necessary for the management of new development proposed in North Warwickshire’s Green Belt….The NPPF provi...
	8.2.2. With North Warwickshire, there are a significant number of previously developed sites, which have been or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – the great majority through established use. The Daw Mill Coll...
	8.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should identify these large previously developed sites and state that the sites will be considered in accordance with the Framework. The Framework needs to be considered as a “whole” and not...
	8.2.4. The Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA Strategic Growth Study (February 2018) has identified that there is an outstanding minimum shortfall of 28,150 dwellings to 2031 and 60,900 dwellings to 2036 across the Birmingham HMA. Additional land ...

	8.3. Proposed Changes
	8.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	9. Policy LP6: Amount of Development
	9.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	Test of Soundness
	9.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	9.2. Justification
	9.2.1. The Harworth Group support the Council’s acknowledgment in paragraph 7.49 that “since the preparation of the Core Strategy two studies have made it clear that there is a wider than local need for large sites”. However the Harworth Group object ...
	9.2.2. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the delivery of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater Birmingham & Black C...
	9.2.3. The Council agreed through the MOU with Birmingham City Council that it would consider the wider than local employment need yet North Warwickshire Borough Council have concluded that the strategic priority does not need to be considered in the ...
	9.2.4. The Harworth Group accept that discussions are ongoing with other local planning authorities to see where the “regional” and “sub-regional” need will be met but recommend that the Draft Local Plan should make provisions to deal or assist with t...
	9.2.5. With regard to housing need, The Harworth Group are concerned that the provision of 3,790 homes as an aspiration is inaccurate. An MOU has been signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council wi...
	9.2.6. The current figures within LP6 for housing and employment are not integrated and as such do not accord with in Paragraph 158 of the Framework. As a consequence of the Local Authority delivering its fully objectively assessed housing need of 9,5...

	9.3. Proposed Changes
	9.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	10. Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration
	10.1.1. The Harworth Group conditionally support Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) provided that:
	 all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.
	10.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ if these proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where th...

	11. LP12: Employment Areas
	11.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) since the Policy makes no reference to the importance of the existing rail siding at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.
	Test of Soundness
	11.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	11.2. Justification
	11.2.1. The former Daw Mill Colliery site has key locational characteristics that make the opportunity afforded by the existing rail connections significant. The site is at the heart of the classic railway network with good connection to the rail netw...
	11.2.2. The Harworth Group can confirm that the area has been recently upgraded to create extra capacity and was re-signaled with modern equipment in the period 2009-2012. The Harworth Group can also confirm that the site location is connected to one ...
	11.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the “live” rail connection and the existing rail sidings are of strategic significance to the Borough and should be identified in Policy ‘LP12: Employment Area’ to ensure they are not only safeguarded but also ...

	11.3. Proposed Changes
	11.3.1. The Harworth Group do not support Policy LP12: Employment Areas unless the Council:
	 Make specific reference in the supporting text to the rail connection at the former Daw Mill Colliery, its strategic significance and explicitly encouraging proposals that facilitate the efficient use of the site by using the “live” rail connection ...
	  Insert sentence to the end of the last sentence of Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’:


	12. LP16: Natural Conservation
	12.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ of the Draft Local Plan and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning guidance.
	Test of Soundness
	12.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	12.2. Justification
	12.2.1. Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ states that “development should help ensure that there is a net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impact first then providing appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking...
	12.2.2. The Harworth Group accept that local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity but paragraph 118 of the Framework confirms that mitigation and compensation relates to the situation only where there is “significant ha...
	12.2.3. Planning Practice Guidance states that where despite mitigation, the development would still bring significant residual harm, the developer should consider compensatory measures to provide an equivalent value of biodiversity (Paragraph: 018 Re...

	12.3. Proposed Change
	12.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP12: Natural Conservation’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning guidance, the Council should:
	 Reword the second sentence of the last paragraph to:


	13. Policy LP31: Development Considerations
	13.1.1. The Harworth Group support Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) that states development should “be targeted at using brownfield land in appropriate location reflecting the settl...
	 all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.
	13.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ if these proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development whe...

	14. Policy LP39: Housing Allocations
	14.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) as there is a narrow focus on proposed housing development along the A5. The Harworth Group consider that this objective is unsound and not co...
	Test of Soundness
	14.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	14.2. Justification
	14.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole and hence Policy LP39 has a narrow focus on proposed development areas which are mostly located adjacent or ...
	14.2.2. Rather the Draft Local plan has prioritised the Green Belt over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to p...
	14.2.3. An example of this skewed disposition of development is the proposed housing allocations within ‘Category 1: Market Towns’. Of the total housing allocations proposed in Market Towns for 4,025 units, 3,930 of these proposed units are located ad...
	14.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that there is a danger that the intense focus of development upon the A5 corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road based development rather than a more sustainable option of focus...
	14.2.5. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ as a housing allocation. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should recognise the importance of the s...
	14.2.6. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged”. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the k...

	14.3. Proposed Changes
	14.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP39: Housing Allocations and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	15. Policy LP40: Employment Allocations
	15.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) as MIRA has been incorrectly identified within Category 2 and it omits Daw Mill from being allocated as an employment site. The Harworth Gr...
	Test of Soundness
	15.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	15.2. Justification
	15.2.1. The Harworth Group consider that ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation should be reallocated from a ‘Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements’ site to a new Category 5 site as the site does not sit adjacent to an adjoining settlement.
	15.2.2. The Draft Local Plan allocates 42ha of land to the south of the MIRA Technology Park for employment under Category 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy outlined in Policy LP2. The nearest settlement to the Technology Park is Higham-on-the-Hill approx...
	15.2.3. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ as an employment allocation. The site should sit under Category 5 as proposed to be amended by the Harworth Group. R...
	15.2.4. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforde...

	15.3. Proposed Changes
	15.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP40: Employment Allocations and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:
	 Move the ‘Land at MIRA’ site into a new Category 5.
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	1. Introduction
	1.1.1. Spawforths have been instructed by the Harworth Group (formerly Harworth Estates) to submit representations to the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission).
	1.1.2. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan and is keen to further the role of North Warwickshire within the Warwickshire sub-region and West Midlands as a whole.
	1.1.3. As you are aware, the Harworth Group have land interests in the area at the former Daw Mill Colliery.
	1.1.4. The Haworth Group would like to make comments on the following topics and sections in the North Warwickshire Draft Local Plan:
	1.1.5. In each case, observations and conclusions are set out with reference to the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework ‘The Framework’, and where necessary, amendments are suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is made sound.
	1.1.6. Attached to these Representations is an Advocacy Document titled ‘Daw Mill: Regeneration Proposal’ which was submitted to North Warwickshire Borough Council as part of the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan on the 23rd June 2016. We request...
	1.1.7. The Harworth Group welcomes the opportunity for further engagement and the opportunity to appear at the Examination in Public to debate these matters further.
	1.1.8. We trust that you will confirm that these Representations are duly made and will give due consideration to these comments.
	1.1.9. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further.

	2. National Planning Policy Context and Tests of Soundness
	2.1.1. The Government's core objectives as established through the Framework relate to the need for and benefits of sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 14 of the Framework stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed ne...
	2.1.2. In relation to Local Plan formulation, paragraph 150 of the Framework states that Local Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflects the vision and aspirations of local community. The Framework indicates that Local Pla...
	2.1.3. The Local Plan will be examined by an independent Inspector whose role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. In accordance with para...
	2.1.8. This document therefore considers the content of the North Warwickshire Local Plan (Draft Submission) on behalf of the Harworth Group in light of this planning policy context.

	3. Introduction
	3.1. Duty to Co-operate
	3.1.1. The Introduction section to the Local Plan (Draft Submission) confirms with regard to the requirement to co-operate with other local authorities that agreements are in place with neighbouring authorities regarding the distribution of developmen...
	3.1.2. “The Borough Council has reached an agreement on the amount of development that can be delivered if the appropriate infrastructure can be delivered with local authorities from the Coventry & Warwickshire area as well as the Greater Birmingham &...
	3.1.3. These agreements do not however address the “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs and hence the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not meet national planning policy and guidance regarding duty to co-operate in respect of these matters.
	Test of Soundness
	3.1.4. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	3.2. Justification
	3.2.1. The Framework outlines in paragraph 178 that “public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities” and states that local planning authoritie...
	3.2.2. Planning Practice Guidance states that local planning authorities should have explored all available options for delivering the planning strategy within their own planning area including strategic matters (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 9-003-201...
	3.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that there is an absence of meaningful discussions and formal agreements with neighbouring local authorities with regards to how the identified “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs will be met. The importan...
	3.2.4. The adopted Core Strategy deals with “local employment land” only and does not state how the “regional” employment needs should be accommodated within North Warwickshire. The Planning Inspector’s report into the North Warwickshire Core Strategy...
	3.2.5. A regional perspective was deferred at the time of the adoption of the Core Strategy (October 2014). Despite the Core Strategy Planning Inspector concluding that a regional perspective would be required, the Draft Local Plan still does not addr...
	3.2.6. The Harworth Group considers that the Draft Local Plan is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Harworth Group object to the Borough deferring how the “regional” and “s...
	3.2.7. In addition to this failure in respect of employment requirements, the Harworth Group also consider that the Draft Local Plan fails to show how the housing needs of the sub-region have been met especially with regard to those from Birmingham, C...

	3.3. Proposed Changes
	3.3.1. To overcome this objection and address the Draft Local Plan’s “silence” on the full employment needs for the Borough and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	4. Spatial Portrait
	4.1. The Role of Rail in the Borough
	4.1.1. The Harworth Group generally welcomes the acknowledgment by the Council in paragraph 2.8 of the Spatial Portrait of the important role that rail has within the Borough. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should f...

	4.2. Countryside
	4.2.1. Whilst the Harworth Group accept that in many situations, development in the countryside should be appropriate in terms of scale and character as set out in paragraph 2.23 of the ‘Spatial Portrait’, the Harworth Group object to the absence of a...
	Test of Soundness
	4.2.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	4.3. Justification
	4.3.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not de...

	4.4. Proposed Changes
	4.4.1. Further emphasis on the importance of rail within paragraph 2.8.
	4.4.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 2.23 and address soundness matters, the Council should:


	5. Strategic Objectives
	5.1. To secure a sustainable pattern of development reflecting the rural character of the Borough
	5.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy.
	Test of Soundness
	5.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	5.2. Justification
	5.2.1. In paragraph 5.2 of Strategic Objective 1, the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “….giving priority to re using previously developed land and buildings within Market Towns and Local Service Centres”. This strategic objective is wholly incons...
	5.2.2. Core Planning Principle 8 of paragraph 17 of the Framework states that, “the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value” with be encouraged.
	5.2.3. Paragraph 111 of the Framework goes further to states that “planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high enviro...
	5.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that Strategic Objective 1 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) does not reflect the principles of the Framework or indeed of draft Local Plan Policy LP11 and hence that it should be amended to encourage the redevelo...

	5.3. To develop and grow the local economy for the benefit of local residents
	5.3.1. The Harworth Group support the general approach of Strategic Objective 3 of the Draft Local Plan but object to the omission of “regional” and “sub-regional” employment needs within this strategic objective.
	5.3.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.

	5.4. Justification
	5.4.1. As previously stated in this document, the Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. The Borough should not de...

	5.5. Proposed Changes
	5.5.1. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.2 and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should:
	5.5.2. To overcome the objection to paragraph 5.7 and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy, the Council should:


	6. Policy LP1: Sustainable Development
	6.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this policy is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	6.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	6.2. Justification
	6.2.1. Whilst it is recognised that development should seek to meet the criteria outlined under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’, The Harworth Group consider that there should be flexibility within the policy as there may be circumstances ...
	6.2.2. Bullet point 2 under the heading ‘Quality of Development / Place’ states that all development proposals must “demonstrate a high quality of sustainable design that positively improve the individual settlement character appearance and environmen...
	6.2.3. The Harworth Group acknowledge that great importance should be attached to the design of the built environment and good design is a key aspect of sustainable development as outlined in the Framework, however, planning policies in relation to de...

	6.3. Proposed Changes
	6.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP1: Sustainable Development’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	7. Policy LP2: Settlement Hierarchy
	7.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	7.1.2. Test of Soundness
	7.1.1. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	7.2. Justification
	7.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that majority of the new development proposed within the Borough to 2031 is too focused around a small number of settlements / areas of the Borough.
	7.2.2. The Harworth Group object to ‘Category 2: Settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough’. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole (especial...
	7.2.3. Rather the Local plan (Draft Submission) has prioritised safeguarding the existing Green Belt over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework w...
	7.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is “silent” on the full employment needs for the Borough with regard to the “regional” and “sub-regional” needs. Section 3 of this document deals with the importance of sustaina...
	7.2.5. The Harworth Group consider that the site at Daw Mill has the specific locational benefits of adjacency to the rail link and that such a rail link is important in meeting the need for regional rail linked employment needs. The importance of suc...
	7.2.6. The Harworth Group also consider that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) should recognise the importance of the significant and strategic previously developed sites within the Borough, many of which are as a result of the Borough’s mining and en...
	7.2.7. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged” and therefore the Harworth Group recommend that Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ should also make reference to these significant and strategic previously deve...
	7.2.8. The Council should insert an additional exception to ‘Category 5: Outside of the above settlements’ to recognise the locational characteristics of regional employment land (including in relation to the rail network) and also to the importance o...

	7.3. Proposed Changes
	7.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP2: Settlement Hierarchy’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	8. Policy LP3: Green Belt
	8.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy LP3: Green Belt and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	8.1.2. Test of Soundness
	8.1.3. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	8.2. Justification
	8.2.1. Paragraph 7.19 of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) states “taking this approach it is not considered that the NPPF alone is all that is necessary for the management of new development proposed in North Warwickshire’s Green Belt….The NPPF provi...
	8.2.2. With North Warwickshire, there are a significant number of previously developed sites, which have been or are in commercial use that have historically been operating in the Borough – the great majority through established use. The Daw Mill Coll...
	8.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should identify these large previously developed sites and state that the sites will be considered in accordance with the Framework. The Framework needs to be considered as a “whole” and not...

	8.3. Proposed Changes
	8.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP3: Green Belt’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	9. Policy LP6: Amount of Development
	9.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning policy and guidance.
	Test of Soundness
	9.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	9.2. Justification
	9.2.1. The Harworth Group support the Council’s acknowledgment in paragraph 7.49 that “since the preparation of the Core Strategy two studies have made it clear that there is a wider than local need for large sites”. However the Harworth Group object ...
	9.2.2. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council with regards to the delivery of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater Birmingham & Black C...
	9.2.3. The Council agreed through the MOU with Birmingham City Council that it would consider the wider than local employment need yet North Warwickshire Borough Council have concluded that the strategic priority does not need to be considered in the ...
	9.2.4. The Harworth Group accept that discussions are ongoing with other local planning authorities to see where the “regional” and “sub-regional” need will be met but recommend that the Draft Local Plan should make provisions to deal or assist with t...
	9.2.5. With regard to housing need, The Harworth Group are concerned that the provision of 3,790 homes as an aspiration is inaccurate. An MOU has been signed (21 September 2016) between Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council wi...
	9.2.6. The current figures within LP6 for housing and employment are not integrated and as such do not accord with in Paragraph 158 of the Framework. As a consequence of the Local Authority delivering its fully objectively assessed housing need of 9,5...

	9.3. Proposed Changes
	9.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP6: Amount of Development’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	10. Policy LP11: Economic Regeneration
	10.1.1. The Harworth Group conditionally support Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) provided that:
	 all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.
	10.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP11: Economic Regeneration’ if these proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development where th...

	11. LP12: Employment Areas
	11.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) since the Policy makes no reference to the importance of the existing rail siding at the former Daw Mill Colliery site.
	Test of Soundness
	11.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	11.2. Justification
	11.2.1. The former Daw Mill Colliery site has key locational characteristics that make the opportunity afforded by the existing rail connections significant. The site is at the heart of the classic railway network with good connection to the rail netw...
	11.2.2. The Harworth Group can confirm that the area has been recently upgraded to create extra capacity and was re-signaled with modern equipment in the period 2009-2012. The Harworth Group can also confirm that the site location is connected to one ...
	11.2.3. The Harworth Group consider that the “live” rail connection and the existing rail sidings are of strategic significance to the Borough and should be identified in Policy ‘LP12: Employment Area’ to ensure they are not only safeguarded but also ...

	11.3. Proposed Changes
	11.3.1. The Harworth Group do not support Policy LP12: Employment Areas unless the Council:
	 Make specific reference in the supporting text to the rail connection at the former Daw Mill Colliery, its strategic significance and explicitly encouraging proposals that facilitate the efficient use of the site by using the “live” rail connection ...
	  Insert sentence to the end of the last sentence of Policy ‘LP12: Employment Areas’:


	12. LP16: Natural Conservation
	12.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ of the Draft Local Plan and consider that this objective is unsound and not consistent with national planning guidance.
	Test of Soundness
	12.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	12.2. Justification
	12.2.1. Policy ‘LP16: Nature Conservation’ states that “development should help ensure that there is a net gain of biodiversity and geological interest by avoiding adverse impact first then providing appropriate mitigation measures and finally seeking...
	12.2.2. The Harworth Group accept that local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity but paragraph 118 of the Framework confirms that mitigation and compensation relates to the situation only where there is “significant ha...
	12.2.3. Planning Practice Guidance states that where despite mitigation, the development would still bring significant residual harm, the developer should consider compensatory measures to provide an equivalent value of biodiversity (Paragraph: 018 Re...

	12.3. Proposed Change
	12.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy ‘LP12: Natural Conservation’ and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning guidance, the Council should:
	 Reword the second sentence of the last paragraph to:


	13. Policy LP31: Development Considerations
	13.1.1. The Harworth Group support Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ and its supporting text of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) that states development should “be targeted at using brownfield land in appropriate location reflecting the settl...
	 all of the changes the Harworth Group have proposed in this document for the Strategic Objective 1, Policy LP1 and Policy LP2 are accepted.
	13.1.2. The Harworth Group would object to Policy ‘LP31: Development Considerations’ if these proposed changes are not accepted as a whole due to reasons previously outlined in this document. This includes proposed exceptions regarding development whe...

	14. Policy LP39: Housing Allocations
	14.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) as there is a narrow focus on proposed housing development along the A5. The Harworth Group consider that this objective is unsound and not co...
	Test of Soundness
	14.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	14.2. Justification
	14.2.1. The Harworth Group are concerned that the Council do not have a clear understanding of the development needs of the Borough as a whole and hence Policy LP39 has a narrow focus on proposed development areas which are mostly located adjacent or ...
	14.2.2. Rather the Draft Local plan has prioritised the Green Belt over these considerations, which has resulted in a skewed disposition of development along the A5. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the Framework which indicates that the “need to p...
	14.2.3. An example of this skewed disposition of development is the proposed housing allocations within ‘Category 1: Market Towns’. Of the total housing allocations proposed in Market Towns for 4,025 units, 3,930 of these proposed units are located ad...
	14.2.4. The Harworth Group consider that there is a danger that the intense focus of development upon the A5 corridor will exacerbate existing highway capacity issues and focus upon road based development rather than a more sustainable option of focus...
	14.2.5. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from Policy ‘LP39: Housing Allocations’ as a housing allocation. The Harworth Group consider that the Draft Local Plan should recognise the importance of the s...
	14.2.6. The Framework is clear that redevelopment of brownfield land should be “encouraged”. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the k...

	14.3. Proposed Changes
	14.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP39: Housing Allocations and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:


	15. Policy LP40: Employment Allocations
	15.1.1. The Harworth Group object to Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ of the Local Plan (Draft Submission) as MIRA has been incorrectly identified within Category 2 and it omits Daw Mill from being allocated as an employment site. The Harworth Gr...
	Test of Soundness
	15.1.2. The Harworth Group considers that the Local Plan (Draft Submission) is currently unsound and the Harworth Group recommend changes to ensure that it can be made sound.
	15.2. Justification
	15.2.1. The Harworth Group consider that ‘Land at MIRA’ employment allocation should be reallocated from a ‘Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements’ site to a new Category 5 site as the site does not sit adjacent to an adjoining settlement.
	15.2.2. The Draft Local Plan allocates 42ha of land to the south of the MIRA Technology Park for employment under Category 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy outlined in Policy LP2. The nearest settlement to the Technology Park is Higham-on-the-Hill approx...
	15.2.3. The Harworth Group also object to the omission of the former Daw Mill Colliery site from Policy ‘LP40: Employment Allocations’ as an employment allocation. The site should sit under Category 5 as proposed to be amended by the Harworth Group. R...
	15.2.4. The Advocacy Document which has been submitted as part of these representations clearly outlines that the Daw Mill site is available now and it sets out the key locational characteristics of the Daw Mill site which make the opportunity afforde...

	15.3. Proposed Changes
	15.3.1. To overcome the objection to Policy LP40: Employment Allocations and address soundness matters and inconsistencies with national planning policy and guidance, the Council should:
	 Move the ‘Land at MIRA’ site into a new Category 5.
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