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Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Zoe Curnow 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 

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 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Cameron Austin-Fell 

Company RPS Planning & Development 
 

Address Highfield House, 5 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park, 
Birmingham, B32 1AF. 

 
Telephone  

 
Email  

Cameron.austin-fell@rpsgroup.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 
 

 
 

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 

See 
enclosed 

Site 
Allocations 

 
Sustainability 

Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified X 

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   
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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  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 

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 
C -operate.  Please be as precise as possible. 

 
See enclosed 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 C -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 enclosed document for reference.  
 
 
 
 
 

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  

              
To present views contained within 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 Cameron Austin-Fell Date 31 January 2018 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.1 These representations have been made by RPS Planning and Development Ltd (RPS) on behalf 

Taylor Wimpey UK ltd (Taylor Wimpey) in relation to the Draft Submission 

version of the North Warwickshire Local Plan, and should be read alongside the previous 

representations made to the consultation draft plan. 

 

1.2 In setting the objectives of the Plan, the C

emphasis to deliver sustainable development though Local Plans which, in the context of 

paragraph 14 of the NPPF requires authorities to meet the objectively assessed need for 

housing, including sufficient flexibility to respond to rapid change. Additionally, the Plan should 

also recognise the role of the Duty to Cooperate in setting strategic objectives and addressing 

issues as part of the wider Housing Market Area.  

 

1.3 In particular, Taylor Wimpey want to br

which is considered ideally placed adjacent to Tamworth to deliver a sustainable development of 

around 150 dwellings on a site which has no constraints which prevent the principle of 

development. 

 

1.4 The site is not currently proposed for development in the Draft Submission Local Plan and is 

instead included on the Proposals Map for land to be protected as part of the Meaningful Gap 

(Policy LP5). RPS does not consider that this decision is justified by an appropriate evidence 

base, nor makes any 

sustainable locations which includes land on the edge of Tamworth. 

 

1.5 As demonstrated as part of these representations and the re-issued supporting Promotional 

Document, RPS considers that this site has the potential to make an important contribution 

growth. There are greater assurances in the delivery of this site, owing to the fact that Taylor 

Wimpey is associated with the scheme. As a national housebuilder, Taylor Wimpey has a proved 

track record of delivery in the area and is committed to delivery on this site to assist the Council 

in boosting significantly the supply of housing, consistent with principles of the NPPF and the 

intentions of the emerging Local Plan. 

 

1.6 

need, spatial distribution and the Meaningful Gap, along with a number of development 

management policies proposed in the Plan. 
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2 SPATIAL VISION 
 

 
2.1 The Spatial Vision for the consultation plan is largely based on that in the adopted 2014 Core 

Strategy; however RPS would encourage the Council to revisit this in the context of the changing 

emphasis of the North Warwickshire Local Plan. In particular RPS considers there should be 

co-ordinated growth in the wider Housing Market Area. 

 

2.2 The fourth paragraph of the Spatial Vision makes reference to the location of new development 

indicating that the majority of new growth will be focused towards the Market Towns and Local 

Service Centres. Though this generally reflects the pattern of development proposed in the 

consultation Local Plan, it does not reflect the shift in the settlement hierarchy which now 

includes growth on the edge of larger settlements as another significant contributor towards the 

 (as part of emerging policy LP39) includes a 

Spatial Vision in line with the proposals, it is recommended that this paragraph of the Spatial 

administrative area, as a location for new growth as a core tene  

strategy. 
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3 HOUSING NEED  POLICY LP6 
 

 
3.1 This section addresses the 

Housing (OAN) and the strategy for meeting further unmet need from outside of the Borough and 

represents the response to Policy LP6. 

 

3.2 The methodology for calculating this figure is underpinned by evidence in the Coventry and 

Warwickshire Updated Assessment of Housing Need (UAHN), published in September 2015. 

References are made to this document by the Council, however it is also acknowledged that a 

more recent document has been published for the Coventry and Warwickshire Councils in 

August 2016 to account for more up to date population and household projections. Broadly 

speaking, this considers that the calculations in the September 2015 update remain robust for 

the purposes of plan making and has informed the development of emerging Policy LP6 of the 

consultation Plan. 

 
Calculation of OAN 

 
3.3 The recently 

reference that  

(paragraph 70). sets out the Objectively Assessed Need 

(OAN) for e and 

shortfall within Coventry to the other local authorities (paragraph 14).   

 

3.4 There is, however, some concern over the way the Council has interpreted the findings in the 

2015 UAHN, which appears to have confused some of the issues in the calculation of housing 

need.  

 

3.5 As set out in paragraph 7.33 of the North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, 

Warwickshire sites within two Housing Market Areas of Coventry & Warwickshire and Greater 

. Table 1 of the Draft Submission 

requirement of 5,280 dwellings (or 264 dwellings per annum) to be met in the period 2011 to 

2031. The table indicates  

 
I. The starting point for this need is 3,800; 

II. The starting point is adjusted to account for an economic uplift from the Coventry and 

Warwickshire and Birmingham Housing Market Areas (HMAs) (+940), before taking a 

. Increase to 5,280.  

III. The Draft Submission now includes an additional 528 dwellings that has then been 

added to extend the Plan period up to 2033, meaning that the housing need from 2011 

to 2033 is 5,808 dwellings (or 264 dwellings per annum).  

 

3.6 Although RPS agrees with the newly introduced mechanism to extend the plan up to 2033, there 

is a misunderstanding in the way the Council has interpreted the uplift from the OAN starting 

point, illustrated under heading II.   

 

3.7 Turning to the first issue, the 2015 UAHN indicates that the OAN for North Warwickshire is 4,740 

over the plan period 2011-2031 (Table 53 refers), which includes an uplift to support economic 

growth and to improve affordability. This, the 2015 UAHN states, is included as part of the 

calculation for OAN in North Warwickshire and is not associated with the economic uplift from 

the neighbouring HMAs or the unmet need from Tamworth, these are separate uplifts. Although 
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this does not affect the end OAN figure, this is an important factor that needs to be amended for 

clarification and consistency with the wider HMA. The OAN for North Warwickshire should 

therefore be correctly represented as 4,740 (as illustrated in Table 35 of the UAHN). 

 

3.8 signalled intention to review the way housing need is 

calculated, which was detailed in the November 2017 cons Planning for the 

. This document proposes a new housing need methodology, 

informed by the ONS household projections, adjusted to account for affordability indicators. 

Although this methodology remains draft and subject to a number of concerns, it is worth 

reflecting upon for the purposes of the NWLP.  

 
3.9 

from 237 dwellings per annum to 169 dwellings per annum, which is a notable change. The 

position in the wider HMA however remains largely unchanged, which is bolstered by further 

The Government consultation paper indicates 

that authorities who submit their plans after 31 March 2018 should use the new methodology, 

and those that submit before this time should continue to use the existing methodology. RPS 

understands that NWBC intends to submit its plan before this 31 March 2018 date, and therefore 

the existing methodology should be utilised.  

 
3.10 Under current and proposed arrangements, it is still necessary to consider housing need at a 

HMA level. As such, when the housing need in Coventry and Warwickshire is revisited in the 

future, it will be necessary to consider whichever new methodology is in place however it is not 

appropriate to employ this emerging methodology at this stage. To do so would be a departure 

from the evidence base utilised in a number of recent Local Plan Examinations in the HMA and 

would affect the Memorandum of Understanding   

 

Unmet Need from Neighbouring Authorities 

 
Coventry and Warwickshire 

 

3.11 RPS considers that the OAN of 4,740 in the UAHN 2015 is up to date and robust for the 

purposes of plan making. It therefore becomes necessary to consider the further uplifts from the 

Coventry and Warwickshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) and unmet need from 

Tamworth should 

ress the 17,000 shortfall 

arising from Coventry. As indicated under heading 3 of the MoU, this increases the figure by an 

additional 540 dwellings to 5,280. RPS acknowledges that the MoU has been accepted as a 

robust mechanism to redistribute need as part of other Local Plan Examinations in the HMA and 

as such, this remains an appropriate way of approaching redistribution at North Warwickshire. It 

should be noted that this figure does not include any unmet need from Tamworth. 

3.12 RPS supports the extension of the Plan period by two years to 2033, which would adopt the 

annualized figure for the HMA and extend the requirement by a further 528 dwellings, bringing 

the requirement to 5,808 dwellings. 

 

Tamworth 
 

3.13 The Council has previously agreed to accommodate an unmet need from Tamworth amounting 

should be added to the identified requirement of 5,808 to arrive at the figure of 6,308 as the total 

for this stage in the calculation of need. 
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3.14 

accommodate growth within its own boundary has progressed. The Tamworth Local Plan was 

adopted in February 2016 with an identified shortfall of 825 dwellings in addition to the 1,000 

already agreed by North Warwickshire and Lichfield Boroughs. 

3.15 In his report on the soundness of the Local Plan, the Tamworth Inspector noted that the plan 

falls short of meeting its own housing need. The Inspector then outlined three reasons why this 

does not undermine the soundness of the plan (paragraph 45 refers) which are summarised 

below: 

 

 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF does not require a Local Plan to meet the full OAN if there 

are factors which might restrict development (such as the Green Belt in Tamworth); 

 

 North Warwickshire and Lichfield Borough Councils have indicated their intention to 

provide more than already currently committed to allow for 

shortfall; and 

 

 A modification for review was added into the Tamworth Local Plan. 

 

3.16 As a less constrained authority

respond to this further unmet need from Tamworth in order that the shortfall is not allowed to 

continue to exacerbate issues of housing delivery in the wider HMA. 

3.17 Making a further contribution towards the extant 825 dwellings from Tamworth would be a 

positive move in terms of ongoing and meaningful Duty to Cooperate activities, which is in 

accordance with the aims of the February 2017 Housing White Paper which expects Local 

 

3.18 

and Lichfield, there is no certainty over where this further 825 can be met. Lichfield Council is 

currently consulting on its draft Land Allocations Strategy following the adoption of the Local 

Plan in 2015, which includes draft allocations proposing 1,165 dwellings adjacent to the north of 

Tamworth. Similarly, the consultation Local Plan includes a draft allocation for 1,191 dwellings 

adjacent to Tamworth. As both Councils have demonstrated that there are no constraints to 

assisting Tamworth in delivering unmet need, the contribution from Tamworth should be 

increased. The Lichfield Site Allocations Plan is not capable of adjusting the overall housing 

need figure and, as such, it would be more appropriate for the North Warwickshire Local Plan, as 

a strategic document, to address the extant shortfall from Tamworth. 

3.19 As there are no immediate plans to undertake a review of the Tamworth Local Plan, the most 

appropriate place to address the 825 shortfall is the North Warwickshire Local Plan as a 

strategic document for outlining the growth strategy for the Borough. 

 

Birmingham 
 

3.20 RPS is encouraged to see North Warwickshire take a proactive role in looking to meet unmet 

need arising from Birmingham, however there is still a great deal of uncertainty related to how 

the significant shortfall will be met. 

 

3.21 It is acknowledged that North Warwickshire has signed a MoU with Birmingham City Council in 

gham 

Development Plan was adopted with a requirement to have agreed measures in place to meet 
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its shortfall within three years. Whilst the MoU between North Warwickshire and Birmingham is a 

good first step, this needs to be revisited at a later time as part of a wider agreement with all 

relevant Birmingham HMA authorities confirming how the shortfall will unequivocally be met. 
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4 SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY  POLICY LP2 
 

 

4.1 This section relates to the draft settlement hierarchy proposed under emerging Policy LP2. This 

The two policies are largely similar, presenting a hierarchy of locations which direct the majority 

of development to the largest, most sustainable locations in order to promote positive patterns of 

growth. 

4.2 One of the key changes promoted by the Council is the inclusion of a new category for 

development (Category 2) which supports development for housing and employment in 

settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough.  

 

4.3 This is a welcome addition to the settlement hierarchy which is lacking from the existing policy, 

however RPS consider that this can be refined further in order to be more effective at delivering 

growth to the most sustainable locations. 

 

4.4 This issue was debated as part of the Examination of the 2014 Core Strategy and the Inspector 

gave this consideration, however, at that time there was uncertainty over the extent of the unmet 

need arising from Birmingham. There was, however, greater certainty over the unmet need 

arising from Tamworth. The Inspector noted (paragraph 17 refers) that whilst the Core Strategy 

did not identify a location for the 500 dwellings from Tamworth, the closer a development is to 

Tamworth, the more likely that it is to serve the needs arising from the Borough. As indicated in 

Section 3, RPS consider that there is a continued need for housing at Tamworth and it is 

considered that this gives further support to the edge of Tamworth as an appropriate location for 

future growth.  

 

4.5 Presently, there is limited clarity on the settlements that the Council considers appropriate for 

expansion under this policy. Though the supporting text to this policy does make reference to the 

sustainable settlements of both Tamworth and Nuneaton (paragraph 7.7 refers), the policy as 

currently drafted could equally apply to smaller settlements around the fringe of the Borough 

boundary. In order to clarify this, policy specific reference to Tamworth and Nuneaton should be 

made which will firmly establish these locations within the settlement hierarchy as sustainable 

locations for future development. 

 

Suitability of Land West of the M42 

 
4.6 As part of the Core Strategy Examination, the Inspector had difficulties in drawing conclusions. 

Part of the Inspe

which he drew on as part of paragraph 20 of his report. 

 

4.7 This inconsistency referred to the 2012 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) prepared in support of the 

2014 Core Strategy. As part of the SA, the document considered a number of potential growth 

(set out at 

paragraph 29) emerged from this process: 

 

 T1: Develop west of the M42 (adjoining the Tamworth boundary); 

 
  and 

 
 T3: Add housing to the overall Borough figures. 
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4.8 In terms of the findings, the SA did not consider option T3 as there was not enough clarity on 

where growth would be located. In terms of Option T1, the SA considered that this option would 

result in less landscape impacts than Option T2 and would help retain the character boundary 

between Polesworth and Tamworth (paragraph 30 refers). Option T2 on the other hand could 

provide more economic benefits, though would result in more greenfield land and impacts on the 

landscape. This is explored again within the SA, as part of paragraph 5.15 of the SA, which is 

replicated below: 

 

Figure 1: Excerpt from 2012 North Warwickshire Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy 
 

 
4.9 

likely to retain the character boundary between Tamworth and North Warwickshire. This 

recognises the significance of the M42 as a physical separation between the settlements. 

motorway in achieving settlement separation. 

 

4.10 Therefore land to the west of the M42 presents a sustainable solution to meeting the 

would not prejudice retention of the character and identity of settlements in North 

Warwickshire in relation to Tamworth. As part of the land allocations proposed in Policy 

1,300 dwellings. 

012 SA (SA of North Warwickshire Proposed 

Submission Core Strategy). 

 

4.11 Whilst RPS supports Policy LP2 Settlement Hierarchy, the policy should be altered to make 

specific reference to Tamworth and Nuneaton.  
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5 MEANINGFUL GAP  POLICY LP5 
 

 

5.1 This section addresses outstanding issues related to the Meaningful Gap Policy, first proposed 

through Policy NW19 (p49) of the 2011-2029 Core Strategy. This policy seeks to restrict 

development between Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon, to maintain separation to protect 

the identities of these settlements. The adopted policy did not qualify the extent of the 

Meaningful Gap, which is now being proposed through Policy LP5 of the Proposed Submission 

Local Plan which seeks to clarify this matter further. 

5.2 The comments below should be read in the context of the site promoted by Taylor Wimpey at 

Tamworth Road, which is being proposed for allocation in land which the Council 

currently identify as Meaningful Gap. 

5.3 RPS has a number of concerns with this approach, particularly in relation to the inclusion of 

land west of the M42 (south of Tamworth Road) within the Meaningful Gap. RPS does not 

consider that this is supported by a robust evidence base and thorough assessment of the key 

issues involved in determining a meaningful gap between Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon. 

 

Policy Basis for Meaningful Gap 

 

5.4 The original drafting of Core Strategy Policy NW19 sought to exclude all forms of development 

in the land between Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon other than minor development. 

Although the Inspector found this policy sound in 2014, he did not agree with this blanket 

approach, indicating at paragraph 21 of his report that: 

 

presumption against anything other than minor development [in the Meaningful 

Gap]  

 

5.5 Furthermore, at paragraph 20 of his report, he did recognise that the M42 divided the 

settlements of Tamworth (to the west of the M42), and Polesworth and Dordon (to the east of 

the M42).  

 

5.6 In response to the Council has prepared a Meaningful Gap 

Assessment (MGA) in 2015. This was considered by the Local Development Framework Sub-

Committee (21 January 2015), which recommended at paragraph 1.1 

.  The version of this document proposed before members included 

follows the area of undeveloped land west of the M42, adjacent to the Stoneydelph area of 

Tamworth, connecting to the M42 services to the south. 

 
5.7 Paragraph 9.4 of the report (21 January 2015) set out that 

Meaningful  and furthermore 

stated at paragraph 9.6 that outside the remit of the 

Meaningful Gap term are Areas 7 and 5, immediately adjoi

Their visual and physical relationships are considered closer to built development in Tamworth 

and the physical separation of Area 7 from the rest of the open areas above reduces its 

relationship with and contrib  The minutes of the meeting resolved 
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5.8 A report was taken to the Planning and Development Board (15 June 2015) to 

members on the responses of the consultation held between 29
th
 January and 12

th
 March 2015 

amendments to the desi   A number of responses 

were received, specifically from Hodgetts Estates about considering the width of the gap. In 

response to this issue raised, the Council proposed to amend the Meaningful Gap report to 

lect greater weight being given to geographical proximity of existing development and the 

 The Council 

that the northern part of Area 7 is the most critical in terms of where future development could 

result in the coalescence of the two settlements. It is therefore proposed that northern element 

of Area 7 (Area 7b
1
) should be included within the Meaningful Gap as a direct 

change/amendment to the original proposals following the consultation but the southern part, 

Area 7b, remain outside the meaningful gap  

 
5.9 The decision was deferred by the Planning and Development Board for consideration by the 

Local Development framework Sub-Committee on 14 July 2015, where it was resolved under 

2a. 

Meaningful Gap. However, Members considered that Area 7b is a small but an important 

element of the gap and should be included within the Meaningful Gap ; and under 2b. That any 

housing developments within or adjoining our Borough should maximise the density achieved 

   

 
5.10 The  considered the report relating 

to the Meaningful Gap Assessment. The r

the views of the LDF Sub-Committee; and b) To adopt the technical work to support the 

As set out on page 13 of the Minutes, it was resolved 

That Areas 1, 2, 3, 6, 7a, 

 site lies within Area 7a of the 

meaningful gap as included within the meaningful gap assessment.  

 

5.11 RPS considers that the Members of the Council have placed too much emphasis on this 

particular indicator ). The decision 

2015 with regard to 

Area 7 directly contradicts the earlier report considered by the LDF Sub Committee (on 21 

January 2015). As referred to earlier, the report to the LDF Sub Committee stated at paragraph 

9.4 of the report that Meaningful 

considered to be Areas 3, 4, 10, 5 and 7 (RPS emphasis). As already referred to earlier, 

paragraph 9.6 of that same report The area therefore most likely to fall outside the 

remit of the Meaningful Gap term are Areas 7 and 5, immediately adjoining Tamworth Borough 

Their visual and physical relationships are considered closer to built development 

in Tamworth and the physical separation of Area 7 from the rest of the open areas above 

reduces its relationship with and contribution to the mean  

 
5.12 The decision to therefore include Area 7 as a Meaningful Gap therefore contradicts this 

assessment; is perverse and seems to have been made solely on the basis of a representation 

from Hodgetts Estates (Hodgetts are the landowners of the Hallam Land and land on the 

eastern side of the M42-Just for info) who appear to be promoting land elsewhere within the 

                                                
1
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Borough. Also, aphical criterion to 

be considered in making the assessment. Furthermore, the only consultation that took place 

was on the basis of the five initial criteria, which were: 

 
 Landscape;  

  
 Heritage;  

 
 Infrastructure;  

 
 Properties ; and 

 
 Environmental Constraints. 

 
5.13 No consultation took place after the additional sixth criterion 

proximity/

making comments about the revised assessment prior to a decision being made by the Council 

ideration in planning decisions.  

 

5.14 Furthermore, it is unclear precisely how a site was either included or excluded as part of the 

meaningful gap. The table below has been produced from the report taken to the LDF Sub 

Committee on Local Development framework Sub-Committee on 14 July 2015. As can be 

14 and was excluded as part of a meaningful gap. There is therefore no logic as to how a 

decision has been reached in this regard.  

 

Area Landscape Heritage  Infrastruc
ture  

Properties  Environmental 
Constraints 

Geographical 
proximity / 
Narrowness 
of Gap  

Score* Conclusion  

1 Land 
immediately 
west of 
Polesworth 
along the river / 
canal corridor 

Red Red Orange Green  Red Green  11 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

2) Land west of 
Polesworth, 
between the 
Coventry Canal, 
Pooley Lane 
and M42 

Red Red Red Orange Orange Red 8 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

3) Land west of 
M42 at 
Polesworth and 
Robey Lane 

Red Red Green Green  Red Orange 10 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

4) Land 
immediately 
adjoining 

north eastern 
boundary, 
alongside the 
Golf Course 
potential 
development 
site, west of 

north of Priority 
Park Kart Circuit 
but south of 
West Coast 
Main Line 
(WCML)  

Red Orange Green  Green  Orange Green  14 Exclude as 
part of 
Meaningful 
Gap  

5) Land 
immediately 

Orange Green  Green  Green  Orange Green  16 Exclude as 
part of 
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Area Landscape Heritage  Infrastruc
ture  

Properties  Environmental 
Constraints 

Geographical 
proximity / 
Narrowness 
of Gap  

Score* Conclusion  

adjoining 

eastern 
boundary, north 
of B5000, south 
of Woodhouse 
Farm of 
approximately 
19.5ha 

Meaningful 
Gap  

6) Land 
between 
Birchmoor to 
the south, 
B5000 to north, 
Polesworth to 

 

Red Orange Red Green  Green  Red 11 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

7) Land south of 
B4000, 
immediately 
adjoining 
Tamworth 
Boundary, west 
of the M42 and 
bordered by the 
service station 
and Industrial 
estate, Relay 
Park to the 
south  

Green  Green  Orange Green  Orange Red 14 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

8) Land south of 
Birchmoor Road 
and Green lane, 

 

Orange Orange Red Green  Green  Red 12 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

9) Land south of 
the A5, with the 
M42 and 
Junction 10 to 

 

Orange Orange Red Green  Green  Red 12 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

10) The 
settlement of 
Freasley, 
including land 
immediately 
adjoining and to 
the south of the 
settlement  

Red Red Red Orange Green  Orange 10 Include as part 
of Meaningful 
Gap  

                  

*Scoring was calculated as follows - Red = 1; Orange = 2; Green = 3        

 
 

5.15 Furthermore, the Council have chosen to allocate Area 4 and 5 as a housing allocation under 

 This allocation is therefore 

inconsistent with the Meaningful Gap Assessment.  

 
5.16 Therefore, the Council should reconsider the context of the parcel of how the site (DLP329) 

responds to the surrounding landscape and what the impact would be in terms of landscape 

and amenity. 
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5.17 This view was reinforced as part of a recent planning appeal on Land South East of the M42
2
 

within land identified in the 2015 MGA under Area 9. As part of the appeal the Inspector 

recognised the status of the MGA as a material consideration but recognised that the starting 

point for the assessment is the adopted policy NW19 (paragraph 22 of the report refers). 

Importantly, the Inspector took the view of the Appellant that the appreciation of the gap is not 

only based on cartographic geography, but how it is perceived from potential viewpoints and 

nearby settlements. Based on the evidence in front of the Inspector, he concluded that the 

landscape character and proposed buffer would serve to respect the separate identities of the 

settlements and maintain a meaningful gap consistent with Policy NW19. 

 
5.18 RPS is also aware of a more recent appeal in the District at Pooley Lane, Polesworth, which was 

handed down on 19 January 2018
3
. The appeal site falls within the area proposed for the 

Meaningful Gap under emerging policy LP5, however the Inspector reasoned (paragraph 14 

refers) that the site would not encroach into the Meaningful Gap or interject into the Countryside 

in a way which would undermine the identities of the individual settlements.  

 

5.19 Such an approach has very recently been endorsed by the Secretary of State (SoS) in an appeal 

decision in West Sussex on 16 March 2017. Here the SoS agreed with the Inspector (para 20) 

that such assessments of the impact of developments on Local Gaps must be based on 

landscape and visual impact assessments and the inter-visibility of the built up areas from within 

the gap
4

n respect of Area 7 does not currently conform to this 

landscape led assessment process. 

 

5.20 RPS considers that the Council should follow a similar assessment in the designation of areas 

within the Meaningful Gap. As indicated below, evidence prepared by RPS and landscape 

consultants Randall Thorpe indicate that the site does not contribute towards the Meaningful 

Gap and the site should be excluded from the proposals map associated with Policy LP5. 

 

RPS Assessment of Meaningful Gap 

 
5.21 RPS has followed the methodology to assess the impacts of the Tamworth Road site (within 

Area 7) on the Meaningful Gap following the same approach as the planning appeal to the south 

east of the M42 Junction (APP/R3705/W/15/3136495). This considered both the quantitative and 

qualitative effects of the development on the Meaningful Gap, which is presented below. This is 

summarised in the re-submitted Promotional Document (Appendix 1) and explained below. 

 

Separate Identities of Dordon and Tamworth 
 

5.22 Tamworth sits on relatively high land in comparison to Polesworth, which slopes down to the 

east away from the site. In views from the east, housing in Tamworth appears to rise up a slope 

to the highest parts of the town. Roofs often define the horizon with limited tree planting 

between. Appropriate development of the site would visually connect and blend with the existing 

urban area. Retention and enhancement of vegetation at the boundaries of the site would ensure 

that new development was complementary to Tamworth and would have no adverse effect on 

the established identity of Tamworth. 

 

5.23 Development of land at Tamworth Road can be delivered without any resulting perceivable 

coalescence between Tamworth and Polesworth, and without any adverse effect upon the 

established identities of these settlements. The development of the site is therefore not in conflict 

                                                
2
 APP/R3705/W/15/3136495 

3
 APP/R3705/W/17/3179922 

4
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with Policy NW19 of the North Warwickshire Core Strategy. 

 

Quantitative Assessment 
 

5.24 Development of the site at Tamworth Road would result in no coalescence between 

Polesworth/Dordon and Tamworth and a physical separation distance of minimum 478m would 

be retained between settlements. 

 

5.25 Additionally, it should be noted that there are physical barriers between the site and 

development to the east at Polesworth. Notably, the M42 Motorway provides a significant 

physical barrier between the two settlements and the proposed safeguarding route for the Phase 

before crossing the M42 into land east of the motorway. 

estate, 

Westfields housing  

 

5.26 It is therefore not accepted that Land at Tamworth Road can be perceived as an area of 

Meaningful Gap on quantitative grounds, as the area is contained within the existing 

development line to the west of the M42 and makes little contribution towards the distinction 

between the settlements of Tamworth and Polesworth. 

 

Qualitative Assessment 
 

5.27 As assessed by Randall Thorpe, a qualitative approach to assessing the Meaningful Gap 

provides a more robust means of appraising the site, taking into account local landscape 

features and visual impacts. As part of these representations a visual context plan has been 

prepared included as Appendix 1 and replicated in part below: 
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Figure 2: Visual Context Plan 
 

 

5.28 The Tamworth Road site is generally well screened by existing vegetation and residential 

properties along the B5000 Tamworth Road to the north of the site. 

states that 

trees, the presence of some development within the site and the existing commercial and 

 

 

5.29 When travelling eastwards along Tamworth Road the meaningful gap cannot be perceived for 

the majority of the journey due to the existing vegetation along this road. A glimpsed view across 

the site occurs at the junction of Tamworth Road and Chiltern Road, with North Warwickshire 

Recreation Ground being visible in the foreground.  The site slopes away from this viewpoint 

enabling long views towards the village of Birchmoor which sits within the meaningful gap, 

however there are no clear views of Polesworth or Dordon from this viewpoint. Tamworth Road 

is a 40mph B-road and any views gained across the meaningful gap are fleeting and 

experienced at speed. This has been considered as part of Figure 3 below. 

 

  



rpsgroup.com/uk  

Figure 3: View from Tamworth Road looking East across Recreational Ground 
 

 
5.30 When travelling westwards from Polesworth towards Tamworth along Tamworth Road there is 

currently no view of the site. 

 

5.31 Polesworth is located on lower land which falls to the east towards the Coventry Canal. As such 

Tamworth Road rises from Polesworth with vegetation framing the route and restricting views 

into the meaningful gap. Beyond the junction of Hermitage Lane, the road bridge across the M42 

becomes apparent, and there are glimpse views to the wider landscape to the north, which is 

part of the meaningful gap. 

 

5.32 There are no views of the site due to well established vegetation along the M42 embankments 

and along Tamworth Road. Existing housing along the spur from Tamworth Road is almost 

entirely screened by the vegetation. Development of the site would not be perceivable from 

Tamworth Road on the approach towards Tamworth, as evident in Figure 4 below. 

 
Figure 4: View from Tamworth Road looking East across Recreational Ground 
 

 

5.33 As indicated in Figure 5 below, the site is not visually prominent in views towards Tamworth from 

the western edge of Polesworth and Dordon due to existing vegetation, landform and existing 

development. Where glimpse views to the site occur these are seen in the context of existing 

residential development within Tamworth. 
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Figure 5: View from Birchmoor Road looking North West towards Site 
 

 
5.34 The site can be seen in northward views from the village of Birchmoor. Birchmoor is located 

within the meaningful gap. There are currently views to the urban edges of both Tamworth and 

Polesworth from Birchmoor. Any visible development within the site would not change the nature 

of the existing view and there would be no visual merging of settlements. 

 

5.35 West of Birchmoor beyond the M42, consideration of visual impact has also been undertaken 

along Green Lane. As indicated in Figure 6 below, the site would only have a marginal effect on 

the existing landscape character on land to the west of the M42. 

 

Figure 6: view from Green Lane looking North East towards Site 
 

 
5.36 In summary, the visual envelope of the site is curtailed from a number of viewpoints in part due 

to the landscaping arrangements introduced as part of the M42 buffer. Against this context, the 

development of Land at Tamworth Road would have little bearing on the Meaningful Gap 

between Tamworth and Polesworth, which would remain unchanged in accordance with adopted 

Policy NW19. 

 

Further North Warwickshire Meaningful Gap Evidence 

 
5.37 As indicated earlier in this section, the 2014 Core Strategy Inspector had a number of concerns 

with the submission policy NW19 and did not consider that a blanket designation would be 

justified 

land to the west of the M42 as an area aligned with the development character of Tamworth, 

which would not give rise to issues of coalescence. 

 

5.38 

part of Area 7) is not required to maintain the Meaningful Gap and the Council should amend the 

proposals map to reflect this evidence. 
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5.39 

SA report sets out that  and LP5 Meaningful Gap are 

as a result of the restrictions put on development within the Green Belt and Meaningful Gap, 

The Revised SA 

(December 2017) made the same comments at paragraph 6.20. RPS considers that LP5 

Meaningful Gap is inconsistent with the NPPF as it could restrict the delivery of homes and is 

therefore contrary to the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  

 

Summary 

 
5.40 included within 

the Meaningful Gap to be inconsistent with the settlement hierarchy (Policy LP2) which reflects 

the need to distribute growth adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough. RPS considers that 

this should include Land at Tamworth Road as a sustainable location for future growth. 

 

5.41 The evidence contained within this section has taken a quantitative and qualitative view of Land 

at Tamworth Road and takes the informed view that the site does not make a meaningful 

contribution towards maintaining the gap between Tamworth and Polesworth and should be 

omitted from the Meaningful Gap policy. As consulted on through the Local Plan the current 

inclusion within the Meaningful Gap Policy is: 

 

  Strategy; 

 
 Inconsistent with the Officers clear advice and recommendations to members in August 

2015 when considering the site as part of Area 7; and 

 

 Inconsistent with the landscape led assessment of the site undertaken by Landscape 

Architects Randall Thorpe as summarised in Appendix 1. 

 

5.42 Policy LP5 Meaningful Gap Policy is considered to be inconsistent with Policy LP2, which seeks 

to distribute development at settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough. Policy LP5 

is considered to not be positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national policy.  
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6 LAND AT TAMWORTH ROAD  POLICY L39 
 

 

6.1 

the North Warwickshire Local Plan. RPS considers that the site is deliverable for 147 dwellings 

deliver housing within the next five years. It is considered that this site should be included within 

the supply of proposed housing allocations currently included under Policy LP39, as part of the 

sites proposed and it is considered that this site enables the Council to present a more robust 

position as part of an Examination in Public. 

 

6.2 Detailed consideration of the delivery of this site is presented in the re-submitted Promotional 

Document supporting these representations (Appendix 1); however this section provides 

comment 

Consultation Local Plan. 

 
Deliverability - Land at Tamworth Road by the Council 

 
6.3 The most recent consideration of the site by the Council is in the October 2016 Strategic 

Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). The site is included within the SHLAA (in 

Appendices 4 and 5) under reference PB030 and was previously considered under the reference 

POL22. The Council indicates that the site area is 7.21ha, however the parcel of land presented 

by Taylor Wimpey is 6.4ha, reflecting the extents of the land control. 

 

6.4 

assessment of suitability, availability and achievability. As clarified by Appendix 5 of the SHLAA, 

the Council consider that this site is deliverable within years 6-10 of the plan. Therefore, the 

score does not indicate that the Council has identified any constraint to the development of the 

site, simply that it is considered that it should be phased later. In light of the evidence in relation 

to the pressing housing need, delaying this site is not a sustainable solution, and the Council 

themselves recognise that there are no barriers, in principle, to this site coming forward. 

 
6.5 RPS Co

assumptions of suitability and achievability. RPS has identified a number of omissions in this 

regard, which are related to the scoring of the site (PB030) under the different site section 

criterion. In light of the fact that the site is controlled by Taylor Wimpey and has few constraints, 

the Council should recognise that the site has potential for housing delivery within the immediate 

5 year period.  

 

Suitability 

 
6.6 Appendix 2 of the SHLAA indicates how each of the planning constraints have been considered 

critical suitability issues. In terms of these issues (flooding, heritage assets, designated nature 

sites and High Speed 2) Land at Tamworth Road is not affected. The Council has correctly 

scored the site in this regard. RPS has, however, identified a number of omissions for the 

Council to correct: 

 

 Access to Local Facilities: Against this indicator, this site has been awarded a score of 
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This assessment is illogical, and takes no recognition of the fact that the site is adjacent 

to the Tamworth boundary, which includes a number of services and facilities, evidenced 

on the accompanying Sustainability Plan (Appendix 1). The methodology for this 

indicator includes sites within or adjacent to a designated Market Town with a score of 

he edge of Tamworth is considered to be more consistent with this 

Accordingly, this should be amended to a score of   

 

  Road has been awarded a gross 

score, which is understood to be a professional judgement of suitability, though no 

assessment in this regard and notwithstanding the adjustment above, considers the site 

to be suitable against the SHLAA indicators and should be amended back to a score of 

 

 

Achievability 

 
6.7 The Council has included a scoring rank between 0 and 5 based on the likely availability of the 

intensity land uses (agriculture, informal car parking). 

 

6.8 As these representations make clear, the site is under the land control of a national housebuilder 

(Taylor Wimpey) and is being actively promoted for development. This factor accords with the 

definitions of  accordingly. 

 

SHLAA Summary 

 
6.9 

suitability, availability and achievability and has updated indicators to reflect a more accurate 

picture of the current evidence base. 

 

Figure 7: Updated Assessment of North Warwickshire SHLAA 

 
Category  SHLAA 

Score 

RPS Score 

Flood Risk Score    

Heritage Asset Score    

Established National/European Wildlife 

consideration 

Site   

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Score    

Local Wildlife Site Score    

Major Infrastructure Score    

Agricultural Land Score    

Public Transport Score    

Access to Local Facilities Score    

Tree Protection Order Score    

Air Quality Management Area Score    

Site Access Score    

Ground Conditions Score    

Bad Neighbour Score    

Gross Suitability Score    

Net Suitability Score    

Net Availability Score    
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Net Achievability Score    

Overall Site Category  AMBER GREEN 

 
 

6.10  Previous representations made by RPS were that we would have expected the site to have 

seen an appraisal of the site as part of the Sustainability Appraisal supporting the consultation 

Local Plan as a reasonable site for consideration on the edge of Tamworth. 

6.11 In the SA Report (December 2017), site DLP329 Land off Tamworth Road, Polesworth is 

considered alongside two other sites adjacent to neighbouring local authorities. The other two 

sites adjoining North Warwickshire Borough (POL23, WIS1) have been allocated as site H13 

and H14 respectively in the Draft Submission Local Plan.  

 

6.12 Paragraph 5.25 provides comments on the unallocated site option DLP329 and states that 

. Paragraph 5.26 states that 

information about the reasons for the significant positive and negative effects identified can be 

found in the detailed SA matrices in Appendix 7. Explanations for why each option was or was 

not taken forward as an allocation in the Draft Submission Local Plan can be found in Appendix 

 

 
6.13 However, whilst appendices 7 and 8 do provide information about site POL23 and WIS1, there is 

no information in either of these appendices about site DLP329. The only SA information which 

compares the three adjacent sites to neighbouring Local Authorities is Table 5.4 in the SA 

Report itself (p70).  

 
6.14 The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes and Regulations 2004 sets out the 

requirements for the Environment Report under Schedule 1. In accordance with Article 5(1) of 

the SA Directive and regulation 212(2) of the SEA Regulations, the environmental report must 

identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant effects of the reasonable alternatives to the 

plan taking into account the objectives and geographical scope of the plan.  

 
6.15 The Council has not yet established and explained how the plan making process had identified 

its preferred options and the reasons for discounting options for the purpose of Article 5(Annex 

I(h)) of the SEA Directive 

 

6.16 It is therefore unclear as to how the Council can identify the allocations included within the 

consultation document as allocations when they have not firstly been subject of an SA Report 

prepared that outlines what alternatives have been appraised and the reasons for selecting the 

preferred sites against the reasonable alternatives that exist.  Article 5(Annex I(h)) of the SEA 

Directive specifically requires this information to be published. 

 

6.17 significant effects on the 

environment, including short, medium and long-term effects, permanent and temporary effects, 

positive and negative effects, and secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects, on issues such 

as biodiversity, etc. It is considered that the Final SA Report does not address the SEA Directive 

as the only commentary about how site DLP329 performs against the SA Objectives is found in 

paragraph 5.26 of the SA Report and this does not provide a commentary on all of the 

objectives. Furthermore, the SA report does not, for example, consider short, medium and long-

term effects when appraising policies. Table 5.4 from the SA is replicated below.  
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Figure 8: SA Assessment of Sites to the East of Tamworth 

 
 

6.18 As can be seen in the above, Site LDP329 performs the same as the two allocated sites in 

respect of  

 SA Objective 3: Health; 

 SA Objective 4: Housing 

 SA Objective 5 Crime 

 SA Objective 7 Landscape  

 SA Objective 10: Efficient Land Use 

 SA Objective 13 Energy Efficiency 

 SA Objective 14: Natural Resources 

 SA Objective 15: Waste 

 SA Objective 17:  Local Sourcing, and 

 SA Objective 18: Economy   

 

6.19 The table below has been produced by RPS to translate the SA effects into a scoring system, 

negligible or no effect 
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- -2).  

 

Figure 9: RPS Ranking of SA Scores  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.20 The above table demonstrates that the Unallocated Site (DLP329) performs better overall 

against the 20 SA Objectives compared with the two allocated sites. Therefore, site DLP329 is a 

reasonable alternative option that should have been fully considered and indeed should have 

been allocated in the Local Plan, as a sustainable location for growth adjacent to Tamworth.  

6.21 

and does not take into account for evidence that RPS would have expected to form part of the 

assessment. By way of example, the SA scores Land at Tamworth Road (Site DLP329) a score 

of --? against landscape criterion 7. This does not appear to have given any consideration of the 

landscape evidence submitted by RPS as part of the March 2017 consultation, or indeed the 

evidence prepared as part of the planning application for the site (details below). This SA 

therefore should be approached with a degree of caution, as it is unclear what other forms of 

evidence have not been accounted for to inform the assessment of reasonable options. 

  

1 0 0 -1 

2 0 0 0 

3 1 1 1 

4 2 2 2 

5 0 0 0 

6 1 -1 1 

7 -2 -2 -2 

8 -1 0 0 

9 -2 0 -1 

10 -2 -2 -2 

11 -2 -1 -1 

12 0 -2 0 

13 0 0 0 

14 -1 -1 -1 

15 1 -1 1 

16 -2 -2 -2 

17 0 0 0 

18 0 0 0 

19 1 -1 1 

20 -1 -1 -1 
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Proposed Resolution of the Situation  
 

6.22 RPS refers the authority to the Forest Heath Judgement (2011) in proposing a solution to the 

current position. This clarifies that consultees should be able to find, in the Final SA Report, clear 

explanation of the reasonable alternatives considered within the preparation of a Plan, and the 

reason for their inclusion or exclusion from the proposals. It states (paragraph 15 refers) that the 

Environmental Report may rely on earlier material published, but must bring it together so that it 

is identifiable in that report and that those affected should not have to read all previous reports to 

ascertain the current position.  

6.23 This is further clarified in paragraph 40 of the Forest Heath Judgement that states in the that 

any alternatives to the urban development where it was proposed or to know why the increase in 

the residential development made no difference. The previous reports did not properly give the 

necessary explanations and reasons and in any event were not sufficiently summarised nor were 

the relevant passages identified in the final report. There was thus a failure to comply with the 

 

6.24 In Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) at [67], Jay J 

summarised the principles regarding the application of Regulation 12 and the requirement to 

assess reasonable alternatives. In a similar view to that made in the Forest Heath Judgement, 

way that it 

may be readily be ascertained, without any paper chase being required, what options were 

 

6.25 RPS is aware that under UK legislation, further work on SEA/SA may be undertaken prior to the 

submission of a Plan to examination, and it is not until the Council formally submits the Final SA 

Report as part of Regulation 23 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012 that the Environmental Assessment Report is finalised. In this context and 

given the failures outlined above, the Council still has the opportunity to rectify the deficiencies in 

its process ahead of the submission and subsequent examination of the plan. However, it cannot 

proceed on the current basis. 

6.26 The deficiencies in the SEA can be addressed by demonstrating how the reasonable alternatives 

have been considered for the distribution of growth and site selection, through an additional 

public consultation on to the current development strategy and individual site selection process 

accompanied by a full SA/SEA Report. This importantly cannot be applied retrospectively and 

must be conducted fairly, equitably and by public scrutiny through a further stage of consultation. 

As it current stands, the SA / SEA is not currently considered to be legally compliant.  

 
Outline Planning Application  

6.27 As well as promoting the site through the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan (NWLP, an 

outline application was submitted to NWBC on 08 November 2017 for the following on the 6.4ha 

site and has been assigned the reference PAP/2017/0602: 

 

Outline planning application for residential development up to 150 dwellings, open 

space, landscaping, drainage features and associated infrastructure. Detailed 

approval is sought for principal means of  

 

6.28 As part of the submission, a suite of technical documents were provided by the project team 

appointed by Taylor Wimpey. This included a Planning Statement; Design and Access 

Statement and a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.  
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6.29 Approximately 1.8ha of the site is proposed as Public Open Space (POS) accounting for 28% of 

the development area. A green buffer is proposed surrounding the development creating a 

defined southern boundary and an area of appropriate buffering to the M42 to the east of the 

site.  

 

6.30 The above approach to site development as demonstrated through the technical documents, 

would therefore help to preserve the meaningful gap, and would not lead to the coalescence of 

settlements.  

 

6.31 The submission documents demonstrate 

represents a sustainable location for growth and can be delivered within the next five years to 

 

 
Delivery of the s Housing Strategy 

 

6.32 The Council has included a number of sites for proposed allocation, included as part of Policy 

 proposed under Table 7 is presented as a residual 

mechanism, which determines the numbers of allocations needed after first removing 

completions/commitments to date, and including a windfall allowance and flexibility buffer. As 

indicated in Table 6, this reduces the residual requirement from the total 9,600 dwellings to 

6,820 dwellings. As indicated In S

has been underestimated, and has not properly accounted for factors including 500 dwellings 

unmet need from Tamworth. The figure should therefore be a minimum of 10,100 dwellings.  

6.33 Notwithstandi

supply and the ability of those sites included to deliver growth in the next five years. To support 

the Local Plan process, RPS has prepared a Housing Land Supply Report which is included 

alongside these representations (Appendix 2).  

6.34 

Statement (5YHLS) and the Local Plan Housing Trajectory (LPHT) which includes a more 

detailed account of annual delivery than included in the 5YHLS. 

6.35 This report indicates that the Council has taken an overly optimistic view of housing delivery in 

the immediate five year period 2017/18 to 2021/22, which has given little consideration to the 

timings involved in developments to be presented from inception to completion. RPS considers 

ear land supply is closer to 2.2 years, when balanced against the 

  

6.36 The assessment prepared by RPS exposes vulnerability in 

housing which has implications for the Local Plan process. Although RPS recognises that the 

five year land supply process for the Local Plan and Development Management purposes 

operate differently, there are a number of shared assumptions which are pertinent for 

consideration, which are detailed below:  

6.37  

 Flexibility: The Council has included a 5% buffer to the housing requirement as part of 

the 5YHLS, a feature which has become confused with the approach to calculate the 

housing land supply. For the Local Plan, RPS does not consider that it is appropriate to 

 and instead, this should be provided as part of a flexible 

allocations strategy. Such an approach has been advocated recently as part of the 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Local Plan Examination, and at Stratford on Avon, where the 

Inspector determined it necessary to include a supply of reserve sites, equivalent to 20% 
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of the housing requirement (paragraph 68 refers). In addition to the Counci

the Draft Submission plan also introduces a new Reserve Sites policy (LP39a) which 

introduces two new sites for consideration, with a potential capacity of around 750 

dwellings. This represents a potential additional capacity of 7.7% when considered 

against the overall housing requirement. RPS considers that the Council should go 

further in delivering a wider quantum and type of reserve site. 

 Past Delivery: Although the Council has made a provisional flexibility allowance for a 5% 

uplift to the housing requirement, a buffer should be considered as part of the land 

supply process, which the Local Plan should demonstrate upon adoption. As part of the 

land supply calculation, RPS considers that the Council should include a 20% buffer. 

RPS has provided evidence to highlight failures in past rates of delivery when set 

against historical growth targets. Over the past 15 years, the Council has only met its 

requirement once (2016/17) and as such, has generated a shortfall to date of 515 

dwellings (by its own account  RPS consider this to be higher). The application of a 5% 

buffer is not considered to be appropriate or robust in the interests of plan making. A 

20% buffer should instead be included.  

 Completions: Although RPS has not considered the Cou

is clear that there are sources of supply which should not be included within the 

completions to date, nor included in the future housing supply. In particular, RPS does 

not consider that it is appropriate to include Care Homes as component of the supply, a 

matter which was debated as part of the Stratford Local Plan Examination, where these 

(C2) sites were subsequently removed from the supply, as the OAN had not catered for 

them (paragraph 383 refers). The UAHN 2015 does not make this distinction and as 

such, RPS would advise that the Council remove these sites from the overall 

completions and future commitments.    

 Delivery of Supply: 5YHLS statement includes a number of sites, either 

committed or proposed for allocation, which have been included within the first five years 

of delivery, as illustrated on the LPHT. RPS observes that a number of sites are 

expected to come forward from 2017/18 onwards that have not yet been committed or 

given any certainty in terms of delivery. 

immediate suppl

opposing view of delivery, with only 1,186 dwellings included in the same five year 

period. RPS has taken a separate 

which is included, in detail as part of Appendix 2. The review of these sources indicates 

a deliverable supply of 978 dwellings.  

6.38 As indicated above, RPS has a number of immediate concerns related to the 

deliverable supply. Although a number of sources may well come forward within the Plan period, 

there is no certainty that this will occur within the next five years. RPS considers that it is 

necessary for the Council to revisit alternative sites that may be able to make an immediate 

contribution towards the supply, in order to address this shortfall in delivery.  

6.39 Although the new policy LP39a includes a provision for land to be released if there is difficulties 

delivery target, the two sites proposed by the Council are 

reasonable in size, and these too would need to be subject to the same necessary planning 

considerations which would require considerable lead in and delivery time. RPS would consider 

it more appropriate to allocate not only a greater number, but a greater range of sites, that can 

be delivered in the short term.  

6.40 RPS considers that Land at Tamworth Road would provide for this medium scale development 

and can bring a further 150 dwellings to the Coun
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planning application with the Council for consideration, indicating certainty of delivery from one 

of the larger house builders. It is proposed that this site is identified as a further allocation as part 
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7 DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES 
 

 

7.1 The focus of the RPS representations has been on the distribution (LP2), need (LP6); 

meaningful gap policies (LP5) and housing allocations (LP39). However, in addition to this, the 

Council is proposing a number of other policies that will need to be responded to in order to 

create a favourable policy environment for the site in the future. A list of these policies is 

included below along with comments from RPS. 

 
Policy LP4 Safeguarding land for future Development 

 
7.2 This policy identifies a site at Kingsbury to be removed from the Green Belt as part of future 

safeguarded land. The purpose for this policy, paragraph 7.26 of the Plan refers, is to ensure 

that the Green Belt boundaries are capable of enduring beyond the plan period, with suitable 

releases of land to meet potential future development needs. 

 

7.3 The policy is, however, unclear what future development could come forward and what need this 

safeguarded land is expected to serve. The NPPF is clear that the Green Belt should only be 

amended in exceptional circumstances, which has been reaffirmed in the February 2017 

releasing the Green Belt. 

 

7.4 RPS considers that the Council should reconsider the intentions of this policy and what the 

intended purpose is. If it is the case to allocate further land, it is recommended that this should 

ture growth is located in 

or adjacent to settlements that would deliver upon sustainable outcomes. 

 
7.5 The policy is not considered to be positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 

national policy.  

 

Policy LP7 Housing Development 

 
7.6 This policy includes a number of specifications expected of new housing developments, 

including housing mix, density, infrastructure requirements and special needs accommodation. 

 

7.7 In terms of density, the Council is promoting the efficient use of land, through housing densities 

of 30 dwellings per hectare (dph) or greater, acknowledging that town centre uses can 

accommodate higher densities. RPS broadly supports this policy but recognise that there are not 

always situations where 30dph can be met, which could be associated with local constraints 

such as local character. For this reason, it is proposed that the policy is more flexibly worded to 

recognise that there may be appropriate exceptions to this policy in order to maintain 

consistency with the rest of the Local Plan. 

 

7.8 Another significant component of this Policy is the introduction of special needs housing, which 

is expected to be sought on schemes of 100 dwellings or more, or on sites larger than 3ha. The 

Policy indicates that the Council expects around 10% of the dwellings to be delivered for this 

purpose, which could be absorbed as part of the wider affordable housing contribution. 

 

7.9 There is concern here that little consideration has been given to the financial considerations 

associated with this policy and there is no evidence that this has been tested for viability as part 

of the supporting evidence base As recognised in paragraph 2.3 of the  Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan (October 2017), 
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ensuring 

 

 

7.10 Another issue the Council will want to consider is how these dwellings are recorded through the 

housing trajectory. It is not clear what type of housing the Council is proposing, i.e. whether this 

is for residential institutions or extra care housing, though these house types operate outside of 

the definitions of what constitutes to be a dwelling. The Council may, therefore, need to revisit 

the calculation of housing need to add this as an additional provision, or increase the need 

accordingly. 

 
7.11 The policy is not considered to be positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 

national policy  

 

Policy LP8 Windfall Allowance 

 
7.12 The Council needs to be careful here in promoting an inflated windfall allowance that, if included 

within the trajectory, may not come to pass. Table 6 of the Draft Submission Local Plan includes 

an assessment of new applications on sites of 0.2ha or less than 5 dwellings as the evidence 

behind this policy. It is, however, unclear where this information has come from and how the 

Council has come to the figure of 60 dwellings per annum as the windfall allowance, 

has to be compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local 

 (para. 47 of the NPPF). Greater 

transparency on the supporting evidence base here would be welcomed. 

 

7.13 The policy is not considered to be positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 

national policy.  

 
Policy LP9 Affordable Housing Provision 

 
7.14 This policy broadly follows the policy in the adopted 2014 Core Strategy, however the threshold 

for affordable schemes has been amended to reflect changes in Government guidance. The 

viability assumptions in the emerging policy were appraised as part of the Examination of the 

2014 Core Strategy, however RPS would expect the evidence to have been brought up to date 

prior to submission, to ensure that the evidence remains valid. However, this has not occurred.  

 

7.15 The policy is not considered to be positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 

national policy.  

 
Policy LP24 Recreational Provision 

 
7.16 The current drafting does not provide any clarity about what new developments are expected to 

provide. It is understood that a number of studies are currently under production which should 

assist in framing this policy. However, these studies do not appear to have been completed. 

 

7.17 The policy is not considered to be justified, effective or consistent with national policy.  

 

Policy LP27 Railway Lines 

 
7.18 The draft policy includes reference to the planned route of the Phase II High Speed Rail, which is 

currently planned to pass through the District. The Policy indicates land identified within the area 

of safeguarded land for this line will be treated as a material consideration of significant weight. 
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7.19 With reference to the safeguarded route currently proposed by HS2 Ltd, on land currently 

identified along the M42 to the east of Tamworth, it should be noted, that this passes some 

development of the HS2 line will lead to any adverse effects on the development of Land South 

of Tamworth Road, as there is a sufficient buffer between the proposal and the area denoted as 

safeguarded land. 

 

Policy LP31 Development Considerations 

 
7.20 This policy introduces a range of policy considerations, which appear to be a mix of generic 

policies to accord with and some very specific issues which would normally be expected to be 

seen within design led policies or supplementary guidance. 

7.21 The first clause of this policy includes a targeted strategy for the redevelopment of brownfield 

land in accordance with the settlement hierarchy. Whilst RPS encourages the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites, there is some confusion over whether the Council is trying to present a 

brownfield sites first approach. RPS would discourage this type of sequential approach, which 

may restrict the delivery of housing in a move which would be discordant with the wider 

principles of the Local Plan. It is also recognised that this is no longer the approach of 

Government policy as set out in the NPPF. 

 

7.22 The second clause of the policy recommends that development should be adaptable for future 

use, so that it can take into account the needs of all users. Whilst the principle of flexibility is 

supported, this policy gives little certainty over the intentions of the policy. In the context of the 

development industry. Currently this policy is too vague and difficult to implement. 

 

7.23 This policy also includes a clause which seeks to ensure that development should not sterilise 

the District falls within a Minerals Safeguarding Area (MSA). RPS considers that the policy 

should be reworded in a more positive way to reflect that there will need to be development in 

MSA areas. 

 
7.24 The policy is not considered to be justified, effective or consistent with national policy.  

 

Policy LP37 Renewable Energy 

 
7.25 This policy includes a requirement for new developments to support renewable energy schemes, 

where viable, in order to provide 10% of its operational energy requirements. Clearly this 

proposal has viability considerations for development and RPS would expect to see this tested 

through a plan wide assessment to understand what impacts the proposal has on the viability of 

the plan. However, there is no record that this has been done.  

 

7.26 RPS is of the view that the policy would be better placed if it sought to adopt a fabric first 

position, which builds in energy saving measures into the design first, before looking to integrate 

renewable energy schemes. As the technology is not currently in place for dwellings to store 

renewable energy generated, more often the energy is sold back to the grid and whilst this 

increases the overall national quantum of energy generated from renewable sources, it makes 

little contribution to on-site energy reduction. As indicated, building in energy efficiencies within 

new design, subject to viability, is a more effective way of implementing this policy. 

 

7.27 The policy is not considered to be justified, effective or consistent with national policy.  
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8  CONCLUSION 
 

 

8.1 These representations have been made by RPS Planning and Development Ltd (RPS) on behalf 

y Homes (Taylor Wimpey) in relation to the consultation draft of the 

North Warwickshire Local Plan. 

 

8.2 

which is considered ideally placed adjacent to Tamworth to deliver a sustainable development of 

around 150 dwellings on a site which has no constraints which prevent the principle of 

development. 

 

8.3 The site is not currently proposed for development in the Consultation Local Plan and is instead 

included on the Proposals Map for land to be protected as part of the Meaningful Gap (Policy 

LP5). RPS does not consider that this decision is justified by an appropriate evidence base, nor 

sustainable locations which includes land on the edge of Tamworth. 

 

8.4 In relation to the plans assessment of its housing requirements, concerns exists over the way the 

Council has interpreted the findings in the 2015 UAHN, which appears to have confused some of 

the issues in the calculation of housing need. Additionally, the plan has failed to accurately 

account for unmet needs associated with both Tamworth and Birmingham. In respect of the 

former, as there are no immediate plans to undertake a review of the Tamworth Local Plan, the 

most appropriate place to address the 825 shortfall is the North Warwickshire Local Plan as a 

strategic document for outlining the growth strategy for the Borough. 

 

8.5 ted as it appropriately 

allows for housing and employment in settlements adjoining the periphery of the Borough. 

Importantly, this gives credence to land to the west of the M42 as a location for development to 

meet needs arising from Tamworth and a development location which would assist in retaining 

the character and identity of the area between Tamworth and settlements in North Warwickshire 

to its east. As part of the land allocations proposed in Policy LP39, the Council is proposing Land 

for development of around 1,300 dwellings. It is considered that Taylor 

 SA. 

 

8.6 A major issue which RPS has, concerns the Local Plans consideration of the Tamworth Road 

site and its inclusion within the Meaningful Gap (Policy LP5). RPS has a number of concerns 

with this approach and does not consider that this is supported by a robust evidence base, or a 

thorough assessment of the key issues involved in determining a meaningful gap between 

supporting the 2014 Core Strategy; it is inconsistent with the Officers clear advice and 

recommendations to members when considering the site as part of Area 7; and also inconsistent 

with the landscape led assessment of the site undertaken by Landscape Architects Randall 

Thorpe as summarised in Appendix 1. 

 
8.7 RPS also has fundamental concerns with the SA / SEA process, which is not considered to be 

legally compliant as it is not clear why options had been rejected and therefore there is a failure 

to comply with the requirements of the SEA Directive.  

 

8.8 Overall, as demonstrated through these representations and the Promotional Document at 
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Appendix 1, the site is Suitable, Available and Achievable and should form part of the Council 

housing allocations under Policy L39. 

 

8.9 As indicated, RPS considers that the Council has taken some proactive steps towards the 

identification of cross boundary housing need, however more should be done in order to 

demonstrate that an approach for growth in the wider HMA is robust and soundly based. Land to 

the west of Tamworth on land controlled by Taylor Wimpey would offer a sound and sustainable 

location to address need arising from both Tamworth and North Warwickshire, and RPS does 

not consider that there are any features from the NPPF which would give rise to significant 

adverse impacts and it is not considered that there are any threat to local character or settlement 

identity through the development of this site. RPS consider this site to be one of the more 

sustainable locations in the Borough and should have been given greater consideration as a 

reasonable alternative option.   
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Executive Summary/

Executive Summary

The site extends to 6.4Ha and is located to the west of the M42 Motorway on the edge of existing 

development at Tamworth, bounded by residential development and the transport network on three 

sides of the site. The site is located in the Polesworth Ward.

The case for allocating this site for housing development as part of the emerging North Warwickshire 

Local Plan is clearly presented within this Development Statement, including the need for housing in 

North Warwickshire and the justification for excluding the site from the emerging Meaningful  

Gap Policy. 

The allocation of this site for residential development will deliver open market and affordable housing 

of a type, quantity and quality that will make a significant contribution to the future growth needs of 

North Warwickshire.

This Development Statement has been prepared by Taylor 
Wimpey UK Limited (“Taylor Wimpey”) to promote Land at 
Tamworth Road (“the site”) to North Warwickshire District 
Council as a sustainable development proposal capable 
of delivering in the region of 147 new family and 
affordable homes.
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1.0/ Introduction

1.0 Introduction

Vision

The Tamworth Road site presents an excellent opportunity to release 6.4ha of land to 

deliver a high quality sustainable housing site that will contribute towards the future 

housing need of both North Warwickshire and Tamworth. The vision for the site is to 

develop a landscape led masterplan that complements the surrounding site context, and 

creates a high quality family and affordable community to meet the needs of  

the Districts.

To support the vision, this Development Statement clearly articulates the opportunity 

presented by the site. In summary it demonstrates that:

 • The site is situated adjacent to the Tamworth boundary and would make a positive 

and direct response to addressing housing need; 

 • Due to the landscape features of the site and surrounding topography, development 

of the site would not result in coalescence between Tamworth and Polesworth and 

does not conflict with the overarching aims and objectives of the meaningful gap;

 • The site has access to a range of services in Tamworth and Polesworth;

 • There are no identified technical or environmental constraints that would prevent the 

site coming forward for development;

 • The site is deliverable, achievable and available for housing development in 

accordance with guidance contained within the NPPF;

 • A vision and masterplan for the site illustrates how the site can deliver a sympathetic 

sustainable development that complements its setting;

 • A sensitive design-led masterplan for the site will complement, respond to and 

integrate key landscape features adjacent to the site; and

 • The proposals will deliver a range and mix of housing types that will make a positive 

contribution towards housing requirements; providing both open market and 

affordable housing, and generating significant social and economic benefits for the 

local area.
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Figure 1: Site Location Plan
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2.0/ Site and Surroundings

2.0 Site and Surroundings

The Site and its Surroundings

The site comprises agricultural land currently utilised 

for arable crops. It has limited features and existing 

vegetation is restricted to site boundaries. There are no 

buildings within the site. Land slopes gently from the 

north to south. A Public Right of Way passes through the 

site, broadly following the alignment of the southern and 

eastern boundaries.

The site is contained by existing development along 

the northern and western boundaries. To the north, on 

elevated land, is the North Warwickshire Recreational 

Centre - a sports facility, associated clubhouse and 

car park. To the north east, a row of existing housing is 

located along a spur to Tamworth Road (B5000) fronting 

towards the site. The spur road also provides access to 

the Recreational Centre. 

Tamworth Road (B5000) is a heavily trafficked main road 

north of the site that links Tamworth to the neighbouring 

villages of Polesworth and Dordon. To the east of the site 

is the M42 motorway, set within a cutting. Beyond the 

roads to the north and east of the site land, is primarily in 

agricultural use forming a gap of open land between the 

existing settlements of Tamworth and Polesworth.

A degraded field hedgerow with a small number of trees 

forms the southern boundary of the site, beyond which is 

open agricultural land. Housing along Green Lane, which 

links to the small village of Birchmoor, is located beyond 

open fields to the south of the site. Further south is the 

Relay Park Industrial Estate at Junction 10 of the M42 

with the A5. 

The safeguarded HS2 Route is proposed along the M42 

route, which crosses the motorway to the south of the 

site near the industrial estate to the east of Junction 10 

and extends northwards, to the east of the M42. It is not 

expected that this proposal will give rise to any amenity 

issues which would affect the development of the site for 

residential purposes.

To the west of the site is Green Lane, a pedestrian and 

cycle route that is bordered on one side by the existing 

rear gardens of the residential housing in Stoneydelph, 

Tamworth. The housing is arranged mostly along cul-

de-sacs which feed onto distributor roads which pass 

through the residential area. 

The site is situated in a highly sustainable location with 

convenient access to existing public transport routes, 

a range of shops, services and facilities to the west 

in Stoneydelph and Tamworth Town Centre beyond. 

Access to the strategic highway network is available via 

Tamworth Road and the spur, which connects into the 

wider highway network, including the A5 which links 

directly to the M42. The site has access to the primary 

bus network within Tamworth, on Tamworth Road. 

The Tamworth Road site is located 4km south east of Tamworth 
town centre in Staffordshire, adjacent to the urban areas of 
Stoneydelph and Glascote. The site extends to 6.4 hectares and is 
currently in agricultural use. The site is urban fringe and abuts the 
M42 motorway corridor along the eastern boundary. 
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Figure 2: Site Context and Photos
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2.0/ Site and Surroundings

The site Tamworth

Properties at Green Lane
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Stoneydelph, Tamworth

The site 
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Ground

SiteProperties at the spur to
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Photograph A - View from the northern boundary of the site on the spur road off Tamworth Road, looking south

Photograph B - View from the south west corner of the site, on the public right of 
way looking north east

Photograph C - View from the southern boundary of the site, on the public right of way  
looking west

Photograph D - View from the 
north western boundary of the 
site adjacent the elevated North 
Warwickshire Recreational 
Ground

Photograph E - View from 
the south west corner of the 
site, on the public right of way 
looking north east
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Figure 3: Visual Context Plan and Photos

      
     

    
   

   
   

   
    

     
      

        Chiltern Road 

North 
Warwickshire 

Grounds

Views from 
the south 

restricted by 
development

Site barely 
perceivable 
over 1km 

from the site 

Land falls 
towards 

Polesworth 
restricting 

views

Vegetation 
restricts views 
from the north

Dordon 

Fields and 
Playarea

   
 G

re
en

 L
an

e
M

42A5

A5

Tamworth

Polesworth

Dordon

Birchmoor

Birchmoor Road

B5000/ Tamworth Road

Green Lane

1

2

5

4

3

H
erm

itage Lane
Views 

restricted by 
intervening 
vegetation

Site Boundary

Motorway 

A Road

B Road 

Viewlines assessed on site

Key:

North

9/

Tamworth Road, Tamworth/ Development Statement



2.0/ Site and Surroundings

Landscape Character

At a local level landscape character has been assessed 

as part of the North Warwickshire Landscape Character 

Assessment 2010 (NWLCA). The site is located on the 

northern tip of Character Area 5 ‘Tamworth Urban  

Fringe Farmlands’. The key characteristics include: 

 • Gently undulating indistinct landform; 

 • Predominately open arable land with little  

tree cover; 

 • Fragmented landscape with a complex mix of 

agricultural, industrial and urban fringe land uses;

 • Heavily influenced by adjacent settlement edges of 

Tamworth and Dordon and by large scale modern 

industry at Kingsbury, and in the vicinity of the M42 

motorway junction; 

 • Unifying presence of the M42 motorway, which 

passes through within a planted cutting;

 • Network of busy roads in and around Tamworth;

 • Generally large, open arable fields between urban 

land uses with no or low trimmed hedges and few 

hedgerow trees; 

 • Pockets of permanent pasture in small hedged 

fields survive adjacent to Freasly and Whately

 • Former mining activity has created several large 

spoil tips, now reclaimed but remain sparsely 

vegetated, the large tip south of the M42 junction 

10 is a significant visual detractor; 

 • Open internal views contained within the wider 

landscape by the peripheral settlement, woodland 

and landform, although there are longer views 

across the Tame Valley from the western edge of 

the area.

The characteristics describe an “indistinct” and 

“fragmented” landscape with a complex mix of uses. 

The landscape character is heavily influenced by the 

adjacent settlements and existing industrial units 

which have an urbanising influence on the landscape. 

Appropriate placement of additional residential 

development would be consistent with existing 

landscape character and the surrounding features. 

The site and its surrounding area are best described as 

urban fringe. The ‘location and boundaries’ description 

of the LCA states “The LCA abuts the borough boundary 

broadly defined by the urban edge of Tamworth”. The 

close relationship of the site to the existing settlement, 

along with the nature of the surrounding landscape 

means that the site is likely to be capable of change. 

Visual Context of the Site

The prominence or otherwise of the site within the 

landscape is a key consideration. Due to the nature of the 

local topography and established vegetation, the visibility 

of the site is generally limited and contained. Where views 

are experienced, they generally occur in the context of 

existing housing.

When travelling east along Tamworth Road from 

Tamworth the site is generally screened by existing 

development and vegetation. There is a single filtered 

and fleeting view across the site from the junction of 

Tamworth Road and Chiltern Road where there are 

small breaks in vegetation along Tamworth Road (see 

photograph 1). It is likely that these views would be 

largely screened in summer months. In this view the 

recreational fields and the associated boundary trees 

dominate the view. The site is largely hidden due to the 

level drop inside the site. Housing in Birchmoor is visible 

in the distance beyond the site. Development of the site 

may be visible within this view, however the open nature 

of the view would be retained due to the recreation 

ground is visible in the foreground. Changes to the view 

from Tamworth Road would be barely perceivable due to 

the fleeting nature of the view.

When travelling west on Tamworth Road from Polesworth 

existing vegetation along the embankments of the M42 

entirely screens the site (see photograph 2). Development 

of the site would result in no change to this view.

Vegetation to the east of site creates a visual barrier 

which screens views of the site from Polesworth and 

Dordon. When leaving Polesworth via Birchmoor Road 

travelling east there are filtered distant views towards 

Tamworth where existing housing is visible on high land. 

The site is not directly visible in the view due to existing 

vegetation along the M42 (see photograph 3). Roof tops 

of existing properties on the spur of Tamworth Road can 

be identified behind the existing vegetation. Development 

of the site would be largely screened behind existing 

vegetation. Roof tops of new development may 

potentially be visible above vegetation, however these 

would be seen in the context of existing development 

within Tamworth and would not be out of character with 

the existing view. 

From the south there is a view of the site from Green Lane 

at the bridge across the M42 (see photograph 4). This 

view is experienced in the context of the M42 motorway 

which dominates the view. Open land is visible beyond 

the motorway with existing development visible on the 

horizon. The site forms only part of the view, with a large 

area of open land visible in front of the site. Development 

of the site would increase the amount of development 

in this view, however existing built form is already 

visible in the view and therefore appropriate high quality 

development on the site would not be expected to result 

in any significant impact upon the view.

Further west there are occasional fleeting views of the 

site from Green Lane along the eastern edge of Tamworth 

(see photograph 5). These views are experienced in 

the context of the existing housing in Tamworth which 

is visible on high land to the west of the site, and the 

existing residential properties along the spur to Tamworth 

Road to the north of the site. The site forms a small part 

of a wider view of open fields which are located to the 

south of the site. Development of the site would result in 

an increase in built form in the view, however this would 

not be out of character with the existing view. A large 

expanse of open land would be retained in the foreground 

of the view and therefore any visual impacts would not be 

expected to be significant. 

To the south, beyond Birchmoor and Green Lane, built 

development, topography and intervening vegetation 

restrict any views to the site from the recreational field in 

Dordon or from the A5. 

Appropriate development of the site which reflects local 

building character and creates an attractive outward 

edge to development would not be expected to result 

in any significantly adverse effects upon views from the 

surrounding landscape.

10/



Tamworth Road Properties at BirchmoorNorth Warwickshire 
Recreational Ground

Vegetation to the south 
of Tamworth Raod

M42 Tamworth RoadTree belt along the M42 screens the
site

Properties at the spur to 
Tamworth Road

Vegetation along the M42 
screens the site
TamworthBirchmoor Road

Photograph 1 - View from Tamworth Road looking east across the North Warwickshire Recreational Grounds towards the site

Photograph 2 - Views from Tamworth Road looking west towards the site

Photograph 3 - View from Birchmoor Road looking north west towards Tamworth and the site
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2.0/ Site and Surroundings
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Photograph 4 - View from Green Lane on the bridge over the M42 looking north towards the site

Photograph 5 - View from Green Lane looking north east towards the site
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National Policy

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

published in March 2012 sets out the Governments 

core objectives for the planning system including 

the need for Local Authorities to significantly boost 

the supply of housing. Land at Tamworth Road 

is considered to be consistent with the aims and 

objectives of the NPPF, with reference made to the 

specific policies:

 • The site meets the three pillars of sustainable 

development by delivering economic, social and 

environmental benefits (NPPF  

Paragraph 7);

 • The site is consistent with the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development and advises 

which should be the key consideration running 

through plan making and decision taking (NPPF 

Paragraph 14);

 • The site offers a suitable location for growth on 

the edge of Tamworth, which is accessible to 

sustainable transport options and a range of 

services and facilities (NPPF Paragraph 29-41); 

 • It would boost significantly the supply of housing 

and provide a deliverable site that is available, 

suitable and achievable (NPPF Paragraph 47). 

 • The site can provide a range of market and 

affordable housing of various types and tenures, 

promoting mixed and inclusive communities 

(NPPF Paragraph 50); and

 • The site would contribute towards meeting 

the unmet needs of both Tamworth and North 

Warwickshire, consistent with the emphasis of 

the NPPF on collaborative working between 

authorities on issues of strategic importance 

(NPPF Paragraphs 178-179);

The Government recently published the 

Housing White Paper in February 2017, 

which included a number of measures 

to speed up the delivery of housing, 

consistent with the principles of the 

NPPF. This recognises that tackling the 

housing shortage requires more homes 

to be built in the right places on sites 

that can deliver in the short term and 

provide a mix of housing. Measures are 

proposed in this document to do this and it is likely 

that there will be a number of revisions to the NPPF in 

order to transform the delivery of housing though the 

planning system. 

3.0 Policy Context

Fixing our broken 

housing market

likely

National Planning Policy Framework

www.communities.gov.uk community, opportunity, prosperity
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3.0/ Policy Context

North Warwickshire Local Plan

North Warwickshire Council are in the process of 

preparing a Local Plan, which will incorporate amended 

policies from the 2014 Core Strategy into a document 

that can also include allocations for the development  

of land. 

The Council is currently consulting on the Draft stage 

of the Local Plan, which proposes an updated strategy 

for growth including a minimum housing requirement of 

5,280 dwellings over the period 2011-2031, equating 

to 264 dwellings per annum. This includes the shortfall 

of 500 dwellings previously committed for Tamworth, 

which the Council proposes to honour as part of the 

emerging Local Plan. 

Additionally, the Council is also proposing to meet part 

of the unmet housing need arising from the Greater 

Birmingham and Black Country Housing Market Area 

though a potential contribution of 3,790 dwellings. This 

would take the Council’s annual housing requirement to 

454 dwellings per annum, which is considerably higher 

than the 2014 Core Strategy target of 175 dwellings  

per annum. 

To meet this need, the emerging Local Plan is proposing 

a number of allocations, which the Council considers 

to be capable of supporting 6,824 dwellings across the 

plan period. 

This process has fallen someway behind the projected 

timetable for delivery in the Local Development Scheme 

and will be subject to two further stages of consultation 

before it proceeds to examination. On this basis, there is 

potential for the document to see a number of changes 

before it becomes part of the Council’s Development 

Framework and as such carries very little weight.

The emerging Local Plan also includes a revised 

Meaningful Gap Policy associated with Polesworth and 

Dordon (LP5). This refers to a Proposals Map for the 

Meaningful Gap, which would act as a restrictive policy 

to limit future development. Land at Tamworth Road 

is included within this area, however as demonstrated 

later in this section, it is considered that the Site does 

not conform to the purposes of the emerging policy and 

should be revised as part of a subsequent stage of plan 

making prior to Examination.

Housing Land Supply

The Council’s latest Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Statement was published on 31 August 2016, covering 

the period April 2015 – April 2020. This assessment 

determined that the Council could demonstrate a 9.4 

year housing land supply, set against the housing 

requirement of 3,150 in the 2014 Core Strategy. 

This position was however challenged as part of an 

appeal in Ansley which was published on 06 January 

2017. The Inspector for this appeal considered the 

Council’s position on land supply and found that the 

requirement of 3,150 was unjustified given that the 

Council has agreed a housing requirement of 5,280 as 

part of a Memorandum of Understanding with other 

Coventry and Warwickshire Authorities. The Inspector 

did consider the Council’s proposals to accommodate 

unmet need from the Greater Birmingham and Black 

Country area, however was not convinced at the time 

to include this within the assessment. The Inspector 

considered this uplift in need, along with other land 

supply assumptions, including the shortfall to date 

and determined that the Council’s actual housing land 

supply would be closer to 3.5 years. On this basis, the 

Inspector considered that a number of strategic policies 

for the supply in the Council’s Core Strategy should be 

considered out of date for the purposes of  

decision making. 

The proposed residential development on Land at 

Tamworth Road has the potential to contribute towards 

the short term supply of housing, which will help to 

address this shortfall through the delivery of homes 

within the next 5 years. 

Local Planning Policy

North Warwickshire Core Strategy

The Development Plan comprises the North 

Warwickshire Core Strategy, adopted in October 2014, 

covering the period 2011 – 2029. This strategy sets 

out a requirement for 3,150 dwellings across the plan 

period, at an average of 175 dwellings per annum. 

Policy NW4 of the Core Strategy indicates that as part 

of this requirement, there is an unmet need of 500 

dwellings from Tamworth due to land supply constraints. 

In order to meet this need, this policy also identifies 

a hierarchy of locations for growth, including Market 

Towns, Local Service Centres and Other Settlements. 

Land adjacent to the Tamworth administrative boundary 

has not been included within this stage of assessment. 

The Core Strategy also includes a policy for Polesworth 

and Dordon (Policy NW19), which presents a focus for 

future growth to the south and east of the settlement. 

This was proposed to maintain a ‘Meaningful Gap’ 

between the two settlements and Tamworth, however 

the Council’s Core Strategy did not define the exact area 

proposed for the Meaningful Gap.

Further to this, the Council has published a Meaningful 

Gap Assessment in 2015 to clarify the definitions of this 

policy. Whilst this does not form part of the adopted 

policy, it is a material consideration for development. 

The assessment has appraised 10 parcels of land, 

which assesses each parcel against the contribution 

that the site makes in terms of landscape, heritage, 

infrastructure, properties and environmental constraints. 

As part of this assessment, Land at Tamworth Road is 

included within Area 7. The Council’s initial appraisal 

recommended that the site should not be included 

as part of the Meaningful Gap, on the grounds that 

it did not strongly conform to the Council’s appraisal 

framework, however, following further assessment work, 

it was considered that Area 7 should be included and 

this was agreed by memebers.
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Figure 4: Meaningful Gap
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3.0/ Policy Context

Meaningful Gap 

The site is located on the western edge of an area referred to 

as ‘meaningful gap’ in the North Warwickshire Core Strategy 

(adopted October 2014).

‘Policy NW19 Polesworth and Dordon’ forms the basis for the 

meaningful gap. The policy states:

‘The Broad location of growth will be to the south and east of the 

settlements subject to there being no unacceptable environmental 

impacts from surface mining and that viable and practicable coal 

reserves are safeguarded. 

Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must 

respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and 

Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them.’

Revised Meaningful Gap  
Assessment August 2015

Policy NW19 is supported by the Local Planning Authority’s 

Meaningful Gap Assessment (August 2015). The Local Planning 

Authority states the principle of this spatial policy at para 2.5 as:

‘... the fundamental aim of the Meaningful Gap is to prevent the 

coalescence of development from the settlements of Polesworth, 

Dordon and Tamworth to respect their identities.’

The site lies within Area 7 of the meaningful gap as included 

within the meaningful gap assessment. In an early draft version 

of the assessment submitted to a cabinet meeting 12/03/2016 

the LPA concluded that the site should not be included in the 

meaningful gap. Following this cabinet meeting additional 

assessment work was carried out on the “Geographical Proximity 

and Narrowness of Gap”, this looked at the geographical 

proximity to existing development and the physical narrowness 

of the gap. Within the later Meaningful Gap Report (August 2015) 

Area 7, which includes the site, is recommended for inclusion 

within the meaningful gap based on the additional assessment 

work undertaken with regard to the geographical proximity and 

the narrowness of the gap. 

Recent relevant planning  
application within the North  
Warwickshire Meaningful Gap

An appeal was recently allowed and planning permission 

was granted for development on the land south east of the 

M42 Junction 10, Tamworth, Warwickshire(Appeal ref: APP/

R3705/W/15/3136495, Dated: 28 November 2016). Although 

this application relates to the development of employment and 

industrial land, rather than residential, it is relevant to note the 

methodology used for assessing the meaningful gap. 

The inspector considered at paragraph 25 of the report ‘relying 

solely on a ‘scale rule’ approach to maintaining separation 

between settlements should be avoided, and the character of a 

place, and the land in between needs to be taken into account’. 

Considering the methodology highlighted at the planning appeal, 

we have carried out an assessment of meaningful gap and the 

impacts of development on the site located in the northern parcel 

of Area 7. 

In addition to the committed employment development in the 

Meaningful Gap, it is also acknowledged that the proposed 

route for HS2 passes though this area, as indicated on Figure 

4 on the previous page. This is an important consideration as 

the proposed route will create a further physical barrier between 

Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon which should be considered in 

the context of the proposed future landscape when assessing the 

impacts on the Meaningful Gap.

No physical coalescence 

Development of the site at Tamworth Road would result in no 

coalescence between Polesworth/Dordon and Tamworth. A 

physical separation distance of minimum 478m would be retained 

between settlements. 
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Figure 5: Meaningful Gap Assessment
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No visual coalescence

The site is generally well screened by existing vegetation and 

residential properties along the B5000 Tamworth Road to the 

north of the site. 

When travelling eastwards along Tamworth Road the meaningful 

gap cannot be perceived for the majority of the journey due to 

the existing vegetation along this road. A glimpsed view across 

the site occurs at the junction of Tamworth Road and Chiltern 

Road, with North Warwickshire Recreation Ground being visible in 

the foreground (photograph VP1). The site slopes away from this 

viewpoint enabling long views towards the village of Birchmoor 

which sits within the meaningful gap, however there are no clear 

views of Polesworth or Dordon from this viewpoint. Tamworth 

Road is a 40mph B-road and any views gained across the 

meaningful gap are fleeting and experienced at speed. 

When travelling westwards from Polesworth towards Tamworth 

along Tamworth Road there is currently no view of the site. 

Polesworth is located on lower land which falls to the east 

towards the Coventry Canal. As such Tamworth Road rises from 

Polesworth with vegetation framing the route and restricting views 

into the meaningful gap. Beyond the junction of Hermitage Lane, 

the road bridge across the M42 becomes apparent, and there 

are glimpse views to the wider landscape to the north, which is 

part of the meaningful gap. There are no views of the site due 

to well established vegetation along the M42 embankments and 

along Tamworth Road (photograph VP2). Existing housing along 

the spur from Tamworth Road is almost entirely screened by the 

vegetation. Development of the site would not be perceivable 

from Tamworth Road on the approach towards Tamworth.

The site is not visually prominent in views towards Tamworth 

from the western edge of Polesworth and Dordon due to existing 

vegetation, landform and existing development. Where glimpse 

views to the site occur these are seen in the context of existing 

residential development within Tamworth. 

The site can be seen in northward views from the village of 

Birchmoor. Birchmoor is located within the meaningful gap. There 

are currently views to the urban edges of both Tamworth and 

Polesworth from Birchmoor. Any visible development within the 

site would not change the nature of the existing view and there 

would be no visual merging of settlements.

No adverse effect upon the  
identity of Tamworth

Tamworth sits on relatively high land in comparison to Polesworth, 

which slopes down to the east away from the site. In views from 

the east, housing in Tamworth appears to rise up a slope to the 

highest parts of the town. Roofs often define the horizon with 

limited tree planting between. Appropriate development of the site 

would visually connect and blend with the existing urban area. 

Retention and enhancement of vegetation at the boundaries of 

the site would ensure that new development was complementary 

to Tamworth and would have no adverse effect on the established 

identity of Tamworth.

Development of land at Tamworth Road can be delivered without 

any resulting coalescence between Tamworth and Polesworth, and 

without any adverse effect upon the established identities of these 

settlements. The development of the site is therefore not in conflict 

with Policy NW19 of the North Warwickshire Core Strategy.

M42 Tamworth Road bridge over 
the M42

Tree belt along the eastern boundary 
of the site 

Photograph VP2 - View from the junction of Hermitage Lane and the road bridge across the M42

20/



21/

4



22/

4.0
Vision for Site  



North

23/

Tamworth Road, Tamworth/ Development Statement



4.0/ Vision for Site

4.0 Vision for Site

 • Delivery of quality new family homes which 

make best use of the land.

 • Achieve a choice of housing with a mix 

of house types, tenures and size to meet 

identified local needs.

 • Respect the character of the site and its 

setting.

 • Provide high quality, accessible, green space 

for the benefit of existing and future residents 

which will enhance the existing public rights 

of way.

 • Enhance cycle and pedestrian links through 

green streets to local shops and amenities 

promoting sustainable travel. 

 • Invest in the community with the creation of 

additional direct and indirect employment 

both during and after the development. 

Taylor Wimpey UK Limited will also employ 

staff locally through the construction of the 

development.

 • Enhance the ecological value and biodiversity 

of the existing vegetation within the site and 

along the site boundaries. 

 • Create a safe and desirable place to live with 

a safe and attractive environment that builds 

upon the strength of the local community.

 • Provide high quality design which will 

complement the existing environment and 

create a good standard of amenity and living 

environment. 

 • Protect existing residential amenity.

 • Capitalise on site assets such as mature 

vegetation to the site boundaries and 

recreational routes. 

Taylor Wimpey’s vision for the site seeks to meet the following goals:

“An attractive housing development with a distinctive 
character offering a choice of high quality new homes  
to meet local needs.”
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Figure 6: Opportunities and Constraints Plan
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4.0/ Vision for Site

Approach

Taylor Wimpey has developed a masterplan vision for 

the site which meets these objectives and is shown 

in this section. It demonstrates how the design and 

form of development will respond sensitively to 

the characteristics of the site and the wider area. 

It is intended that these ideas will evolve further 

in consultation with the local community and key 

stakeholders at the appropriate time.

Site Constraints and  
Opportunities 

The vision for the site derives from a careful analysis of 

the characteristics, its context, and the opportunities 

and constraints which arise. 

The site lies to the east of Tamworth, extending to 6.4ha 

of arable land which has the capacity to support in the 

region of 147 homes. The site is an irregular shape, 

contained to the north and west by existing housing and 

recreational grounds, to the east by the M42 corridor 

and associated vegetation, and to the south by a 

defunct hedge with some trees. Immediately adjacent to 

the western boundary is an off-road local cycle  

route which links to the local shops and amenities  

in Stoneydelph.

The site is currently accessed from a spur road that 

follows the northern boundary of the site and links to 

Tamworth Road. A safe and viable highway access 

into the site can be taken from this spur road. Within 

the site there is an opportunity to promote sustainable 

travel by creating pedestrian and cycle links to the wider 

pedestrian/cycle network which provides direct access 

to local conveniences in Stonydelph.

There is a steep embankment between the site and the 

higher recreational grounds at the northern boundary of 

the site; beyond which the site then slopes gently from 

north to south. Development at the boundary of the 

recreational site should be set back from the steepest 

parts of the embankment and planted to create an 

attractive setting to the proposed development. The 

lowest point of the site has potential to accommodate 

an area for surface water attenuation as part of a 

sustainable drainage system. 

An existing PRoW passes through the site, broadly 

following the southern and eastern edges of the site. 

The definitive route of the PRoW does not reflect the 

actual walked route on the ground which follows the 

existing hedgerow at the south east corner of the site. 

There is potential to develop the site while retaining the 

existing PRoW in broadly the existing location as walked 

on the ground.

The presence of the PRoW creates an opportunity to 

deliver an attractive open space at the southern and 

eastern edges of the site, which can take advantage 

of views across open land to the south and provide 

a positive outward facing edge to the residential 

development. 

The eastern site boundary is formed by an established 

woodland belt that largely screens the M42, which is 

set within a cutting in the area immediately adjacent 

to the site. Noise constraints in relation to the M42 are 

not significant and can be mitigated through design 

principles - development set back and fronting towards 

the motorway. This arrangement of dwellings has 

potential to complement the setting of the PRoW.

An existing overhead low level pylon crosses the site 

close to the northern boundary. There is scope to divert 

this as part of any development proposals.

A robust site analysis has been carried out to determine 

the principal constraints and opportunities that will 

underpin the development vision. The key constraints 

and opportunities presented by the site include;

 • Enhance the connectivity between the site and 

its surroundings in order to promote sustainable 

transport for pedestrians and cyclists.

 • The need to ensure that proposed development is 

appropriately designed to minimise noise impacts 

related to the M42;

 • The need to complement the character of the 

surrounding area through appropriate development 

densities, street scenes and housing types;

 • Safeguarding and enhancing the existing landscape 

structure and PRoW; 

 • The need to provide an attractive edge to the 

development which will become an interface 

between the urban area and the wider landscape;

There is potential on this site to develop a high quality, 

characterful residential scheme with a coherent 

landscape structure which conserves the natural assets 

as well as creating a framework for recreation and 

merging seamlessly with the existing pedestrian and 

cycle network.
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Figure 7: Concept Sketches
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Retain and enhance existing boundary vegetation within a 

green network which protects the amenity of PRoW/Cycle 

routes and creates a positive edge between proposed 

development and the wider countryside.

Deliver appropriate landscape treatments and built form 

at the interface to the recreation ground and the M42. Use 

built form and acoustic barriers to mitigate the impacts of 

the noise generated by the M42, and planting to the sloped 

embankments to the recreational ground. 

Concept 1 Concept 2

Development Concepts

The concepts which underpin the masterplan 
respond directly to the characteristics of the site. 
Four key concepts can be identified:

North North
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Deliver an attractive green street through the site linking 

to the existing pedestrian/cycle route to existing local 

amenities at Stonydelph and Bellington, encouraging 

sustainable travel.

Arrange development to retain glimpsed views across 

open land with a positive outward facing active frontage to 

the site.

Concept 3 Concept 4
North North
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Figure 8: Illustrative Masterplan
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The Masterplan

The masterplan illustrates how the site could be developed to 

ensure that the objectives illustrated by the key concepts can be 

met. The development will be accessed from the spur road off 

Tamworth Road. The proposed development and landscaped 

frontage at the northern boundary of the site will provide an 

appropriate and attractive interface to the existing properties on 

the Tamworth Road spur road. 

A primary road with grassed verges and occasional trees will 

extend a ‘green’ route into the site leading through a series of 

shared surfaced focal squares adding interest to the street scene. 

This primary road will create a sustainable pedestrian friendly 

linkage through the development toward to the local shops and 

amenities. Branching off from this will be a network of secondary 

routes which could compromise shared surfaced streets and 

private drives. The residential properties will be arranged in secure 

blocks with outward facing housing overlooking the greenspaces 

throughout the development.

A strong greenspace network will wrap around the perimeters of 

the site which will retain the amenity of the existing Public Right of 

Way through the site and will ensure existing landscape features 

are retained and enhanced. Legible pedestrian routes will be 

provided within the greenspace network to create recreational 

loops around the development and to encourage connectivity 

to the surrounding area and facilities. Views to the open land to 

the south will be retained along the Public Right of Way through 

the site. The network of greenspaces will be suitable for informal 

recreation. Potential features could include: children’s play space, 

ecological habitats and sustainable drainage ponds.

A high quality residential scheme is proposed which could deliver 

the following key features:

 • Around 147 high quality new homes, at an average density of 

35 dwellings per hectare, appropriate to current requirements 

of North Warwickshire and suited to the local area with a mix 

of housing types, tenure, and sizes;

 • Safe and green link through the site promoting sustainable 

travel to local facilities and improving accessibility to the 

proposed greenspaces for both existing and future  

local residents; 

 • Attractive frontage to the open countryside and active edge 

to the residential area of Tamworth;

 • Delivery of a safe and attractive multifunctional network  

of greenspace; 

 • Local play space catering to the needs of the existing and 

new communities within the green network through the site;

 • No significantly adverse effects on existing residential amenity 

or the functionality of the meaningful gap;

 • A residential area with distinctive and attractive character 

areas, created through variations in street pattern and street 

treatments, and in the relationship between buildings and 

open spaces.

The masterplan demonstrates that the site is 

capable of delivering a high quality scheme which 

will complement its setting and deliver a range of 

attractive benefits.
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Figure 9: Character Areas
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Northern Residential Area

This character area will be based around the proposed spine 

road into the site which will deliver footpaths set behind grass 

verges. There will be two ‘focal squares’ along the route which 

will add interest and a sense of legibility to the development. The 

urban squares will be shared surface spaces punctuated with tree 

planting. Distinctive housing will frame the spaces, using different 

building materials along with some 2.5 storey dwellings to create 

a sense of punctuation along the spine road. Housing in the wider 

area will be served from a combination of secondary and tertiary 

roads which will branch off from the spine road. 

The character area will deliver a medium density of development 

comprising a higher proportion of detached and semi-detached 

properties with front gardens; housing along the spine road will 

benefit from side garages to reduce the visual prominence of cars. 

This character area will comprise mainly 2 storey properties with 

some 2.5 storey properties where appropriate to add interest to 

the street scene. 

There is potential to provide a children’s play facility within the 

green space to the western edge of the site, on the route to 

existing facilities within Stoneydelph. The green space in this area 

will have a more formal character than the southern green spaces 

to complement its connectivity to the existing urban area. 

South-eastern Green Edge

This character area will be carefully designed to ensure an 

attractive frontage is created to the public open space and green 

network at the southern and eastern edges of the site which 

accommodate the existing Public Right of Way. 

The green space will be designed to provide a naturalistic 

landscape character to reflect the edge of settlement location. 

Areas of meadow grassland and informal tree planting will be used 

to blend the development into the wider open countryside to the 

south. Footpaths will be surfaced in naturalistic materials such as 

rolled stone.

Housing at the eastern site boundary will be comprised of a higher 

proportion of linked units in order to mitigate noise pollution from 

the motorway. Housing to the south of this character area will be 

comprised of mostly detached and semi-detached units with front 

gardens creating a soft edge to the open land to the south. The 

majority of properties will be served from private drives.

The houses in this character area would be a maximum of 2 

storeys high.

Character Areas

Development character is a function of layout, building style, and landscape 
treatments, which combine to create a sense of place. Two different character 
areas will result from the masterplan as illustrated on the adjacent plan.
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Figure 10: Illustrative Hand Drawn Sketches

View 1: View of proposed development access

Existing site photograph For illustrative purpose only
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4.0/ Vision for Site

View 2: View of proposed SuDS area and footpath

Existing site photograph For illustrative purpose only
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Figure 11: Sustainability Plan
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5.0/ Sustainable Development Principles

5.0 Sustainable Development Principles 

Location and Accessibility

The site is located on the eastern periphery of Tamworth, 

bounded by the M42 to the east and Tamworth Road to 

the north. Though well related to Tamworth, the site falls 

outside the administrative boundaries of the borough and 

is located in North Warwickshire Borough.

A variety of local facilities and amenities are available 

within the local area, with the table below providing 

examples of walking distances to key local amenities. 

These distances have been determined by using the most 

suitable existing and proposed public paths available.

The site is well served by the existing public transport 

network. The nearest bus stop is located directly to 

the north of the site on the Tamworth Road. These bus 

stops provide regular services to Nuneaton, Polesworth, 

Ventura Park and Tamworth Town Centre. Tamworth 

Town Centre Bus Station also provides links to a wider 

range of local and regional destinations. The bus 

services operate from 11:00 am to 21:00 pm, providing 

the opportunity for residents to travel by public transport 

for commuting and leisure trips.

There is a train station in Polesworth within 1.5 miles 

of the site. The station runs a regular service to Crewe 

and Tamworth. Tamworth Station provides links to a 

wider range of local and regional destinations. There 

are also opportunities to improve pedestrian links along 

the Tamworth Road towards Polesworth and Tamworth. 

There is also the opportunity to improve the existing 

pedestrian public right of way which runs along the 

southern and eastern boundaries of the site from the 

urban area of Tamworth.

Community Facilities

There are three local Primary Schools within the area. 

Three Peaks Primary Academy is located approximately 

1.3 miles to the south west whilst The Nethersole 

Primary School is located 1.3 miles to the north east. 1.2 

miles to the west also lies Stoneydelph Primary school. 

The Polesworth Secondary School is 1.3 miles to the 

south east with Two Rivers Secondary School 2 miles to 

the west. All of these schools are accessible by bus. A 

primary school is also proposed on the former Tamworth 

Golf Course as indicated on the sustainability plan.

Other communities include sports pitches to the north 

east and a number of Doctors, Dentists and sports 

facilities in Tamworth.

Local Amenity Distance (metres)

Bus Stops 108

Sports Ground 132

Stoneydelph Health Centre 1,100

The Bulls Head Public House 1,130

Polesworth SPAR 1,280

Three Peaks Primary Academy 1,280

The Gamecock Inn 1,290

Lloyds Pharmacy 1,300

Polesworth Medical Centre 1,600

Polesworth Post Office 1,609

Stoneydelph Primary School 1,770

Stoneydelph Post Office 1,800

Nethersole Primary School 2,000

Polesworth Secondary School 2,000

Pooley Country Park 2,100

Two Rivers Secondary School 3,200
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Economic Investment

The development of the site will contribute to building 

a strong, responsive and competitive economy.  

In particular the development of approximately  

150 dwellings will secure a number of economic 

benefits in terms of job creation, tax revenues to the 

local Council and increased expenditure in the  

local economy.

Housing supply can play a key role in the flexibility 

of the local labour market which is an important 

component in the local economic competitiveness 

and maintaining a dynamic economy. This is because 

a shortage of housing or lack of affordability can 

act as a barrier to people accessing employment 

opportunities or result in long distance commuting 

and associated sustainability impacts.

Direct construction-related employment: 
The proposed development could support around 145 person 

years of direct employment within the construction sector. 

This translates into 24 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) roles on-site 

per annum over the estimated build programme.

Construction Impact on the Supply Chain: 
A further 33 FTE jobs could be supported each year locally 

through indirect and induced effects during the  

construction phase.

Contribution of Construction Phase  
to Economic Output: 
The proposed development could contribute an additional 

£2.75 million of gross value added (GVA) annually to the local 

economy during the construction period.

Household Spend: 
Only fully built and occupied, the households are estimated to 

generate expenditure in the region of £3.63 million per annum. 

This could support additional shops and services within the 

surrounding settlements. 

Increased Council Tax Income: 
The construction of the new homes could generate £233,750 

per annum in additional Council Tax revenue for the Council, 

once fully developed and occupied.

New Homes Bonus Payments  
(over a 4 year period): 
A new homes bonus of £550k (approx) could be generated for 

the local authority over a 4 year period.

The development at 

Tamworth Road site will 

support the local labour 

market, and will generate 

the following specific 

benefits.
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5.0/ Sustainable Development Principles

Community Benefits

The development of the site will also perform a social 

role by generating the following community benefits:

 • Provide a range of open market housing comprising 

various types to meet the needs of the local 

community

 • Provide affordable homes of a range and type to 

meet the identified need in the area

 • Provide public open space for future residents  

and the wider community in accordance with the 

Local plan

 • Assist in the provision of other facilities (e.g. 

education) where there is an identified need, in 

accordance with development plan policies as part 

of a S106 agreement. 

Environmental  
Considerations

Landscape and Visual Impact

The site is unremarkable in landscape quality and not 

subject to any formal landscape designations. As such 

it is not anticipated that this development will have a 

significant impact on landscape character or visual 

amenity and local landscape issues can be managed 

through sympathetic masterplanning. 

Ecology and Trees

The site is managed agricultural land and is not within 

or near to any designated ecological areas, and is such 

likely to have no adverse ecological impacts. The site 

is also not subject to any Tree Preservation Orders and 

the majority of trees and vegetation are located on the 

boundaries with the site being predominately open 

pasture land with small patches of vegetation. Therefore, 

it is unlikely that there any ecological or arboricultural 

constraints which would prevent development on the site.

Archaeology and Heritage

There are no Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas 

or other designated archaeological features within or 

in the close vicinity of the site. A full Archaeological 

Assessment can be undertaken at planning application 

stage to identify if any mitigation requirements  

are required.

Flooding and Drainage

The site is entirely in Flood Zone 1 which shows a very 

low probability of flooding. Therefore, there are no 

flooding constraints on this site.

Noise

The main source of existing noise comes from the 

M42 motorway located to the east of the site. An initial 

Noise Investigation has shown that the noise can be 

appropriately mitigated through a strong development 

buffer to the eastern boundary and attenuation features 

such as landscape bunds and tree cover. This has been 

demonstrated as part of the Illustrative Masterplan. 

As such, there are no noise constraints preventing the 

development of this site.

Ground Conditions

The site has not been subject to previous development 

and is currently agricultural pasture land. Therefore it 

is unlikely that ground conditions will negatively affect 

development on this site.

Agricultural Land Classification

The site is currently managed for agricultural use, 

identified as Grade 2 agricultural land, similar to much 

of the eastern flank of Tamworth within the North 

Warwickshire boundary. This is not considered to 

be a significant consideration that would affect the 

development coming forward. 

Highways

Initial assessments show that the adjoining highways 

have sufficient capacity to accommodate this 

development to the north of the site. The site boundary 

incorporates frontage on to the Tamworth Road. 

Vehicular access to the site could be provided on to  

the Tamworth Road through a single access point  

and junction.

The development proposals will promote pedestrian 

connectivity by creating new pedestrian links and 

connecting to nearby rights of way. The site will also link 

with the existing footway network and local amenities in 

the vicinity of the site.

Utilities

The site is served by suitable infrastructure provision 

and can be served as part of this development without 

leading to wider capacity issues.

Sustainability Conclusions

There is a compelling need to deliver the 

development needs of North Warwickshire 

Borough Council and of Tamworth Borough 

Council in an appropriate way. The future 

development of the site would deliver 

a range of sustainability benefits whilst 

creating no significant adverse impacts. 

The development of this site is wholly 

appropriate, which in itself benefits, not 

least an increase in market and affordable 

housing. Moreover, the development will 

attract significant inward investment from 

the private sector.
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6.0/ Deliverability of Development

6.0 Deliverability of Development

The NPPF and NPPG specify that local planning 

authorities have sufficient deliverable sites to 

deliver housing in the first 5 years. To be considered 

deliverable, sites should, at the point of adoption of the 

relevant local development document:

 • Be Available: There is confidence that there are no 

legal ownership problems

 • Be Suitable: offer a suitable location for 

development and would contribute to the 

development of sustainable and mixed 

communities.

 • Be Achievable: there is a reasonable prospect that 

housing will be developed on the site at a particular 

point in time.

This is a judgement about the economic viability of 

the site and the capability of the developer to provide 

housing within a defined period, taking into account 

marketing, cost and deliverability factors.

Availability

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd has legal control of the site, and 

is seeking to develop the site at the earliest opportunity. 

The site is therefore in the control of the major national 

housebuilder and could deliver approximately 147 new 

homes that will be critical for hitting the housing need 

for North Warwickshire and Tamworth during the  

plan period.

Once planning permission has been granted Taylor 

Wimpey would seek to develop the site immediately, 

which would contribute to the two Borough’s 5 year 

housing land supply and deliver highly anticipated new 

homes. The commitment to delivery is demonstrated by 

Taylor Wimpey’s track record of the efficient delivery of 

high quality housing schemes across the Midlands  

and UK.

Suitable

This site is suitable for housing development because it:

 • Offers suitable location for development and can be 

developed now;

 • Would act as a natural and logical extension to the 

urban area of Tamworth;

 • Development would not result in coalescence 

between Tamworth and Polseworth/Dordon;

 • Can utilise existing infrastructure surrounding 

the site with no utilities or drainage constraints 

preventing the site from coming forward  

for development;

 • Can accommodate satisfactory vehicular access, 

existing bus stops are in close proximity and the 

local highway can accommodate the provision of 

approximately 147 new dwellings;

 • Will deliver generous open space for use by 

residents and the local community;

 • Is not subject to any ecological or environmental 

constraints preventing development on the site; and 

 • Is sustainably located with numerous local facilities 

within walking distance of the site boundary, 

including a primary school, shops, public houses 

and sports facilities.

Achievable

The delivery of approximately 147 new dwellings would 

make a significant contribution towards the housing 

needs of both North Warwickshire and Tamworth. An 

assessment of the site constraints has been undertaken 

which illustrates that the delivery of the entire site is 

achievable and deliverable, and a professional team of 

technical experts has been appointed to underpin the 

assessment and support the delivery of the site moving 

forward. Where any potential constraints are identified, 

Taylor Wimpey has considered the necessary mitigation 

measures and required investment in order to overcome 

any deliverable barriers.

Taylor Wimpey has reviewed the economic viability of 

the proposal in terms of the land value, attractiveness of 

the locality, potential market demand and the projected 

rate of sales in the area; as well as the cost factors 

associated with the site including preparation costs ad 

site constraints.

Taylor Wimpey can, therefore, confirm that the 

development of the site is economically viable 

in accordance with the NPPF and NPPG. As a 

consequence, the company is committed to investing 

in the site and is confident that residential development 

can be achieved within the required time.

The site will make a valuable contribution with the delivery of approximately 147 dwellings to meet 
both North Warwickshire’s and/or Tamworth’s housing needs requirements as well as meeting the 
need to provide family and affordable housing within the area. 
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7.0 Conclusions

Key Benefits

Accordingly, this Development Statement has demonstrated that 

the delivery of Land at Tamworth Road:

 • is entirely suitable, deliverable and viable for housing 

development; and will deliver a mix of housing types, 

including both market and affordable homes;

 • is sustainably located in proximity to a range of amenities, 

services and facilities;

 • is supported by clear evidence that the site does not 

contribute towards the Tamworth-Polesworth Meaningful 

Gap and is considered a sustainable location for future 

development;

 • is not subject to any technical or environmental constraints 

that would prevent the delivery of housing;

 • can deliver a landscape led masterplan that complements 

the surrounding site context, and creates a high quality 

housing development;

 • will provide an interconnected site, with links to new and 

existing play areas, public open space and nearby  

facilities; and

 • generates significant socio-economic benefits by providing 

housing choice, and stimulating job creation and economic 

investment. Increased consumer spending will also help to 

support additional shops and services within Tamworth  

and Polesworth.

Summary

The development of the site at Tamworth Road provides a highly 

sustainable opportunity to support the national growth agenda 

and to assist in providing adequate land to deliver a new Local 

Plan for North Warwickshire. The site will deliver the quantity, type 

and quality of homes that is required across the Borough and is a 

logical sustainable location to support new growth. Taylor Wimpey 

is committed to working collaboratively with the Council and Key 

Stakeholders to ensure that the Borough’s housing need is met in 

a sustainable manner.

Land at Tamworth Road presents an exceptional opportunity to meet the future 
housing needs of North Warwickshire in a location that would address housing 
delivery to the Tamworth housing market as part of the emerging plan period. 
The site is not considered to be important for maintaining a Meaningful Gap 
between Tamworth and Polesworth. 

The allocation of this site for residential development will deliver open market 
and affordable housing of a type, quantity and quality that will make a significant 
contribution to the future growth needs of Tamworth and North Warwickshire.
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Appendix 1/ Taylor Wimpey UK Limited

Appendix 1:
Taylor Wimpey UK Limited

We have expertise in land acquisition, home and community design, urban regeneration and the development of 

supporting infrastructure which improves our customers’ quality of life and adds value to their homes. We draw 

on our experience as a provider of quality homes but update that, to the expectations of today’s buyers and strive 

to provide the best quality homes, while setting new standards of customer care in the industry. Our 23 regional 

businesses in the UK give our operations significant scale and truly national geographic coverage.

Each business builds a range of products, from one bedroom apartments and starter homes to large detached family 

homes for every taste and budget and as a result, our property portfolio displays a surprising diversity. The core 

business of the company is the development for homes on the open market, although we are strongly committed to 

the provision of low cost social housing through predominantly partnerships with Local Authorities, Registered Social 

Landlords as well as a variety of Government bodies such as the Homes and Communities Agency.

With unrivalled experience of building homes and communities Taylor Wimpey today continues to be a dedicated 

house building company and is at the forefront of the industry in build quality, design, health and safety, customer 

service and satisfaction. Taylor Wimpey is committed to creating and delivering value for our customers and 

shareholders alike. Taylor Wimpey combines the strengths of a national developer with the focus of small local 

business units. This creates a unique framework of local and national knowledge, supported by the financial strength 

and highest standards of corporate governance of a major plc.

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land, a division of the UK business, is responsible for the promotion of future development 

opportunities, such as this site, through the planning system. The local business unit that will, in conjunction with 

Strategic Land, carry out housing and related development as part of this is Taylor Wimpey West Midlands based in 

Shirley, Solihull.

Taylor Wimpey UK Limited is a dedicated homebuilding company 
with over 126 years’ experience; we have an unparalleled record 
in our industry. We aim to be the homebuilder of choice for 
our customers, our employees, our shareholders and for the 
communities in which we operate.
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report has been prepared by RPS Planning and Development (RPS) on behalf of Taylor 

Wimpey UK Ltd (Taylor Wimpey) in respect of their land interests in North Warwickshire.  

1.2 The purpose of this report is to consider North Warwickshire Borough Council (the Council s) 5 

Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) position, set against the requirements of Paragraph 49 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework. Footnote 11 to paragraph 49 of the NPPF advises that 

to be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for 

development now and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 

site within five years.  

1.3 set out in the Five Year Housing 

Supply at 31 March 2017, covering the period from 1 April 2017 to March 2022. The 5YHLS 

report has not been date stamped, though it is understood the document was published in 

July/August 2017. This sets out the approach to assessing upply which is 

summarised in Table 9 of the document. Although the methodology is not explicitly stated, the 

Council indicate that they have in excess of five years of deliverable housing land. Taking these 

figures as read, the calculation of the 5YHLS for between 2017/18-2021/22 amounts to 5.1 

years. 

1.4 

assumptions that should be used as part of the calculation of 5YHLS. The review is undertaken 

as part of the subsequent chapter headings: 

   1.    Introduction 

2. Policy Context; 

3. Objectively Assessed Need for Housing; 

4. ; 

5. Housing Shortfalls; 

6. Past Delivery and the Housing Buffer; 

7. Delivery Assumptions; 

8. Supply of Sites; and 

9. Land Supply Calculation 

1.5 In total 40 sites have been considered, along with a range of alternative assumptions. As 

in the region of 2.0 years. 
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2 POLICY CONTEXT

National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1 

ambition to boost significantly the supply of housing and local planning authorities should use 

their evidence base to ensure their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for 

housing as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF. 

2.2 It goes on to require authorities to identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable 

ousing against their housing requirements, with an 

additional 5% to 20% buffer depending on past performance of delivery. 

2.3 Footnote 11 of paragraph 47 of the NPPF states to be considered deliverable, sites should be 

available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 

prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that 

development of the site is viable. Sites with planning permission should be considered 

deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be 

implemented within five years, for example they are not viable, there is no longer a demand for 

the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans. 

2.4 Paragraph 49 of the NPPF sets out that housing applications are to be considered in the context 

of the presumption in favour of development and relevant policies relating to the supply of 

housing should not be considered up to date if a five year supply of deliverable housing sites 

cannot be demonstrated. 

2.5 In such situations, the tilted balance should be engaged in accordance with NPPF para 14 

(bullet 4) which requires decision takers to consider whether there are any adverse impacts that 

would prevent development from coming forward. If no such impacts exist, the NPPF advises 

permission should be granted. 

National Planning Practice Guidance 

2.6 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) sets out at Paragraph: 031 (Reference ID: 3-

 of housing policy: 

the development plan and sites with planning permission (outline or full that have 

not been implemented) unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be 

implemented within five years. 

However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan is not a 

prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the five-year supply. Local 

planning authorities will need to provide robust, up-to-date evidence to support the 

deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgements on deliverability are clearly 

and transparently set out. If there are no significant constraints (e.g. infrastructure) 

to overcome such as infrastructure sites not allocated within a development plan or 

without planning permission can be considered capable of being delivered within a 

five-year timeframe. 
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The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a housing site is 

deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need to consider the time it will take 

to commence development on site and build out rates to ensure a robust five-year 

 

2.7 Sites with outline and full planning permission should be considered deliverable until planning 

permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented in five 

years. The time taken to commence development and build out rates must also be considered. 

In terms of sites without planning permission (including S106 sites and existing and emerging 

allocations), local planning authorities will need to provide robust evidence to support the 

deliverability of sites. 

North Warwickshire Borough  

2.8   most recent statement on its 5YHLS position is provided in its Five Year Housing 

Supply (FYHS) statement of 01 April 2017 to 31 March 2022 (Appendix 1). Although this 

document is not date stamped it is understood that it was published in August 2017, and 

presents a view that the Council can demonstrate a 5.1 year supply of housing land. 

2.9  The FYHS document was published in response to the Ansley Appeal in March 2017
1
, which 

took the view that the Council could only maintain a supply of around 3.5 years (paragraph 20 

refers). As par

should mirror evidence submitted as part of the 2015 Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic 

Housing Market Area (CWSHMA), which included the Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

(OAHN) for North Warwickshire in addition to unmet need arising from the wider Housing Market 

Area (HMA). This has the effect of increasing the housing requirement from 237 dwellings per 

annum (dpa) to 264dpa, with an overall requirement of 5280 dwellings over a 20 year period 

(2011  2031). 

2.10  This has been subject to a signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between authorities in 

the Housing Market Area (HMA) which was recognised by the Ansley Inspector. The emerging 

NWLP is planning to accommodate unmet need from Birmingham (3,790 dwellings). Although 

there is also a separate MoU in place confirming the proposed redistribution from Birmingham to 

North Warwickshire, the Inspector was unconvinced as part of this appeal that this should be 

included within the calculation of housing need.  The Council has adopted this same approach in 

the 31 March 2017 FYHS statement.   

2.11  Since the 31 March 2017 FYHS statement was published, there have been no significant 

appeals in the District, though two minor appeals have c

position as part of the planning balance. 

 Delves Farm, Wood End
2
  14 dwellings. Dated 27 September 2017, both parties 

agreed that the Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing. The 

Council indicated that since the Ansley appeal, the supply position has since 

increased to 4.5 years, however in any event the Inspector took the view that 

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF should be engaged (paragraph 17 of the report refers); 

                                                      

1 APP/R3705/W/16/3149572 
2
 APP/R3705/W/17/3171093 
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 Newton Farm, Newton Regis
3
  6 dwellings. Dated 27 November 2017, the 

the presence of a five year land supply position. The Inspector does not offer a view 

y position, however does 

indicate that Paragraph 14 of the NPPF should be engaged, on the grounds that the 

policies for the supply of housing are out of date, taking an overall view on the 

sustainability of the proposal. 

Assumptions U 5YHLS 

2.12 Between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2016, housing delivery was below the current requirement, 

with a significant shortfall between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2013, where the Council only 

provided 113 dwellings over the 2 year period. Completions picked up during 1 April 2016 and 

31 March 2017, meaning an overall shortfall of 515, which has been proposed to be met within 

the next five years. 

2.13 The assessment of the five year supply of deliverable housing is derived from the Five Year 

Land Supply Document produced annually, which includes a survey of all sites in the District 

with planning permission and sets out how many have been built and how many are pending. 

2.14 In addition to sites with planning permission, the Council has included saved Local Plan 

allocations, emerging Plan housing sites, and sites potentially coming forward. The Council is 

confident that the sites within the emerging Plan will be delivered in part or in full during the next 

5 years.  

2.15 The Council is proposing to follow the Sedgefield  approach to address the existing shortfall of 

515 dwellings over the following five years; rather than over the  method. This 

equates to 264 dwellings from 2017/18 to 2021/22 (1,320 dwellings), plus 515 dwellings which 

equates to 1,835 dwellings. 

2.16 The Council has applied a 5% buffer to this requirement, reflecting past performance in relation 

his gives a final figure of 

(1,835 + 5% buffer) 1,927 dwellings over the next five years, 385 dwellings per annum. 

                                                      

3 APP/R3705/W/17/3179126 



 

  rpsgroup.com/uk 

 

3 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED NEED FOR HOUSING 

4.1 As part of the Draft Local Plan July 2016 an Objectively Assessed Need for the Borough has 

established an overall figure of 4,740 dwellings over the 20 year period taken from the 2015 

Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA).  

4.2 The Borough works with partners within the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA to produce and 

agree the overall housing number for the area. A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) has 

been prepared to meet housing requirements that the City of Coventry are unable to meet. An 

additional 540 dwellings are required, which equates to 5,280.  

Table 4.1: North Warwickshire Housing Requirement 

   Annual 

Requirement 

Initial Housing Need (Updated SHMA 2015)  4740  

Redistribution from Coventry and Warwickshire 540   

Emerging Housing Requirement (540 + 4740)  5280 264 pa 

North Warwickshire Local Plan Draft July 2016  

4.4 It is acknowledged that the emerging NWLP intends to include a contribution towards meeting 

the housing shortfall arising from Birmingham. The latest draft of the plan makes an allowance 

for 3,790 dwellings from Birmingham. Although this figure is likely to become part of the Councils 

future housing requirement. RPS considers that at present it is appropriate to maintain 

consistency with recent appeals, including the Ansley decision, which supports the OAN of 

5,280. 
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4 ASSUMPTIONS USED IN  

4.1 The Council is adopting a housing figure which has been taken from the 2015 Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) rather than the requirement from the 2014 Core Strategy. The 2015 

SHMA includes a housing requirement of 264 dwellings per annum, which the Council recognise 

to be the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing. 

4.2 Between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2016, housing delivery was below the proposed OAN, with 

a significant shortfall between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2013, where the Council only provided 

113 dwellings over the 2 year period. Completions picked up during 1 April 2016 and 31 March 

2017, meaning an overall shortfall of 515, which has been proposed to be met within the next 

five years. 

4.3 The assessment of the five year supply of deliverable housing is derived from the Five Year 

Land Supply Document produced annually, which includes a survey of all sites in the District 

with planning permission and sets out how many have been built and how many are pending. 

4.4 In addition to sites with planning permission, the Council has included saved Local Plan 

allocations, emerging Plan housing sites, and sites potentially coming forward. The Council is 

confident that the sites within the emerging Plan will be delivered in part or in full during the next 

5 years.  

4.5 The Council is proposing to follow the Sedgefield  approach to address the existing shortfall of 

515 dwellings over the following five years; rather than over the  method. This 

equates to 264 dwellings from 2017/18 to 2021/22 (1,320 dwellings), plus 515 dwellings which 

equates to 1,835 dwellings. 

4.6 The Council has applied a 5% buffer to this requirement, reflecting past performance in relation 

his gives a final figure of 

(1,835 + 5% buffer) 1,927 dwellings over the next five years, 385 dwellings per annum. 

Housing Land Supply Assessment Period 

4.7  Before considering the various components of the 5YHLS, it is important to first clarify the five 

year period to be used for the purposes of the calculation. The March 2017 5YHLS report 

indicates that the base position is the 2017/18 monitoring year. This starts from 01 April 2017, 

 

4.8  As part of the consideration of supply, the Council has adopted a position which covers a five 

year period from 2017/18 to 2021/22.  

4.9  RPS would maintain that the five year position from 01 April 2017 to 31 March 2022 should be 

the date range for the consideration of land supply, as this reflects the most up to date evidence 

available in terms of completions and permissions in a consistent date range. 
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5 HOUSING SHORTFALLS 

5.1 RPS has set out in Table 5.1 of the past completion rates in the District from the March 2017 

5YHLS Report, set against the OAN of 264dpa. 

Table 5.1: HLS Shortfall to Date 

Year Net Housing Completions Supply against NWBC (264dpa) 

2011/12 75 -189 

2012/13 38 -226 

2013/14 119 -145 

2014/15 223 -41 

2015/16 251 -13 

2016/17 363 +99 

Total 1,069 -515 

 

5.2 The Council have failed to meet 264dpa target in previous years from 31 March 2011 to 1 April 

2016, and have only recently met the target with 363 completions from 31 March 2016 to 1 April 

2017. This has generated a shortfall to date of 515 dwellings. 

5.3 In terms of how the shortfall is to be met, the Council proposes in the March 2017 5YHLS report 

that it will be met within the next five years. The Council has included the shortfall within their five 

The NPPG expects that local authorities 

address any undersupply in the delivery of housing within the first five years (paragraph ID: 3-

035-20140306 refers). This approach is also consistent with advice given from the Planning 

Advisory Service PAS which, as part of an online resource, indicates that any shortfalls should be 

met within the next five years to ensure that the unmet need is reduced and flexibility is built into 

the requirement to enable the increased delivery of housing. 



 

  rpsgroup.com/uk 

 

6 PAST DELIVERY AND THE HOUSING BUFFER 

6.1 The NPPF at paragraph 47 notes that local planning authorities should identify and update 

annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to 

against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of either 5% to ensure choice and 

competition in the market for land or, where there has been a record of persistent under delivery 

of housing, an increased buffer of 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned 

supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land.  

6.2 The NWBC 5YHLS document provides little justification for the proposed 5% buffer, and RPS 

considers that this assessment should instead be informed by evidence. Table 6.1 below has 

been prepared to indicate the Councils progress against past growth targets dating back to 

2001/02.  

6.3 Information has been gathered from previous local plans to provide an assessment of past 

delivery that against the requirements. The list of net completions has been taken from the 

emerging Local Plan which provides the most up to date information.  

6.4 The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) set out a target of 213dpa for North Warwickshire 

throughout the period of 2001  2013. The Warwickshire Structure Plan (WASP) coincided with 

the North Warwickshire Local Plan, and both documents set a target of 185dpa. Later, the Core 

Strategy increased the figure to 264dpa during the Plan period of 2011  2031.  

Table 6.1: Net Housing Completions Compared to Requirements 

Year Net Housing 

Completions 

RSS (2001  

2013: 213dpa)  

WASP 2001  2011 

and the Local Plan 

2001 - 2011: 185 

dpa 

Supply against 

Core Strategy 

(2011  2017: 264 

dpa) 

2001/02 171 -42 -14  

2002/03 100 -113 -85  

2003/04 120 -93 -65  

2004/05 104 -109 -81  

2005/06 106 -107 -79  

2006/07 167 -46 -18  

2007/08 142 -71 -43  

2008/09 106 -107 -79  

2009/10 79 -134 -106  

2010/11 98 -115 -87  
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Year Net Housing 

Completions 

RSS (2001  

2013: 213dpa)  

WASP 2001  2011 

and the Local Plan 

2001 - 2011: 185 

dpa 

Supply against 

Core Strategy 

(2011  2017: 264 

dpa) 

2011/12 75 -138 -110 -189 

2012/13 38 -175  -226 

2013/14 119 -94  -145 

2014/15 223   -41 

2015/16 251   -13 

2016/17 363   99 

Total 2,262 -1,344 -767 -515 

 

6.5 The above table indicates that since 2001/02 completions have failed to meet the planned 

targets for housing growth over the past 15 years and has only been met in 2016/17. Measured 

against the previous RSS requirement, the previous Warwickshire Structure Plan (WASP) and 

current Core Strategy requirement, completions have consistently fallen short against the 

requirement by 1,344 dwellings, 767 dwellings and 515 dwellings respectively. 

6.6 It is evident that there have been significant and persistent shortfalls in the delivery of housing in 

the District spanning over 15 years. The period resented by RPS covers both times of greater 

economic certainty and the recessionary period, which indicates that the effects of the economic 

downturn have not been a significant factor in further inhibiting development in the Borough. As 

such, this is not a consideration for establishing the persisten  

6.7 It is acknowledged that in 2016/17 the Council exceeded its housing requirement for the first 

time in 15 years. Whilst this is a positive demonstration that the Council can indeed increase the 

delivery of housing, there is yet to be consistent performance above the targets and no certainty 

of future significant provision.  

6.8 The Council has applied a 5% buffer even though they have failed to meet the requirements 

consistently. RPS considers a 20% buffer should be applied to the requirement as the NPPF 

states that where it is identified that persistent under delivery exists and a 20% buffer should be 

applied.  
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7 DELIVERY ASSUMPTIONS 

7.1 The Council has included a number of sites within the 5YHLS document; however these sites 

have been included as a single figure across the five year period and not qualified with annual 

delivery rates. It remains unclear what consideration has been given to delivery rates and lead in 

times as part of the sites included in the supply of housing. Although this information has, in part, 

been provided as part of the Housing Trajectory in support of the Draft Submission Local Plan, 

in the 5YHLS 

document. 

7.2 It is good practice to consider lead in times and delivery rates at a local level using data 

produced from the Borough, however, this information is currently not publically available from 

the Council. RPS have conducted research into the Councils average lead in times by looking 

into the published information and understanding how long each took to get through the planning 

process from start to finish.  

7.3 This information has, however, proved to be limited, presenting a small sample size. This casts 

doubt over the reliability of a local study, which may need to draw on further information in order 

to be robust for the purposes of the HLS assessment. Additionally, this study is further 

included a number of significant draft allocations (200+ dwellings) that the Council has limited 

experience in dealing with. For this reason it is considered instead appropriate to draw on 

nationally published studies to provide an understanding of how the Council

forward.  

7.4 Many reports have been produced which look into the delivery rates of sites throughout the UK, 

and how long the average site takes from pre-application to the first completion on site. RPS is 

aware that a number of national reviews of deliverability have been undertaken as part of a 

wider understanding of the time taken in the planning process for sites to be submitted, 

consented and delivered.   An appreciation of the most recent documents published is included 

below as part of Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1: Summary of National Delivery Rate Assessments 

 

0-99 100-499 500+

Approval Lead in Approval Lead in Approval Lead in 

Start to Finish 

(Lichfields 2016) 13 18 24 18 51 0.8

Land Pipelines (CW 

Economics 2017) 21 27 21 27 21 27
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7.5 In the absence of detailed completion data from the Council, RPS considers that a suitable proxy 

time taken to seek approval from the detailed stage of planning, to the first completions on site. 

This has been broken down into small, large and significant site categories which can be applied 

to housing sites in North Warwickshire. It is recognised that the CW Economics document 

presents a more up to date assessment of national delivery; however this assessment did not 

make the distinction in site size, which is considered to constrain the usefulness of this study.   

7.6 It is noted that the Lichfields study measures detailed applications from the period of time of the 

first application for the scheme to the decision date.  
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8 SUPPLY OF SITES 

8.1 The Council  as at 31 March 2017 document considers various sites with planning 

permission; proposed allocation sites and sites brought forward from the saved Local Plan 2006, 

as well as considering other sites that the Council are confident will come forward. The 

typologies of sites are detailed in Table 8.1 below, which indicated a five year supply of 1,973 

dwellings. 

within the past 6 years. 

8.2 A Housing Trajectory has also been published to support the North Warwickshire Local Plan 

(Appendix 2). This document includes a trajectory of site delivery which is absent from the 

5YHLS. This information serves as an appropriate proxy for what the Council consider will be 

delivered in the absence of more detailed information published. This assessment indicates a 

deliverable supply of 1,351 dwellings over the period 2017/18  2021/22, though it is 

acknowledged that certain sites, such as small sites 1  4 dwellings, are absent from this 

trajectory.   

8.3 Additionally, RPS has identified a number of discrepancies between the 5YHLS and the Housing 

Trajectory, despite publication within six months of each other and following the same base date 

of April 2017. These discrepancies have been reflected upon as part of the assessment of sites 

in this report. 

  Table 8.1:  

Sites Net Site Area 

(ha) 

Net 

Capacity 

Adopted Local Plan- Land Allocations and Proposals 0.44 59 

Large Sites of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites of 0.4ha and 

Above with Planning Permission 

40.45 712 

Medium Sites of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites Below 0.4ha 2.25 110 

Smaller Sites of 5-9 Dwellings With Planning Permission 6.40 85 

Small Sites of 1-4 Dwellings 139 sites 166 

Care Homes sites since 1 April 2011 1.85 3 

Total  72.12 1,135 

Sites potentially to come forward  77 

Draft Local Plan Allocated Sites  761 

  1,973 
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8.4 

information such as planning history, site specific information and delivery concerns. RPS has 

utilised data h provides estimates of 

lead in times 

supply. This assessment has been undertaken below, against the different headings indicated 

by the Council.  

Adopted Local Plan  Land Allocations and Proposals 

8.5 The Council has included one site identified within the Adopted North Warwickshire Local Plan 

2006. 

Britannia Mill, Coleshill Road, Atherstone 

8.6  A full planning application for Britannia Mill was submitted 16 March 2015 (PAP/2015/0167) for 

the part demolition, new build and refurbishment to create 59 new residential dwellings with 

associated works and later approved 18 January 2017.  

8.7 No further applications have been submitted to discharge several of the pre-commencement 

conditions, few of which are in the interests of the former potentially contaminative uses of the 

site. In April 2017 the site was put on the market for sale and is currently to date still available.  

8.8 Within the HLS report, Britannia Mill has been included within the supply, contributing 59 

dwellings towards the overall land supply. However, when comparing this to the LPHT, only 50 

dwellings are predicted to be completed in the five year period. There is a clear disconnect in the 

 and the Council does not appeal to have given any consideration 

to the remediation that will need to take place to bring this site back into use. 

8.9 The site is still marketed for sale and does not benefit from a developer on board. Due to the 

high risk of contamination and the interest in preserving the historic buildings, costs involved with 

decontamination works, historic issues and other issues, the scheme may be hampered by 

viability concerns from a developers perspective which will prolong the sale of the site. 

8.10 Basing the approval of discharge of conditions, with the inclusion of the preparation of the 

reports required to discharge conditions and on the average amount of time to get started on 

site. RPS believes that an allowance of an additional 3 years should be applied before first 

completion starting 2021/22, suggesting 10 dwellings would in fact go towards the supply.   

Table 8.2: Supply Comparison  Britannia Mill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category Site Address Net 

Capacity 

in 5YHLS 

RPS Net 

Capacity 

Adopted LP- Land 

Allocations and Proposal  

Britannia Mill, Coleshill Road, Atherstone 59 20 
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Large Sites of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites of 0.4Ha and Above with Planning Permission 

8.11 A number of discrepancies were noticed for the Large Sites of 10 or More Dwellings, details of 

which can be found in the comparison table below. In the Housing Trajectory, Phoenix Yard; 

Applegarth & Norton Hill; Crips Farm; Coley Nurseries; North of Overwoods Road; Durnos 

Nursery; Grimstock Hill; Rear of Village Hall; and North of Nuthurst Crescent are included as 

either building out all dwellings or some dwellings outside of the 5 year period, despite being 

included in the 5YHLS. This is reflected upon further as part of the site critique in this study.  

Phoenix Yard, Church Street, Atherstone 

8.12 An outline application for the development of 68 dwellings and the conversion of existing 

buildings on a 0.77ha site was submitted on 8 October 2002. The site since has undergone an 

extensive application process with the most recent application for the variation of three 

conditions attached to the original permission being approved on 7 September 2009. 

8.13 Due to the amount of archaeological work necessary to discharge conditions and to start 

construction on site, RPS considers that the development has stalled. Information from North 

Warwickshire Building Control state that the date of first competition was 4 March 2013, and at 

the time of writing, it is understood that the site is not complete. No completions have been 

recorded since 2013 and there is no compelling evidence from the Council that the site will come 

forward in the next five years.  

8.14 The Council has originally included all 68 dwellings in their supply, but recently the Housing 

Trajectory 2017/18  2021/22 has included 0 dwellings to be built within the 5 year period. RPS 

considers that the 

removing this site from the immediate supply of housing. 

Table 8.3: Supply Comparison  Phoenix Yard 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Phoenix Yard, Church St, Atherstone 69 0 
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Kingsbury Hall, Kingsbury 

8.15 On 18 November 2008 an application for the restoration of the historic hall and conversion to 9 

apartments, conversion of 19
th
 century barns to provide 7 new residential units, and the 

construction of 13 new residential units was submitted. Conditions were later discharged 9 June 

2011. 

8.16 RPS is unable to source the exact date of first completion, but in the Housing Land Supply 

Report as at 31 October 2013, it is noted that 15 units had been completed. However, in the 

Housing Trajectory, all 29 dwellings are included in the supply. To avoid double counting, RPS 

consider that a total of 14 dwellings should be included in the 5YHLS.  

Table 8.4: Supply Comparison  Kingsbury Hall 

 

 

 

Wagstaff Farm, Shustoke 

8.17 Construction on-site is underway for the development of 14 dwellings. RPS agrees that 14 

dwellings in the supply period appear reasonable. 

Table 8.5: Supply Comparison  Wagstaff Farm 

 

 

 

Applegarth and Horton Hill, Austrey 

8.18  An outline application for erection of 14 dwellings was submitted on 01 April 2014 

(PAP/2014/0157), approved 29 August 2015 however a detailed application has yet to be 

received. Based on the allowance of time to prepare and submit a Reserved Matters application, 

and then discharge any outstanding conditions attached to the approval, the process on average 

takes 18 months. With an additional year of site preparation, first completion on-site is estimated 

2020/21 and using the Coun

could be expected in the five year period. 

Table 8.6: Supply Comparison  Applegarth & Norton Hall 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Kingsbury Hall, Kingsbury 29 14 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Wagstaff Farm, Shustoke 14 14 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Applegarth & Norton Hill, Austrey 14 6 
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31 Plough Hill Road, Hartshill 

8.19 The residential development of 11 dwellings first sought permission 18 October 2011, and was 

later refused by the Council. The applicant appealed the decision and gained approval 06 

November 2013. On 13 November 2015 an application for the variation of conditions was 

submitted and gained approval with conditions. The conditions attached require Reserved 

Matters details, which to date have not been submitted to the Council. 

8.20 In total 16 conditions are attached to the Decision Notice, few of which apply to contamination. 

Condition 13 requires 

development; its future use and surrounding environment prior to developme . Works 

undertaken to produce the report is costly and timely, and findings could hold back development. 

8.21 Based on the above, RPS considers that first completion will not be until 2021/22 and the rates 

of delivery have been adjusted in line with the Coun  

Table 8.7: Supply Comparison  31 Plough Hill Road 

 

 

 

Land south of Gredon Road, Polesworth  

8.22 Taylor Wimpey has started construction on-site with the first completion dated 5 December 

2016. The site accommodates 143 dwellings, and the Council are estimating that 100 dwellings 

will be completed within the 5 year period, which RPS believes is practical.  

Table 8.8: Supply Comparison  Land South of Grendon Road 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

31 Plough Hill Road, Hartshill 11 5 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land south of Grendon Road, Polesworth 100 100 
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Crisp Farm, Austrey 

8.23 An outline application was submitted 27 October 2014, and later approved on 10 August 2015 

for the erection of up to 40 dwellings. An application for the demolition and replacement of 

agricultural and equestrian buildings was submitted to discharge a condition attached to the 

approval which was approved 2 November 2016. No further applications have been submitted. 

The delivery of this site has been pushed back to 2020/21 onwards to reflect the need for a 

detailed application to be submitted and an appropriate construction period.   

Table 8.9: Supply Comparison  Crisp Farm 

 

 

 

Shortwoods Day Nursery, Dordon 

8.24  A full application for the demolition of the existing building and construction of 21 new supported 

housing was submitted 23 June 2015 (PAP/2015/0383), and has recently gained approval on 

the 22 September 2015 for variation of conditions. Alongside the approvals, conditions have 

been attached which still require discharging.  

8.25 Based on the works required to discharge several conditions including conditions to reduce the 

risk of pollution. An additional 2/3 years need to be included in the housing trajectory for the 

inclusion of conditions and the construction period.  

Table 8.10: Supply Comparison  Shortwoods Day Nursery 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Crisp Farm, Austrey 40 16 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Shortwoods Day Centre, Dordon 21 14 
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Corley Nurseries, Corley  

8.26 The history of this site for the residential development of 17 dwellings indicates that all pre-

commencement conditions have been approved apart from conditions 7 and 8 which refer to 

remedial measures to remove any ground contamination from the site. An application to 

discharge the two conditions was later approved on 13 November 2017.  

8.27 This leads RPS to consider that there are significant contamination issues on-site which is 

holding back construction. Originally the Council has included all 17 dwellings in the supply; 

however, within the trajectory the Council has reduced the number of dwellings to 12, in 

accordance with deli  

Table 8.11: Supply Comparison  Corley Nurseries 

 

 

 

Land to the north of Overwood Road, Hockley 

8.28  An outline application was submitted for the erection of 88 dwellings on 17 April 2014 

(PAP/2014/0181), and approved on 24 November 2015. The Council has included the full 

amount within their 5 year supply. The scheme is to be constructed in phases, with Phase 1 

currently submitted as a Reserved Matters application for Plots 1  26. No decision has been 

made on this application.  

8.29 Taking the phasing into consideration, it is unlikely that the site will be delivered in full as 

expected. Based on LPHT, 50 dwellings have been included, 

assuming delivery from 2020/21 onwards. 

Table 8.12: Supply Comparison  Land to the north of Overwoods Road 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Corley Nurseries, Corley 17 12 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land to the north of Overwoods Road, Hockley 88 50 
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Land south of Berry House, Gypsy Lane, Dordon 

8.30 Approval for the development of 14 dwellings was gained 7 July 2016, discharge of conditions 

were later submitted 6 March 2017, all were fully discharged except for condition 8 which was 

part discharged and awaits further detail due to surveys on-site with regard to archaeology. 

8.31 Once the conditions are fully discharged site works will no doubt commence, which may take on 

considers that the inclusion of 14 dwellings is 

sensible. 

Table 8.13: Supply Comparison  Land south of Berry House, Gypsy Lane, Dordon 

 

 

 

Land at Manor Farm, Austrey Lane, Newtown Regis 

8.32 An outline application for the development of 14 dwellings (PAP/2016/0266) was submitted 6 

May 2016, which was later approved on 10 August 2016.  

8.33 The site is constrained with several matters such as archaeological heritage assets, biodiversity 

matters, land contamination and flooding problems onsite. Reserved Matters and conditions still 

need to be submitted and approved, therefore holding the site back with regards to the planning 

process. 

8.34 Due to the onsite problems, and inclusion of the planning timescales to starting on-site. RPS 

considers that it would be appropriate to include delivery from 2020/21 onwards. At the rate of 

LPHT (4 per annum), 8 could be delivered in the 

five year period.  

Table 8.14: Supply Comparison  Land at Manor Farm, Austrey Lane, Newton Regis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land south of Berry House, Gypsy Lane, Dordon 14 14 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land at Manor Farm, Austrey Lane, Newton Regis 14 8 
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Durnos Nursery, Atherstone 

8.35  RPS understands that Durnos Nursery has been submitted alongside an outline application for 

620 dwellings at the Land at Holly Lane, with Durnos Nursery being Phase 1. Both are being 

determined in tandem, and are currently live. 

8.36  As the first phase of Durnos Nurseries is a detailed application, once approved, conditions will 

require discharging and the site will need to be marketed. Applying the average time of 31 

months to the start on site, RPS considers 22 dwellings could be delivered in the next five years, 

in accordance with the rates of development suggested by the Council in their LPHT. 

Table 8.15: Supply Comparison  Durnos Nursery, Atherstone 

 

 

 

Grimstock Hill, Coleshill 

8.37 An outline planning application for the development of 24 dwellings with all matters reserved was 

submitted 14 September 2015 and later granted 9 November 2016. No further planning 

applications have been submitted for the Reserved Matters or conditions.  

8.38 The site s former use was for sand and gravel operation, which included a 10 metre deep hole in 

the centre. Additionally, the site is extremely overgrown due to inactive use for many years, 

creating some habitat and ecological constraints.  

8.39 Originally the 5YHLS included all 24 dwellings within the supply, however the 

Trajectory has excluded the site from the immediate five years. RPS agrees with this figure as 

further applications are yet to be submitted and the large amount of site preparation works will 

need to be overcome before the site can be developed.   

Table 8.16: Supply Comparison  Grimstock Hill, Coleshill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Durnos Nursery, Atherstone 121 22 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Grimstock Hill, Coleshill 24 0 
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Land rear of Village Hall, Ansley 

8.40 A full application for the erection of 34 dwellings on the Land to the rear of the Village Hall in 

Ansley was approved on 18 November 2016. A year later, a non-material amendment was 

submitted on 11 September 2017, and approved to amend plans. Further applications are 

required to discharge conditions attached to the original approval These have not yet been 

submitted.  

8.41 The delivery estimates provided appear to be reasonable, given the advanced stage of the 

delivery process. 

Table 8.17: Supply Comparison  Land rear of Village Hall, Ansley 

 

 

 

Land north of Manor Barns, Austrey 

8.42 An outline application for the erection of 23 dwellings was submitted 8 June 2015 and later 

refused. The applicant then appealed the decision and gained approval on 14 November 2016. 

8.43 The most recent application for the site submitted 6 July 2017 was for the approval of details 

required by condition. 22 further conditions also require discharging. Based on an average 18 

month period for smaller sites to commence onsite including the discharge of conditions. RPS 

estimates that first completion will be in 2021, based on a rate of 7 dwellings per annum, 

following a similar rates of delivery as indicated by the Council. 

Table 8.18: Supply Comparison  Land north of Manor Barns, Austrey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land rear of Village Hall, Ansley 34 34 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land north of Manor Barns, Austrey 23 14 
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Land north of Nuthurst Crescent, Ansley 

8.44  Muller Property Group submitted an outline application with layout, scale, appearance and 

landscaping as reserved matters for the erection of 79 dwellings (PAP/2015/0370). The 

application was submitted 17 June 2015, and later refused 11 November 2015. Muller then 

appealed the decision, where the application was allowed on 6 January 2017. No further 

Reserved Matters applications have been submitted or discharge the conditions. 

8.45 The Council have included all 79 dwellings within their 5 year supply, despite the recent date of 

appeal. The LPHT published in support of the Local Plan indicates that 10 dwellings can be 

expected from this site in the next five years, which appears to be a reasonable assumption on 

the basis that a detailed application will be needed, following an appropriate period of marketing.  

8.46 RPS has adopted this rate of delivery in the absence of any firmer evidence that the site can 

come forward at an earlier time. 

Table 8.19: Supply Comparison  Land north of Nuthurst Crescent, Ansley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land north of Nuthurst Crescent, Ansley 79 10 
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Medium Sites with Planning Permission 

8.47 Similarly to the Large Sites, there are inconsistencies between the 5YHLS documents and the 

Housing Trajectory. 

8.48  The Council have provided a total of 110 net dwellings within the 5YHLS. RPS consider that the 

inclusion of 33 dwellings. 

The Headlands, Austrey 

8.49  An outline application was submitted for the erection of 10 dwellings on 12 July 2014 

(PAP/2014/0302), and was refused by the Council. An appeal was submitted and then allowed 

on the 26 November 2015. Reserved Matters application was submitted for the development of 

10 dwellings on the 29 April 2016, and later approved 22 August 2016 (PAP/2016/0251). 

8.50  The Council have not included the 10 dwellings within their LPHT; however, RPS believes based 

on the average lead in times, completions of 10 dwellings will fall within the 5 year period.  

Table 8.20: Supply Comparison  The Headlands, Austrey 

 

 

 

1  7 Church Walk, Mancetter 

8.51  A full application was submitted for the erection of 20 dwellings on 01 May 2014 

(PAP/2014/0228), and was approved on 27 August 2014. Several conditions were attached to 

the approval relating to archaeology, asbestos and drainage. These were later discharged on 14 

July 2017 (DOC/2017/0030). 

8.52  Within the 5YHLS document, it is stated that 4 demolitions have been undertaken, however, 

within the LPHT the Council has not included the completion of 20 dwellings with the 5 year 

period.  

8.53  Activity on the site may have potentially stopped due to archaeology/asbestos reasons, and RPS 

is not convinced that there is evidence to justify the inclusion of the site within the 5YHLS. 

Table 8.21: Supply Comparison  1-7 Church Walk, Mancetter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

The Headlands, Austrey 10 10 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

1-7 Church Walk, Mancetter 20 0 
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Land at Delves Farm, Boulters Lane, Wood End 

8.54  Work has already started on-site to develop 7 dwellings, a total of 5 gross completions have 

been recorded up to 31/3/2017. RPS will include the additional 2 which will to avoid double 

counting. 

  Table 8.22: Supply Comparison  Land at Delves Farm, Boulters Lane, Wood End 

 

 

 

Chapel End Social Club 

8.55  A full application was submitted 01 August 2014 for the erection of 13 dwellings 

(PAP/2014/0404), and approved on 17 June 2015. A variation of condition application was 

submitted 23 September 2016, and approved 02 December 2016. 

8.56  A condition attached to t

have been submitted since this variation.  

8.57  Considering no further application is submitted, a resubmission of the scheme will be required, 

taking into consideration the Land Pipelines 2017 report, an estimated timescale of 21 months 

will apply to sites between 0-99. 

8.58 d. 

  Table 8.23: Supply Comparison  Chapel End Social Club 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land at Delves Farm, Boulters Lane, Wood End 7 2 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Chapel End Social Club 13 13 
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Croft Mead Business Centre, Ansley 

8.59  An application for the redevelopment to accommodate 10 dwellings (PAP/2016/0519) on the 06 

September 2016, and was approved 07 February 2017. No further applications have been 

submitted to discharge the conditions attached to the approval. 

8.60  

completion 2022/23. RPS however disagrees with this estimate and considers that the inclusion 

of 10 dwellings is correct. 

  Table 8.24: Supply Comparison  Croft Mead Business Centre, Ansley 

 

 

 

Bridge House, Atherstone 

8.61  A full application for the partial demolition of existing commercial premises and re-development 

with 14 dwellings (PAP/2010/0172). Since then two separate variation of condition applications 

have been submitted relating to external changes. 

8.62  Within the 5YHLS document, it states that there have been 4 completions up to 31 March 2017, 

however the recent variation application (PAP/2017/0343) was granted recently 04 August 2017. 

It is understood that 4 dwellings have been completed, but due the variation application building 

has been put on hold. 

8.63  RPS will include 13 dwellings within their estimated 5YHLS to avoid double counting of already 

completed dwellings. 

  Table 8.25: Supply Comparison  Bridge House, Atherstone 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Croft Mead Business Centre, Ansley 10 10 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Bridge House, Atherstone 17 13 
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Land to the rear of 6 Moorbrooke, Hartshill 

8.64  An outline application was submitted on 05 January 2015 for the use of land for residential 

development (PAP/2015/0004) and approved 08 April 2016. 

8.65  At the time of writing, all 10 dwellings have been built and are currently available to purchase 

with sales particulars online. RPS considers that the inclusion of all 10 dwellings should not be 

included within the 5YHLS document as they are completed. 

Table 8.26: Supply Comparison  Land to the rear of 6 Moorbrooke, Hartshill 

 

 

 

5 Fairfields Hill, Polesworth 

8.66  An outline application was submitted on 12 October 2015 for the erection of 10 dwellings 

(PAP/2015/0634) and was approved 15 June 2016. No further applications have been submitted 

for Reserved Matters or discharge of conditions. 

8.67  Due to the location of the site falling within a coal mining referral area, the Coal Authoirty 

recommends site investigations. The site also falls within an area of significant archaeological 

potential. Several conditions are attached to the approval make it clear that the site is highly 

likely to be contaminated and at risk from flooding.  

8.68  The LPHT has included the full total of 10 dwellings within the 5 year period starting from 

2020/21. RPS considers this to be difficult due to the constraints on-site and additional 

applications which need to be submitted. 

8.69  Allowing time for surveys to be undertaken and for planning applications to be prepared, RPS 

consider that a total of 5 dwellings should be included within the 5 year period rather than 10 

following the Land Pipelines 2017 report of 21 months to starting on site from an outline 

application. 

Table 8.27: Supply Comparison  5 Fairfields Hill, Polesworth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land to the rear of 6 Moorbrooke, Hartshill 10 0 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

5 Fairfields Hill, Polesworth 10 5 
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Atherstone College, Ratcliffe Road, Atherstone 

8.70  An outline application for the change of use from a former college to 13 residential units was 

submitted was submitted on 04 November 2015 (PAP/2015/0680), and approved 28 June 2016. 

8.71  Since the approval, an application for the change of use to A2 (financial and professional 

services) was approved 25 September 2017.  

8.72  RPS considers that the intended use of this building is for A2 use, not residential, meaning the 

inclusion of 13 dwellings should not be considered in the 5YHLS.  

8.73  Table 8.28: Supply Comparison  Atherstone College, Ratcliffe Road, Atherstone 

 

 

 

Smaller and Small Sites with Planning Permission 

8.74 A comparison within Table 7.5 recognises the discrepancies within the 5YHLS and the 

Trajectory. Again, as with the Large Sites, the Council have also included completed sites within 

their supply. Provided the remaining sites come through during the 5 year period, RPS agrees 

 

8.75  In total there are 166 dwellings that have been included within the 5YHLS and Housing 

Trajectory. Both Small Sites of 1-4 Dwellings with Planning permission and Care Homes sites 

since 1 April 2011 have been grouped together as limited detail has been provided about these 

developments making it difficult to provide an analysis.  

8.76  As the Council are unable to provide detail of the small sites, it is difficult to provide any 

substantive evidence on the delivery of these sites. As a suitable proxy, RPS proposes to 

include a non-determination rate on these small sites, until this matter can be more robustly 

investigated. 

8.77  Guidance from the Planning Advisory Service advises that it can be appropriate to include lapse 

rates where delivery information is unknown: 

-implementation depends on 

how robust the delivery information is considered to be, and is only necessary where 

there is uncertainty about whether some of the sites are going to come forward If you 

have a good evidence base including from developers that confirm sites will come 

forward there may not be a need for a lapse rate. However, if you have significant number 

of small sites which you don't have reliable information about then a non-implementation 

rate based on past data might be useful [RPS Emphasis]  PAS Five Year Land Supply FAQ, 

paragraph 20. 

Site Address Net in 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Atherstone College, Ratcliffe Road, Atherstone 13 0 
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8.78 The same paragraph of this report indicates that it may be appropriate to include a 5% or 10% 

lapse rate to this supply in accordance with an Appeal in Stratford on Avon
4
. Until further 

evidence of deliverability for these small sites is provided, RPS would recommend that a 10% 

lapse rate is applied to these small sites, which would reduce the 1  4 dwelling supply 

components from 166 dwellings to 150 dwellings, and the 5  9 dwellings supply from 85 to 76. 

As shown in Table 8.29. 

Table 8.29: Smaller and Small Comparison Table 

 

 

 

 

 

Care Home Sites since 1 April 2011 

8.79  The Council have included 2 care home sites creating an additional 50 units (3 net) within the 

5YHLS. One site is noted to be now complete within the document.  

8.80  RPS considers that sites should not be included within the supply of housing land. On November 

2014, an appeal in Stratford on Avon District Council (as mentioned in paragraph 8.79) was 

allowed which considered the inclusion of C2 (Residential Institutions) uses. The inspector 

concludes (paragraphs 27/28 refers) that without sufficient clarification from an up to date Local 

Plan, there is no basis for the inclusion of C2 sites. 

8.81  Within the Stratford on Avon Core Strategy Inspectors Report
5
 paragraphs 378-384 refer to the 

inclusion of C2 uses within Housing Land Supply. Paragraph 378 quotes the guidance which 

Local planning authorities should count housing provided for older people, including 

residential institutions in Use Class C2, against their housing requirement. The approach taken, 

. Following onto 

paragraph 383, the inspector concludes due to OAN not including an assessment specifically for 

Class C2, it is inappropriate for the Council to include C2 uses in its housing land supply 

calculations. 

8.82  Evidence from North Warwickshire is not available to support the inclusion of these sites, which 

would require separate monitoring against an established and specific requirement for C2 uses 

and other forms of specific need. This approach will require assessment and examination 

through the Local Plan with the monitoring arrangements then fully detailed on this separate 

component of need. Until such approach has been established, any sites identified as C2 use 

should therefore be removed from the supply. 

 

                                                      

4 APP/J3720/A/14/2215757 
5 Report to Stratford-on-Avon District Council, Report on the Examination into the Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy 20 June 2016 
J3720/429/2 

Site Address Total Net Capacity in 5YHLS 10% Total 

1  4 Dwellings 166 150 

5  9 Dwellings  85 76 
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Emerging Allocations within the Draft Local Plan 

8.83  North Warwickshire has included emerging sites that are proposed for draft allocation within the 

Draft Local Plan November 2017.  

8.84  There are a number of supply components in this section which do not benefit from any planning 

status. This does not necessarily mean that these sites should not be included; however it is 

important to consider relevant factors related to delivery, to give proper evaluation of the realistic 

 undertaken below. 

Land off Coleshill Road 

8.85   A detailed application for the development of 72 residential dwellings (PAP/2016/0199) was 

submitted, on 8 April 2016 and later approved on 30 March 2017. Submissions to discharge a 

number of conditions are currently awaiting decision. Due to the active progress with planning 

submissions, RPS considers that first completion will fall within the 5 year period, however not 

as the Council has indicated from 2017/18 onwards. 

8.86  RPS therefore considers that completion will begin 2019/20, which would produce 44 dwellings 

within the 3 years.  

Table 8.30: Supply Comparison  Land off Coleshill Road 

 

 

 

Land at Holly Lane, Atherstone 

8.87  Land at Holly Lane (PAP/2014/0542) is an outline application for the development of up to 620 

dwellings. This application was submitted alongside the Durnos Nursery application 

(PAP/2014/0540) and is part of the outline proposal, providing 121 dwellings. Durnos Nursery is 

the first phase of the application, which has already been included within the large sites of 10 or 

more dwellings.  

8.88  As the first phase of Durnos Nurseries is a detailed application, once approved, conditions will 

require discharging. However, for the wider scheme, the outline application is proposed to come 

forward in 5 phases (Durnos Nurseries being Phase 1). A phasing plan shows the next phase, 

phase 2A to provide 62 dwellings, and later phase 2B, 147 dwellings. 

8.89  Therefore, based on the average time from planning to first completion of 24 months, and 

excluding Phase 1 as part of the committed development elsewhere, works on phase 2A will 

commence within 2020/21, providing a total of 60 dwellings to the supply.    

Table 8.31: Supply Comparison  Land at Holly Lane Atherstone 

 

 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land off Coleshill Road 72 44 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land at Holly Lane Atherstone (ATH20) 150 60 
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Former Sparrowdale School and Former Recycling Site 

8.90  The two sites have been combined as they are adjacent to one another and are currently on the 

market, offering an overall site area of 5.21 Acres (2.11 Hectares). No planning applications 

have been submitted for the redevelopment at the time of writing, and it is noted on the sales 

brochure the area of land that was previously a recycling site is advertised for commercial use 

rather than residential.  

8.91   As the site is still in the ownership of Warwickshire County Council, and will need to go through 

a democratic land disposal process along with, the process of purchase with a land 

agent/developer and the time it takes for the planning process. The average amount of time from 

outline to starting on site is typically 5 years, which would see the total of 44 dwellings not 

included within the supply.  

Table 8.32: Supply Comparison  Former Sparrowdale School & Former Recycling Centre 

 

 

 

 

Land north of Grendon Community Hall, Boot Hill 

8.92  The site is still actively under use for community uses and an application has not been submitted 

for the redevelopment. There is no evidence of an intention to bring this forward in the short 

term, and RPS considers that the 7 dwellings should not be included within the 5 year housing 

land supply.  

Table 8.33: Supply Comparison  Land north of Grendon Community Hall, Boot Hill 

 

 

 

Blythways, Coleshill  

8.93  An outline application for up to 40 dwellings has been submitted (PAP/2017/0157), and 

approved on 03 October 2017. A reserved matters application for the erection of 38 dwellings 

(PAP/2017/0688) has been submitted on 3 January 2018. Although, conditions will still require 

discharging, along with site preparation, RPS considers that the Councils Trajectory of site 

completion 2019/20 which includes 27 dwellings within the 5 years is reasonable 

Table 8.34: Supply Comparison  Blyth Ways, Coleshill 

 

 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Former Sparrowdale School & Former Recycling 

Centre 

44 0 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land north of Grendon Community Hall, Boot Hill 7 0 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Blyth Ways, Coleshill 27 27 
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Leisure Centre, Coleshill 

8.94  No planning application has been submitted for the redevelopment of this site proposed for the 

allocation of 10 dwellings. There is no evidence that the site can be disposed of and developed 

within the next five years. RPS does not consider that there is a reasonable prospect of delivery 

in the 5YHLS period. 

Table 8.35: Supply Comparison  Leisure Centre, Coleshill 

 

 

 

Land between Church Road and Nuneaton Road, Hartshill 

8.95  30 hectares of land between Church Road and Nuneaton Road has been proposed for allocation 

for a minimum of 400 dwellings. No planning application has been submitted for the 

development of this site. RPS notes that the north of the site is an area which is still potentially 

operational for mineral extraction, and there are heritage assets within and around the site which 

may need further consideration through the planning process. Additionally, draft Policy H19 of 

the Draft Local Plan states that a Masterplan needs to be agreed first with the Council, which will 

delay the process further.  

8.96   RPS considers that there are a number of technical obstacles to address before the site can be 

delivered and it is unrealistic to include the rates of delivery expected from the Council, which 

would commence from 2017/18 onwards. This is proposed to be removed 

supply. On the basis of time expected to bring forward an application on this site, it is considered 

that first      

Table 8.36: Supply Comparison  Land between Church Road & Nuneaton Road 

 

 

 

Land west of Woodpack Farm 

8.97  The proposed allocation for this site is 32 dwellings. No planning application has been submitted 

for the redevelopment of this site, and there is no reasonable prospect of delivery in the short 

term. RPS has discounted all of the supply from this site. 

Table 8.37: Supply Comparison  Land west of Woodpack Farm 

 

 

 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Leisure Centre, Coleshill  10 0 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land between Church Road & Nuneaton Road 100 0 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land west of Woodpack Farm  32 0 
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Former Polesworth Learning Centre, High St  

8.98  This site is proposed for allocation of 14 dwellings. An application for the erection of 11 dwellings 

(PAP/2017/0425) has been submitted to the Council and is currently awaiting decision. RPS 

considers that the timeframes for delivery are reasonable.  

Table 8.39: Supply Comparison  Former Polesworth Learning Centre, High St 

 

 

 

Land west of Robey's Lane 

8.99   1,191 

dwellings, over a 66.1ha site. An outline application for up to 500 dwellings as a part of phase 1 

(PAP/2017/0257) was submitted 17 May 2017. RPS is aware that the current application 

determination will be suspended until the submission of Phase 2, as the Council will want to 

address the impacts as a whole development rather than the individual sites. The initial aim for 

the Phase 2 application was before Christmas 2017; however at the time of writing the Phase 2 

application has not been submitted. Determining the two applications together will increase the 

Phase 1 determination by a minimum of 13 weeks after submission of Phase 2.  

8.100   Due to the application being at an outline stage, and our knowledge that the scheme will be 

determined with Phase 2, the planning process will take a significant amount of time to gain 

approval. Once outline has been approved, the site will need to be marketed and sold, 

increasing the time between approval and delivery. Once contracts are signed, preparation of 

Reserved Matters applications will be necessary along with the submission.  

8.101   

for significant sites are required until start on site, meaning the site could start mid 2021/22, 

providing a total of 20 dwellings in the supply, f

delivery. 

Table 8.40: Supply Comparison  Land west of Robey's Lane 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Former Polesworth Learning Centre, High St 14 11 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land west of Robey's Lane 200 20 



 

  rpsgroup.com/uk 

 

Land at Windy Ridge, Dunns Lane, Dordon 

8.102  The Council is proposing 9 dwellings from this emerging allocation. A planning application 

submitted for 8 detached houses all matters reserved, which was approved 11 September 2017. 

Allowing time for the preparation of required applications, an additional 18 months should be 

added onto the timings prior to first completion. The housing trajectory shows 5 dwellings to be 

built in 2019/20 and 4 dwellings in 2020/21. RPS agrees with the timings set out for this site; 

however the discrepancy of 1 dwelling should be reduced, to reflect the application capacity. 

Table 8.41: Supply Comparison  Land at Windy ridge, Dunns Lane 

 

 

 

Land south of Shuttington Village Hall 

8.103  There are no current applications that have been submitted for the emerging allocation of 24 

dwellings to the south of Shuttington Village Hall. There is no evidence that there is a prospect of 

delivery within the next five years. This site has been removed from the immediate supply of 

housing. 

Table 8.42: Supply Comparison  Land south of Shuttington Village Hall 

 

 

 

Land north of Orton Road 

8.104  Within the emerging local plan, the allocation of 88 dwellings has been estimated for this site. An 

outline planning application has been submitted for up to 100 dwellings (PAP/2017/0551), on 

behalf of a strategic land promoter. The decision is still pending, and will later need subsequent 

detailed applications to be undertaken, likely after the site has been sold to a prospective house 

 trajectory estimates that 15 dwellings will be provided 2017/18 

which is unrealistic. RPS suggests pushing back the first completion to 2020/21 providing 30 

dwellings onwards LPHT.   

Table 8.43: Supply Comparison  Land north of Orton Road 

 

 
  

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land at Windy ridge, Dunns Lane 9 8 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land south of Shuttington Village Hall  24 0 

Site Address Net 5YHLS RPS 5YHLS 

Land north of Orton Road 72 30 
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Completions to Date 

8.105  Within the 5YHLS document, the Council have included 1069 completions from the period of 

2011/12  2016/17.  

8.106  Previously mentioned in paragraph 8.79 with regard to the inclusion of Care Homes within the 

HLS  the 50 dwellings which are considered care 

including Use Class C2 against their requirement. When including this Use Class the approach 

taken should be clearly set out in the Local Plan.  

8.107  RPS consider that due to the Council not providing evidence into the reasoning behind the 

inclusion of the 50 care homes, that care homes should not be included within the completions. 

RPS suggests lowering the completions figure from 1,069 to 1,019. 

Supply Summary  

8.108  

factors related to delivery and progress in the planning system. This assessment has considered 

the different site typologies expressed by the Council in the land supply and considers that the 

considered the supply of sites in detail, a robust estima

the table below, which indicates that the supply of housing should be reduced from 1,973 

dwellings to 909 dwellings over the next five years.  

Table 8.44: Supply Comparison of NWBC Estimated Capacity and RPS Review 

 Net Site Area 

(ha) 

NWBC 

Estimated 

Capacity 

RPS Review 

of Land 

Supply 

Adopted Local Plan- Land Allocations and Proposals 0.44 59 20 

Large Sites of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites of 0.4ha 

and Above with Planning Permission 

40.45 712 333 

Medium Sites of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites Below 

0.4ha 

2.25 110 53 

Smaller Sites of 5-9 Dwellings With Planning 

Permission 

6.40 85 76 

Small Sites of 1-4 Dwellings 139 sites 166 150 

Care Homes sites since 1 April 2011 1.85 3 0 

Total  72.12 1,135 632 

Sites potentially to come forward  77 77 

Draft Local Plan Allocated Sites  761 200 

Total  1,973 909 
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9 LAND SUPPLY CALCULATION 

9.1 

taking into account the assumptions regarding OAN, shortfall, the requirement buffer and further 

supply considerations. 

9.2 RPS has presented an updated approach below, which considers what the 5YHLS would be 

using the adjustments in this note. The approach presented by RPS takes into account the need 

to meet the shortfall in full, within the first five years of the plan and apply a 20% buffer to the 

requirement. This approach has also considered the likely land supply position in the event of a 

5% buffer in the district.   

  Table 9.1: 5YHLS Position 

    

    

 

9.3 

defensible to any uncertainties in delivery. RPS considers that the position of 5.1 years is 

unrealistic and does not appear to be informed by a robust assessment of delivery. The position 

prepared by RPS has taken an informed view of delivery on a site by site basis including a 

RPS is of the view that 

the Counc 0 years based on the period 2017/18  2021/22.  
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APPENDIX 1 
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APPENDIX 2 

 



Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining
Draft Local Plan 
Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 
dwellings

Gross completions 
up to 31/3/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2015/0692
Land rear of 
Village Hall Ansley 34 34 15 19

PAP/2016/0519
Croft Mead 
Business Centre Ansley 10 10 7 3

PAP/2015/0370

Land north of 

Nuthurst Crescent Ansley 79 79 10 10 10 10 10 10 19
Ansley 

Common

Land off Coleshill 

Road 72 72 14 14 14 14 16
Ansley 

Common

Land south of 

Coleshill Road 230 230 6 6 6 12 30 33 43 33 33 28
Ansley 

Common

Land north of 

Coleshill Road 355 355 20 20 20 20 20 30 44 44 44 44 49

PAP/2015/0167

Brittannia Mill, 

Coleshill Road, 
Atherstone

Atherston
e 59 59 10 10 10 10 10 9

TOTAL 182 657 839 24 24 24 24 36 61 58 36 36 42 79 77 77 77 77 77

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining
Draft Local Plan 
Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2007/0528

Phoenix Yard, 

Church Street, 

Atherstone

Atherston

e 69 69 13 15 20 21

PAP/2012/0598

Lister Road, 

Atherstone

Atherston

e 15

Atherston

e

Land at Holly 
Lane Atherstone 

(ATH20) 499 499 30 30 30 30 30 69 70 70 70 70

Land to north 

west of 
Atherstone off 

Whittington Lane 1282 1282 200 216 216 216 226 208
Land off Sheepy 

Road 46 46 10 9 9 9 9

TOTAL 69 1827 1896 15 30 30 30 30 30 92 94 99 100 79 200 216 216 216 226 208
Housing 

Trajectory

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2014/0540 Durno's Nursery
Atherston
e 121 121 12 20 32 32 25

PAP/2014/0157

Applegarth & The 

Croft, Norton Hill Austrey 14 14 2 4 4 4

PAP/2014/0569
Crisps Farm, 
Church Lane Austrey 40 40 8 8 8 8 8

The Headlands Austrey 10 10 3 3 4

PAP/2014/0228 1-7 Church Walk Mancetter 20 20 5 15

TOTAL 205 205 0 0 20 30 44 52 55 4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

Grendon

Former 
Sparrowdale 

School 39 39 10 10 10 9

Grendon

land north of 

Grendon 
Community Hall, 

Boot Hill 7 7 4 3

Grendon

Former recycling 

site 5 5 5

Baddesley

Land at Church 

Farm 47 47 11 9 9 9 9

TOTAL 0 98 98 14 18 10 9 11 9 9 9 9 0 0 0 0
Housing 

Trajectory

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocates sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

Coleshill Blyth Ways 27 27 10 10 7

Coleshill Leisure Centre 10 10 5 5



Coleshill

Allotments adj to 

Memorial Park 30 30 6 6 6 6 6

PAP/2015/0584 Grimstock Hill Coleshill 24 24 6 7 11

PAP/2015/0655 Corley Nurseries Corley 17 17 4 4 4 5

TOTAL 41 67 108 0 0 19 19 11 17 13 17 6 6 0 0 0 0
Housing 

Trajectory

Reference number Site

No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2015/0699

31 Plough Hill 

Road Hartshill 11 11 5 6

PAP/2014/0404

Chapel End 

Social Club Hartshill 13 13 4 4 5

Hartshill

Land between 

Church Road & 
Nuneaton Road 400 400 20 20 20 20 20 30 30 30 30 30 20 25 25 25 25 30

PAP/2016/0318
Land to the rear 
of 6 Moorbrooke Hartshill 10 10 5 5

PAP/2014/0181
Land to north of 
Overwoods Road Hockley 88 88 8 30 30 20

TOTAL 122 400 522 20 20 24 29 39 65 65 50 30 30 20 25 25 25 25 30

Housing 

Trajectory

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2008/0482

Kingsbury Hall, 

Coventry Road, 
Kingsbury Kingsbury 29 29 10 10 9

Kingsbury 41 41 9 8 8 8 8

PAP/2016/0266
Land at Manor 
Farm

Newton 
Regis 14 14 4 4 4 2

TOTAL 43 41 84 10 14 13 4 2 9 8 8 8 8 0 0 0 0
Housing 
Trajectory

Reference number Site

No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2014/0072
Land south of 
Grendon Road

Poleswort
h 100 100 43 25 25 25 25
Poleswort
h

Land west of 
Woodpack Farm 32 32 8 8 8 8

Poleswort

h

Former 
Polesworth 
Learning Centre, 

High St 14 14 7 7
Poleswort

h

Land west of 

Robey's Lane 1191 1191 40 40 40 40 40 166 165 165 165 165 165

Poleswort
h

Land to east of 

Polesworth & 
Dordon 1969 1969 121 159 165 165 166 78 248 223 223 208 213

PAP/2015/0634 5 Fairfields Hill

Poleswort

h 10 10 5 5

Dordon

Land at 

Windridge, Dunns 
Lane 9 9 5 4

PAP/2015/0383

Shortwoods Day 
Centre Dordon 21 21 7 7 7

PAP/2015/0745

Land south of 
Berry House Dordon 14 14 5 5 4

PAP/2015/0215 Chapel House Dordon 8 8 5 3

TOTAL 153 3215 3368 43 72 85 95 96 60 287 324 330 330 331 243 248 223 223 208 213

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

Wishaw

Site at Lindrdge 

Road, adj Langley 
Sue 141 141 28 28 28 28 29



PAP/2009/0592

Wagstaff Farm, 
Shawbury Lane, 

Shustoke B46 
2SG Shustoke 14 14 4 5 5

Shuttingto

n

Land south of 
Shuttington 

Village Hall 24 24 8 8 8

Water 
Orton

Former school 

redevelopment 
site 48 48 8 10 10 10 10

PAP/2015/0040 Hatters Arms Warton 7 7 3 4

Warton
Land north of 
Orton Road 106 106 15 15 15 15 12 6 7 7 7 7

Reference number Site
No of dwellings 

remaining Allocated sites No of dwellings

Total number of 

projected 

dwellings 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33

PAP/2014/0322

Land at Delves 

Farm, Boulters 
Lane Wood End 7 7 5 7

Wood End
Land south of 
Islington Farm 28 28 4 6 6 6 6

TOTAL 28 347 375 5 26 23 32 23 20 46 51 51 51 52 0 0 0 0 0 0
sites under 
construction

843

Preferred option 

sites  6652 7495 63 182 210 275 235 449 640 677 604 570 557 542 566 541 541 536 528

Annual 

requirement

net completions 

from 2011 - 2016 = 

1069 325 325 325 325 325 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 204 204

total windfall allowance 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60

TOTAL 385 385 385 385 385 675 675 675 675 675 675 675 675 675 264 264

9600-1069=8531



 

 
Our Ref: JBB8456.C5976 E-mail: cameron.austin-fell@rpsgroup.com 

 Date: 16 March 2018 

By email  

planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk  

Forward Planning 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE 

Dear Sir/Madam 

North Warwickshire Local Plan: Further Regulation 19 Consultation 

These representations are made by RPS Planning and Development (RPS) on behalf of Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd (Taylor Wimpey) in respect of their land interests at Tamworth Road.  

RPS has already made representations to the Local Plan, submitted and duly made on 31 January 2018, 

warranted a further six week consultation. 

In particular, RPS has a number of concerns with the recently published document titled Assessment of 
the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations. This document, prepared by Land Use 
Consultants on behalf of the Council is not considered to be a robust or appropriate document to inform 
the Council  

In addition to the previous submissions in January 2018, RPS also wishes to submit a focussed 
response to this evidence base document, which has been prepared by Randall Thorp on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey. This is appended to this letter. This response raises substantive concerns with the 

objection to the policy framing this issue (Policy LP5) and requests attendance at the Local Plan 
Examination on this matter.  

 
Yours sincerely 
for RPS  

 
CAMERON AUSTIN-FELL BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 
ASSOCIATE 
Direct Line: 0121 213 5539 
Email: cameron.austin-fell@rpsgroup.com 

 

cc. Zoe Curnow  Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 

enc. Response to LUC Meaningful Gap Assessment 
 

Highfield House, 5 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park, Birmingham B32 IAF

T +44 (0) 1 2 1 213 5500 F +44 (0) 1 2 1 213 5502 E rpsbm@rpsgroup.com W rpsgroup.com

however further comments are made in respect of the Council's updated evidence base, which has

's evidence base, having been retrospectively applied to the Submission Local Plan.

Council's newest addition to the evidence base supporting the Meaningful Gap, and RPS maintains an

RPS Consulting Services Ltd. Registered in England No. 0 1 470 1 49
20 Western Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, OX 1 4 4SH
A member of the RPS Group Pic
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1, Introduction

1.1. North Warwickshire Borough Council have published a report prepared by Land Use

Consultants titled 'Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt

Alterations' (subsequently referred to as the 'Meaningful Gap Assessment'). The report is

dated January 2018. The report will form part of the evidence base for the emerging new

Local Plan.

1.2. The conclusions of the Meaningful Gap Assessment affect land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth

which is currently subject of an outline planning application submitted on behalf of Taylor

Wimpey (subsequently referred to as 'the site'). The planning application reference is

PAP/2017/0602.

1.3. The introduction of the Meaningful Gap Assessment states that the purpose of the study is to

'determine whether each parcelfulfils the objectives of the Meaningful Gap designation,and

whether they have the potential to serve the purposes of Green Belt, as defined in the

NationalPlanning Policy Framework (NPPF)'.

1.4. The Meaningful Gap relates to Policy NW19 of the adopted North Warwickshire Core

Strategy (2014). The policy states:

'The broad location of growth will be to the south and east of the settlements subject to

there being no unacceptable environmental impactsfrom surface mining and that viable

andpractical coal reserves are safeguarded.

Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate

identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a Meaningful Gap

between them'

1.5. The Meaningful Gap Assessment also undertakes a Broad Areas Assessment and a Review of
Existing Green Belt boundaries, however neither of these are directly relevant to the site and

are therefore not considered in this report.

1.6. I consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has been undertaken using a flawed
methodology and on this basis I dispute its conclusions in relation to land at Tamworth Road,
Tamworth. My criticisms are discussed in the following section.
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2, Response to LUC Meaningful Gap Assessment

Context

The MeaningfulGap and Green Belt

2.1. In section 2 of the Meaningful Gap Assessment comparisons are made between Gap policies

and Green Belt designations. At para 2.2 the Meaningful Gap Assessment confirms that

'areas designated as 'Meaningful' or 'Strategic' Gaps are concerned with preventing the

coalescence of smaller settlements'.

2.2. Para 2.2 then goes on to state 'gap policies do not have the aim of preserving the setting of
historic towns or checking unrestrictedsprawl in the same way that Green Belt does'.

2.3. Para 2.3 states that 'Gap policies tend to allowfor small scale development which does not

'significantly diminish' the extent of the gap'.

2.4. I agree with all of these points.

Approach to the review of the MeaningfulGap

2.5. At para 2.11the Meaningful Gap Assessment specifically refers to a recent Planning Advisory

Service Advice Note (Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues-Green Belt, Peter Brett for

Planning Advisory Service, 2015) (extract at Appendix A) which it states 'provides a useful
discussion of some of the issues' when undertaking Green Belt reviews. The Meaningful Gap

Assessment however does not discuss a key observation of this Advice Note which relates to

purpose 2 of Green Belt - to prevent neighbouring towns from merging. The Advice Note

states:

'Green Belt isfrequently said to maintain the separation of small settlements near to

towns, but this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be differentfor each case. A

'scale rule' approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not really

determinedjust by the distance to another settlement; the character of the place and of
the landin between must be taken into account. Landscape character assessment is a

useful analytical toolfor use in undertaking this type of assessment'.

2.6. At a recent appeal between St Modwen Developments Ltd and North Warwickshire Borough

Council (Appeal ref: APP/R3705/W/15/3136495) relating to proposed development with the

Meaningful Gap, evidence was presented by the appellant, drawing upon the above guidance

from The Planning Advisory Service which makes it clear that a 'scale rule' approach to

maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided, and the character of a place,

and the land in between needs to be taken into account. This approach was accepted by the

Inspector at paragraph 25 of the Appeal Decision (Appendix B).
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Meaningful Gap Assessment

The review parcels

2.7. At section 3 the Meaningful Gap Assessment explains how land parcels have been defined for
the purpose of the assessment. It is stated that the land parcels were 'defined through the

previous Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015)', however parcels 4 and 5 from the original

study were not included in this evaluation 'as the original Meaningful Gap Assessment did

not designate these areas as MeaningfulGap'.

2.8. On this basis, it is relevant to consider that prior to its adoption, a draft version of the

Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) was presented to the Local Development Framework

Sub-Committee on 21st January 2015 (Appendix C). The crucial difference between the draft
and the adopted Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) was that the draft assessment did not

include 'geographical proximity/narrowness of gap' as an assessment category. Aside from
this, the assessment in all other categories was identical, almost word for word, in both the

draft and final Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015).

2.9. In the absence of a 'red' traffic light against geographical proximity/narrowness of gap, the

draft Meaningful Gap Assessment concluded in relation to Area 7, which includes the site: 'do
not include as part of the 'Meaningful Gap'.

2.10. As discussed above, it has been recently accepted by the Inspector in the appeal decision

that a 'scale rule' approach to maintaining separation between settlements should be

avoided. This is the most relevant, up to date, independent assessment of the scope and

purposes of the Core Strategy Policy and the physical characteristics of this Meaningful Gap

designation.

2.11. If geographical proximity had been omitted from the Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015)

then parcel 7, which includes the site, would have been omitted from the Meaningful Gap.

On the basis of the approach to parcels 4 and 5, this would have resulted in parcel 7 being

omitted from this most recent Meaningful Gap Assessment.

Parcel7

2.12. The site forms part of a larger area of land referred to within the Meaningful Gap Assessment

as parcel 7. The site is located at the northern extent of parcel 7, which comprises a swathe
of land located to the immediate east of Tamworth, extending eastwards as far as the M42,

and southwards as far as Wilnecote services near junction 10 of the M42.

2.13. The recent Meaningful Gap Assessment has retained the land parcel boundaries broadly as

presented within the previous Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015). For the purposes of a high

level strategic assessment, in the absence of development proposals, the area of land which

comprises parcel 7 appears to be a relatively logical study area for considering contribution
to a Meaningful Gap - subject to an appropriate assessment methodology.

2.14. It is however relevant to consider that the site comprises approximately 16.5% of the overall

extent of parcel 7. A high level Meaningful Gap Assessment, such as the LUC report, cannot
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consider all possible development scenarios which may occur within a land parcel,

particularly when the parcel extent has been defined by boundaries which would be relevant

to consideration if the land was Green Belt (i.e. readily recognisable and permanent

features). The objectives of Meaningful Gap policy are not the same as Green Belt, and

therefore there may be potential for sub-areas of land parcels to accommodate development

while ensuring that a Meaningful Gap can be retained between settlements in accordance
with Policy NW19.

2.15. The Meaningful Gap Assessment cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a

land parcel are unsuitable for development based on the assessment methodology used. The

Meaningful Gap Assessment should not carry weight above a detailed qualitative assessment

of effects on sub-areas of the defined parcels, which is based upon known proposed

development parameters.

The criteriafor assessing the MeaningfulGap

2.16. Para 3.5 states that 'only the key purpose of the designation was assessed in this study (i.e. to

prevent merging of settlements and maintain a meaningful gap between them)'. The

assessment does this by applying purpose 2 of the Green Belt criteria - to prevent

neighbouring towns merging into one another.

2.17. Para 3.5 states that 'the contribution of the parcels to separation has been considered in

terms of both physical andperceivedseparation'. A scoring system is used to measure

physical and perceived separation, with both factors being given equal weight. This is

inconsistent with the Inspector's agreed principle of avoiding a 'scale rule' approach to

maintaining separation between settlements.

2.18. Physical distance should have limited weight. Other factors also require consideration, and as

established in the Inspectors decision, these are likely to be more important in relation to

maintenance of settlement identity and avoiding merging of settlements. Assessment should

be based on a qualitative approach which assesses effects of development on perceived

separation between settlements.

2.19. The methodology states that perceptual characteristics of the parcels are considered against

purpose 2b of Green Belt -what role does the parcel play in the sense of actual or perceived

separation between settlements? This methodology fails to consider what the existing

character of each of the settlements is, and therefore no weight is given to consideration of
whether there would be an effect on the character of any settlement as a result of

development of any land parcel. This is an objective of policy NW19 and should be given

some weight in considering whether land should be included in the Meaningful Gap.

Findings of the MeaningfulGap Assessment

2.20. Para 3.11of the Meaningful Gap Assessment concludes that 'all the parcels currently

designated as Meaningful Gap make a contribution to maintaining separation between the

settlements of Tamworth to the west and Poiesworth/Dordon to the east'. I consider this to

be an inevitable assessment outcome when geographic proximity is considered without

consideration of effects on character. The same could be said for any parcel of land which is
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located between two settlements.

2.21. Para 3.11goes on to add that land parcels 'also have an important role in maintaining the

settlement identity of the smaller settlements of Freasley and Birchmoor which are within the

boundaries of the MeaningfulGap'. While effects of proposed development within the

Meaningful Gap should be considered in relation to landscape character and visual effects on

the smaller settlements within the Gap, this should be considered as part of a Landscape and

Visual Impact Assessment. Policy NW19 makes no reference to these smaller settlements and

maintenance of the identities of these smaller settlements is not an objective of Policy

NW19.

2.22. At Table 3.2 the Meaningful Gap Assessment concludes that parcel 7, which includes the site,

has been given a parcel score of 4 out of 4. Two points have been allocated on the basis of

physical separation, two points have been allocated based on the assessed role of the parcel

in actual or perceived separation between settlements.

2.23. Para 3.12 of the Meaningful Gap Assessment provides more detail on the performance of
each parcel within the Meaningful Gap. In relation to parcel 7 the report concludes:

'The parcelprovides separation between Tamworth and Polesworth which are

approximately 830 metres apart across the north of the parcel. The gap between
Tamworth and Polesworth is greater in the south of the parcel although the distance

between Tamworth and Birchmoor at this point is 150metres. This parcel is a crucial
part of the gap andperforms very strongly as part of the Meaningful Gap by providing a

buffer and sense of separation between the three separate settlements which are very

close to each other.'

2.24. I have two key criticisms of this conclusion. Firstly, it is apparent how much weight has been
attributed to physical separation distances between the settlements. It has been established

through a recent, highly relevant, appeal decision that this should not be a strongly weighted

consideration. Secondly, the perceptual contribution has misunderstood the objectives of
policy NW19 and has incorrectly focused upon perceived separation between the

settlements of Tamworth and Birchmoor, rather than perceived separation between

Tamworth and Polesworth.

2.25. I therefore consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has misinterpreted the objectives

of policy NW19 and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land parcels contribute to

the Meaningful Gap are flawed.
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3, Conclusion

3.1. I consider that the LUC report commissioned by North Warwickshire Borough Council
'Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations'

(January 2018) has been undertaken using a flawed methodology, and on this basis I dispute

its conclusions which relate directly to a site which is subject of an outline planning

application: Land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth.

3.2. The assessment appropriately identifies the difference between Meaningful Gap policy and

Green Belt policy.

3.3. The assessment considers that an appropriate method to assess a defined land parcel's

contribution to Meaningful Gap is to assess it against criteria 2 of Green Belt purposes - to

prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.

3.4. In assessing parcels against criterion 2 the Assessment fails to acknowledge both planning

guidance and a recent relevant local appeal decision which has established that a 'scale rule'

approach to maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided. The
Assessment attributes inappropriate weight to physical proximity which results in parcel 7,

which includes the site, being overvalued as part of the Meaningful Gap.

3.5. Further to this, the Assessment misinterprets the objectives of policy NW19 and, as part of a

qualitative assessment of perceived separation, overvalues the perception of separation

between Tamworth and the small settlement of Birchmoor which is located within the

Meaningful Gap. This is not an objective of policy NW19.

3.6. The Assessment fails to consider what the existing character of each key settlement
addressed by policy NW19 is (Tamworth, Polesworth/Dordon), and therefore no

consideration is given to whether there would be an effect on the character of these

settlements as a result of development of any land parcel. This is an objective of policy NW19

and should be given some weight in considering whether land should be included in the

Meaningful Gap.

3.7. On the basis of the above, I consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has misinterpreted

the objectives of policy NW19 and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land

parcels contribute to the Meaningful Gap are flawed.

3.8. Due to the high level strategic approach of The Meaningful Gap Assessment, I consider that it

cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a land parcel are unsuitable for

development based on the assessment methodology used. The Meaningful Gap Assessment

should not outweigh a detailed qualitative assessment of effects on sub-areas of the defined

parcels, which is based upon known proposed development parameters.

3.9. Significantly, LUC have concluded that it would not be justifiable to designate the land as
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Green Belt. One implication of this is that, unlike Green Belt, Meaningful Gap is not a

designation that rules out development as a matter of principle.
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PAS
planning sdjisory Service

Planning on the Doorstep:The Big Issues-Green Belt

Green Belt continues to be a huge issue for councils and communities
across the country; an issue that councillors face regularly on the
doorsteps of their electorate. This advice note looks at the reality of
plan-making and the Green Belt, how planning process works with
Green Belt issues and the potential inclusion in development plans.

Updated February 2015
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Introduction
There is a tendency to see all open or green field land and particularly that on the edge of
towns as Green Belt: it isn't. Some also believe the Green Belt and its 'inviolability' as a
matter of law: it isn't.

Only about 13% of the land area of England is actually designated as Green Belt, and there
are some quite strict purposes for land to be designated as such. Many people think that
Green Belt designation is designed as a means of preventing development taking place, or of
directing development away from one location towards another.

There is generally a presumption in favour of development in planning. The onus is placed
on the local planning authority to provide sound planning reasons why a planning
application should be refused permission. In areas designated as Green Belt, the
presumption is reversed and the onus is on the developer to demonstrate (with very special
circumstances) why permission should be granted. This difference makes Green Belt an
exceedingly restrictive policy.

With the restrictions that Green Belt brings, local planning authorities with Green Belt in
their areas and with Local Plans to prepare, have to make provision for needed development
within a very sensitive context.

PAS has also produced a paper on legal cases concerning green belt.

Green Belt in current practice

The basic concept of Green Belt was established back in 1902 by Ebenezer Howard in Garden
Cities of Tomorrow. From the first guidance in 1955 to its current expression in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012), and the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG)
there have been 'purposes' for which Green Belt has been able to be designated and used,
and land can only be included in Green Belt to achieve these purposes.

The five purposes of Green Belt in the NPPF are:

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas
to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.
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The negative case
It might seem odd, for instance, as the designation of Green Belt implies, that at some
entirely arbitrary point in the evolution of a town, it should not grow any more. Even
without any claim that the town was has reached its 'right size' (something rather difficult to

justify) it must be the case that places cannot meet modern needs and expectations yet
remain unchanged. It would seem to be at odds with the basic concept of sustainability that
future generations be precluded by policy now from using the available resources to meet

their needs as they occur in their time. Most Green Belt was established in the 1950s and
has not been objectively reviewed since. For planning, a practical consequence of the Green
Belt and the emotions that it evokes may be that rational decisions about where
development should go based on a balanced judgement of planning issues, are inhibited.
The mantra is often: There can be no change to the Green Belt - look somewhere else.
However the need to meet housing need means that Green Belts should not be preserved
without a rational review of their purpose set against the need for change.

The big issue
The most immediate issue for the Green Belt is the maintenance of the purposes of the
Green Belt set against the under-provision of housing across many parts of the country,
where the capacity to accommodate sustainable development in urban areas is often
insufficient to meet the housing requirement.

National planning policy makes provision for changes to be made to the Green Belt.
Critically, changes to the Green Belt are made through the local plan. In order to make a
change to the Green Belt boundary in the local plan there have to be 'exceptional
circumstances' (NPPF para 83). Housing (or employment land need) can be an exceptional
circumstance to justify a review of your Green Belt boundary.

This principle has been recently set out beyond any doubt by the Hunston High Court
judgment in St Albans. This section of the judgement is worth quoting:

'Having identified the full objectively assessed needsfigure the decision
maker must then consider the impact of the other policies set out in the
NPPF. The Green Belt policy is not an outright prohibition on development
in the Green Belt. Rather it is a prohibition on inappropriate development in
the absence of very special circumstances. It is entirely circular to argue
that there are no very special circumstances based on objectively assessed
but unfulfilledneed that canjustify development in the Green Belt by

reference to afigure that has been arrived at under a revokedpolicy which
was arrived at taking account of the need to avoid development in the
Green Belt.'

Planning Policy Guidance

The Guidance was changed in October 2014 to address how the presence of Green Belt is
taken into account in addressing the policy requirement that 'local planning authorities
should, through their local plans, meet objectively addressed needs unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as whole, or specific policies in the
Framework indicate development should be restricted'. The Guidance notes that Green Belt
is identified in the NPPF as such a policy.
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It goes on to say that 'once the need has been assessed, the local planning authority should
prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions
about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the
identified need for housing over the plan period, and in doing so take account of any
constraints such as Green belt, which indicate that development should be restricted and
which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need'.

These statements are part of the PPG and guidance cannot change policy which is what
should prevail. So the policy on this has not changed though the PPG; the guidance explains
the policy. The additions to the Guidance have been accompanied by various Ministerial
statements and considerable press coverage, and it is perhaps this that has to lead some
authorities with extensive areas of Green Belt to pause and to reconsider where they are
going with their local plans. The thrust of Ministerial statements as reported in the press has
led to some local planning authorities considering that the constraint created by Green Belt
may be a reason for the housing needs to not be met.

The PPG has not changed the approach to reviewing and changing Green Belt through the
preparation (or revisions) of a local plan where there are 'exceptional circumstances'. It is
still not the case that a local planning authority can expect to be able to ignore its housing
needs by saying it has Green Belt, and a proper look at how the Green Belt performs against
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt is clearly required.

In the Inspector's interim report into the Cheshire East local plan, concern was raised with
the plan's use of Green Belt land for development when there is non Green Belt land that
might have been used. The Inspector appears to be suggesting some form of sequential
approach whereby Green Belt land is used only after other sources have been exploited,
though there is no explicit basis for such an approach in national policy. The complexity is
that very many issues have to be taken into account in setting out a development strategy in
a plan, within the overall context of the statutory requirement for plan makers of seeking
more sustainable development.

In the 6 November 2014 report the Inspector says, 'It therefore seems to me that these are
significant flaws in both the process and evidence relating to the release of land from Green
Belt, particularly given the recent clarification of national guidance on the significance of the
Green Belt'. The comment appears to suggest that with bar raised politically at least, the
onus on the Council to explain and justify its position in relation to the Green Belt is that
much greater at present.

A further change was made in the PPG in October 2014 in the way that Green Belt is referred
to. Section (ID-3-034-20141006) was in the Guidance from its first formal publication and
says, 'Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to

the green belt and other harm to constitute the 'very special circumstances' justifying
inappropriate development on a site within the Green belt'. Again some people have taken
comfort in this statement, though the interesting amendment that was made to the PPG in
October 2014 was to change the title above this paragraph from 'Can unmet need for
housing outweigh Green Belt protection?', with the addition at the beginning of the
question of the words, 'In decision taking' (Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 3-034-20141006). This
addition explicitly distinguishes application and decision taking, where development in
Green belt is very rarely allowed particularly in recovered decisions (decisions taken by the
Secretary of State), from the process of plan making where it is quite clearly the national



6

policy position that it is for local planning authorities to take a view on whether the Green
Belt needs to be changed to address the development needs of the community for the plan
period.

Duty to Cooperate
The current arrangements for strategic planning through local plans established by the Duty
to Cooperate in the Localism Act 2011and the soundness tests in the NPPF are relevant to
the consideration of Green Belt.

The level of housing which a local plan needs to provide for is determined in part by whether
there is an 'unmet requirement' from a neighbouring authority (NPPF para. 182). More
generally it is said that, 'Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other
bodies to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly coordinated
and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans' (NPPF, para. 179). Green Belt is a strategic
policy and hence a strategic issue in the terms of the Duty to Cooperate, and so areas of
Green Belt should be assessed by local authorities collectively. Significantly Green Belt
surrounding an urban area may fall into different administrative areas. Does a neighbouring
authority's non Green Belt land prevail over local Green Belt? In the absence of Regional
strategies (which were a means of addressing and making decisions about these issues),
some authorities are working together to resolve such matters.

Green Belt reviews
This term is used in reference to looking to see whether a change will be needed to the
Green Belt; and in some cases to the actual revision of Green Belt boundaries. Any review of
Green Belt boundaries should involve an assessment of how the land still contributes to the
five purposes noted earlier, and take place via the local plan process.

Below we look at some ways that the five purposes might each be used in assessing the
contribution of land to the Green Belt when undertaking a Green Belt review. Some of these
purposes will be more relevant, or important, than others on the choices to be made.

Purpose: to check the unrestrictedsprawlof large built up areas
The terminology of 'sprawl' comes from the 1930s when Green Belt was conceived. Has this
term has changed in meaning since then? For example, is development that is planned
positively through a local plan, and well designed with good masterplanning, sprawl?

Purpose: to prevent neighbouring townsfrom merging into one another
Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlements near to towns,
but this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be different for each case. A 'scale
rule' approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not really determined just
by the distance to another settlement; the character of the place and of the land in between
must be taken into account. Landscape character assessment is a useful analytical tool for
use in undertaking this type of assessment.

Purpose: to assist insafeguarding the countrysidefrom encroachment
Presumably all Green Belt does this, making the purpose difficult to use to distinguish the
contribution of different areas. The most useful approach is to look at the difference
between urban fringe - land under the influence of the urban area - and open countryside,
and to favour the latter in determining which land to try and keep open, taking into account
the types of edges and boundaries that can be achieved.
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Purpose: to preserve the setting andspecial character of historic towns

This purpose is generally accepted as relating to very few settlements in practice. In most

towns there already are more recent developments between the historic core, and the
countryside between the edge of the town.

Purpose: to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict andother
urban land
With this one, it must be the case that the amount of land within urban areas that could be
developed will already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt land. If Green
Belt achieves this purpose, then all Green Belt does so to the same extent and hence the
value of various land parcels is unlikely to be distinguished by the application of this
purpose.

On this basis the types of areas of land that might seem to make a relatively limited
contribution to the overall Green Belt, or which might be considered for development
through a review of the Green Belt according to the five Green Belt purposes, would be
where:

it would effectively be 'infill', with the land partially enclosed by development
the development would be well contained by the landscape eg- with rising land
there would be little harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct identity of
separate settlements in reality
a strong boundary could be created with a clear distinction between 'town' and
'country'.

The purpose of a review is for the identification of the most appropriate land to be used for
development, through the local plan. Always being mindful of all of the other planning
matters to be taken into account and most importantly, as part of an overall spatial strategy.

Sustainable development needs to be considered here. It is a matter of law that, 'any
person or body engaged in the preparation of Local Development Documents must exercise
the function with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development' (2004 Planning Act). Similarly reporting on the environmental implications of
reasonable alternatives is a statutory requirement of plan making, and Green Belt is not an
environmental matter.

Sometimes, based on what is now understood about accessibility, trip lengths, and the use
of appropriate travel modes for instance, the most sustainable locations for development
may well be in Green Belts. The only relevant statement in National policy on the
relationship between sustainable development and Green Belts is, 'when drawing up or
reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local planning authorities should take account of the need
to promote sustainable development' (NPPF para. 84).

This leads to the view that to justify the use of land in the Green Belt for development
through the local plan, an assessment needs to take account of sustainability issues - such as
accessibility and environmental assets - and an assessment against Green Belt purposes to
be combined with a comprehensive assessment according to other issues. A common
interpretation of the policy position, though not one expounded in the NPPF or the Planning
Practice Guidance is that where necessitated by the development requirement, plans should
identify for development of the most sustainable locations, unless outweighed by effect on
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the overall integrity of the Green Belt according to an assessment of the whole of the Green
Belt according to the five purposes.

Safeguarded land
There is a particular feature of Green Belt policy that arises from the combination of the
wish for permanence, and yet the inevitability of having to find land for development
through development plans. This is the idea enshrined in policy, that changing Green Belt
boundaries should only be necessary once in the plan period. The land taken out of the
Green Belt under this policy provision but not to be used for development in this plan period
is 'safeguarded land'; protected from development proposals arising in the meantime by
policies with similar force to Green Belt.

These principles are in the NPPF (para 85): local planning authorities
should 'satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the
end of the development plan period'
'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 strategy well
beyond the plan period'.

Identifying safeguarded land is another requirement of a Green Belt review therefore.
One challenge for authorities is that there is no guidance on how they are to interpret the
policy, nor (to date) any consistent pattern discernible from local plan examinations. In
some cases local authorities seek to identify safeguarded land in Green Belt changes over
and above the calculated development requirement for the plan period, but there are
certainly cases where the issue is effectively ignored by the planning authority and
examining inspectors alike.

Summary
Discussions about Green Belt are often controversial and challenging. We recommend local
authorities try to reduce the challenge by:

giving clear and correct information about Green Belt to remove misunderstanding
making the consideration of Green Belt in the context of proper planning for sustainable
development for the whole community
trying to avoid allowing Green Belt to establish a special, mythical status - through
setting it alongside the use of agricultural land, increasing risk of flooding and effect on
valuable landscapes in deciding where development is to be provided
to get informed debate from communities on the issue and for councillors to show
strong leadership.

This PAS publication was researched and written by Peter Brett.
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The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Inquiry held on 20-22 September 2022
Site visit made on 23 September 2016

by Matthew Birkinshaw BA(Hons) Msc MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 28 November 2016_

Appeal Ref: APP/R3705/W/15/3136495
Land south east of the M42 Junction 10,Tamworth, Warwickshire,
B78 2EY

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

• The appeal is made by St Modwen Developments Ltd against the decision of North
Warwickshire Borough Council.

• The application Ref PAP/2014/0648, dated 17 December 2014, was refused by notice
dated 11August 2015.

• The development proposed is the development of land within Use Class Bl(c) (light
industry), Use Class B2 (general industry), and Use Class B8 (storage and distribution),
demolition and removal of existing structures and associated works. Details of access
submitted for approval, all other matters reserved.

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for the
development of land within Use Class Bl(c) (light industry), Use Class B2
(general industry), and Use Class B8 (storage and distribution) and demolition
and removal of existing structures and associated works on land south east of
the M42 Junction 10, Tamworth, Warwickshire, B78 2EY in accordance with the
terms of the application, Ref PAP/2014/0648, dated 17 December 2014,
subject to the conditions in the schedule at the end of this decision.

Procedural Matters

2. The application was submitted in outline with all matters reserved except for
access. Ihave therefore determined the appeal on the same basis, treating
the layout, landscaping, scale and appearance of the scheme as indicative.

3. After the deadline for submissions the appellant provided a Supplementary
Proof of Evidence on behalf of Peter Leaver. Although this introduced new
information it responded to the Council's Addendum to the 2013 Employment
Land Review which had only become available in late July 2016. It was
therefore not possible for the appellant to address its content any sooner. The
addendum also represents the most up-to-date evidence concerning
employment land in the area and is directly relevant to the appeal. For these
reasons, and considering that the Proof responded to the issues in dispute, was
made available to the Council prior to the Inquiry, and discussed throughout,
taking it into account would not prejudice the interests of other parties.
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4. The appellant also provided a copy of a Council Board Report concerning new
commercial development under consideration at Hams Hall, Coleshill
(Ref PAP/2016/0399). As the report was dated 5 September 2016 it was not
possible to include this information either. The report is also a public
document, raises issues relevant to the appeal proposal and was discussed at
the Inquiry. Ihave therefore taken it into account in my decision.

5. In response to the appellant's late submissions the Council provided additional
material of their own. As this evidence relates directly to the points raised by
the appellant, in the interests of fairness Ihave considered it as part of the
appeal. Furthermore, appeal decision APP/R3705/W/16/3150719 is dated
9 September 2016, and could not have been submitted any sooner.

6. On the final day of the Inquiry a signed and dated Section 106 Agreement and
a signed and dated Unilateral Undertaking were submitted. Both documents
had previously been provided in draft and did not introduce any substantive
new information that had not already been available. On this basis, and
because it would not prejudice the interests of any party, Ihave considered
both documents in reaching my decision.

7. Finally, following the Inquiry the Council confirmed that it had reached a
unanimous decision to support the approval of planning permission at Hams
Hall subject to referral to the Secretary of State (Ref PAP/2016/0399). In the
interests of fairness additional comments have been sought from the appellant
in response to this latest position, which Ihave taken into account.

Background and Main Issues

8. The appeal site comprises an area of agricultural land located to the south-east
of the M42 at Junction 10. Bisected by Trinity Road it extends to roughly
25.4ha and falls outside the settlement boundaries of Tamworth to the west
and Polesworth and Dordon to the east. In such areas Policy NW2 of the North
Warwickshire Local Plan Core Strategy states that development will be limited
to proposals necessary for agriculture, forestry or other uses which require a
countryside location.

9. The Council's reasons for refusing planning permission are twofold. Firstly, it is
claimed that the proposal would harm the separate identity of Dordon and
undermine the meaningful gap between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth.
The second reason for refusal states that the need for additional employment
land is not evidenced, and that the scheme would compromise the objectives of
the development plan contrary to one of the Core Planning Principles of the
National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework') which advocates that
planning should be genuinely plan-led.

10. However, on the first day of the Inquiry the Council accepted that there are not
currently enough allocated sites, or sites with planning permission to meet
employment needs and that more land is required1. It was also confirmed that
the proposal would not prejudice the local plan-making process. Instead, the
second reason for refusal was presented on the grounds that allocations in the
emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan would provide sufficient land to meet
the identified need, and subsequently, the weight which can be attributed to
this factor in the planning balance is reduced2.

1 ID10
2 Trusthouse Forte (1987) 53 P&CR 293
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11. Taking this into account, and after having heard the Council's case in full at the
Inquiry, the main issues are:

• The effect of the proposal on the separate identity of Dordon, and
whether or not it would maintain a meaningful gap between Polesworth
and Dordon and Tamworth; and

• Whether or not there is a requirement for additional employment land in
the area, having particular regard to the emerging North Warwickshire
Local Plan.

Reasons

The Separate Identity of Dordon and the Maintenance of a Meaningful Gap

12. The development boundary for Dordon is identified on the policies map carried
forward from the North Warwickshire Local Plan. It defines an urban area
focused primarily to the north of the A5. Dordon is a broadly linear settlement
and is separated from the M42 by open fields and Birchmoor. This swathe of
countryside, which continues south to encompass the appeal site and Freasley,
divides Dordon to the east, from Tamworth to the west.

13. The maintenance of a strategic gap between Polesworth and Dordon and
Tamworth has been a longstanding planning policy objective for the Council,
and is very important locally. This is undisputed and is referred to in Core
Strategy Policy NW19. It states that proposals "...to the west of Polesworth and
Dordon must respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and
Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them."

Separate Identity of Dordon

14. Dordon and Tamworth are two clearly separate towns. Tamworth is located
predominantly to the west of the M42 and is a considerably larger urban area.
Dordon is approximately 1-1.7km to the east and is situated on higher ground
rising up from the motorway. It is physically and visually divorced from
Tamworth. This relationship is particularly evident from the A5 looking north¬
east, and from the public open space off Kitwood Avenue facing west/south¬
west. From both locations the expanse of farmland between the M42 and the
main body of the settlement north of the A5 differentiates each settlement.
This area of open land would be unaffected by the appeal scheme.

15. The Council argues that the proposal would erode an area of undeveloped land
to the south of the A5 which also contributes to the separation of the two
settlements. Combined with new sites proposed and under construction
around the Birch Coppice Business Park it is suggested that the appeal scheme
would result in an almost continuous form of development that would dilute the
separate identity of Dordon.

16. However, Dordon and Birch Coppice vary in their role, form, function, layout,
scale and appearance. Dordon is a small town characterised by a mix of
predominantly terraced and semi-detached housing focused to the north of the
A5. In contrast, Birch Coppice is situated south of the dual-carriageway and
comprises a large business park with substantial commercial buildings accessed
from a series of roundabouts. The settlement of 'Dordon', the separate identity
of which Policy NW19 seeks to protect, is therefore materially different to Birch
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Coppice, and is not currently read in the same context as the industrial
development to the south.

17. Furthermore, the indicative design does not seek to act as an extension of the
existing employment area. On the contrary, to the east of the appeal site (and
on land controlled by the current owners) would be a substantial area of
planting around the easement of a gas pipeline. Combined with the siting of
the former spoil heap this would provide a physical and visual separation
between the nearest proposed buildings and Birch Coppice. The plans also
illustrate how a substantial landscape buffer measuring roughly 20-50m would
run along the site frontage. Whilst not intended to screen the proposal, this
would nonetheless limit its visual impact from the A5 and provide some relief to
the built form along this side of the road.

18. In summary therefore, Iconsider that by reason of the large area of farmland
that would remain to the north of the A5, the location of Dordon on higher
ground to the east, and its materially different character and appearance to
Birch Coppice, subject to an appropriate final design the proposal would respect
the separate identity of Dordon. As a result, there is no conflict with the first
requirement of Core Strategy Policy NW19.

Maintenance of a 1Meaningful Gap'

19. At the Inquiry the Council confirmed that there is no definition of what
constitutes a 'meaningful gap' within the Core Strategy, or any other adopted
development plan document. Instead, it was put to me that a judgement is
required based on the evidence available, which includes the Council's 2015
Meaningful Gap Assessment ('MGA').

20. The MGA identifies the appeal site within Area 9. It establishes that the area is
part of a significant gap between Dordon and the M42, forms part of the rural
gateway to the Borough and that significant development would effectively
merge the settlements of Tamworth and Dordon from Wilnecote to Birch
Coppice. The Council asserts that because it would no longer be possible to
ascertain where Tamworth ends and Dordon begins, there would no longer be a
meaningful gap between them.

21. However, in response to suggestions that the scheme would be a logical
extension of Tamworth Mrs Barratt took a different view at the Inquiry,
describing how it would be read as a free-standing, separate development due
to the intervening motorway. Given the size of the M42, which runs through a
tree-lined cutting in this location, Iagree that it provides a definitive boundary
and clear separation to Tamworth beyond. On this basis the tree-lined
motorway would limit the perception of any harmful coalescence from
Wilnecote to Birch Coppice.

22. Furthermore, although the MGA has been subject to consultation and is a
material consideration used to support the emerging Local Plan, the starting
point is the adopted Core Strategy. Policy NW19 is entitled "Polesworth and
Dordon". It states that development must maintain a meaningful gap between
Polesworth and Dordon on one side, and Tamworth on the other.
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23. With the exception of a single row of houses on the southern side of the A5
Polesworth and Dordon are concentrated to the north of the dual-carriageway.
This is illustrated on the Council's policies map. In contrast, Birch Coppice is a
large free-standing employment allocation to the south. Although recent
expansion has brought development close to the existing row of houses
accessed from the pedestrian footbridge, for the purposes of the Core Strategy
it does not form part of either settlement.

24. Thus, the relevant test is whether or not a meaningful gap would be
maintained to the west of Polesworth and Dordon, excluding Birch Coppice.
Without encroaching on the land north of the A5 there would continue to be a
large, central area of open space separating the two towns. This area and the
role that it plays in separating Dordon from Tamworth are evident on the aerial
photographs provided by the Council3. The photographs demonstrate that in
quantitative terms, a substantial gap would be maintained.

25. That being the case, given its size, scale and proximity to Birch Coppice Ihave
also considered the qualitative effects of the proposal. As guidance4 referred to
by Mr Williams' points out, relying solely on a 'scale rule' approach to
maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided, and the
character of a place, and the land in between needs to be taken into account.

26. The only landscape/visual assessment relied upon by the Council is the MGA.
This uses a traffic-light scoring system and concludes that development of the
appeal site and its immediate surroundings would undermine the gap.
Although the traffic-light system is easy for members of the public to follow,
there is no indication how the scores have been reached in a transparent and
consistent manner. The MGA also relies on the 'geographic
proximity/narrowness of the gap' in each sub-area without any detailed
qualitative assessment of how the character of the area would change, or how
it would be perceived from any locally important viewpoints.

27. On the other hand the appellant has provided a qualitative and quantitative
assessment, in addition to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
submitted with the planning application. This evidence identifies that the
appreciation of the gap between Dordon and Tamworth is not only based on
cartographic geometry, but how it is perceived from the A5, surrounding public
footpaths and from the respective settlements.

28. One of the main viewpoints of the site is from the A5 travelling east after
leaving the roundabout at Junction 10. At present the open fields in front of
the spoil heap are clearly visible to drivers and passengers. At the Inquiry it
was argued that eroding this part of 'the gap' would change the approach into
North Warwickshire and undermine the concept of leaving an urban area and
travelling into a rural one, contrary to the spatial vision of the Core Strategy.

29. However, after a very short distance, and just beyond the 'Welcome to
Warwickshire' sign referred to by the parties the fields north of the A5 come
into view. Because the farmland drops down below the road before rising up,
combined with its open character and proximity to the east-bound carriageway
this area of countryside dominates the foreground. Dordon becomes visible at
a higher level and there is an unequivocal gap in between. The undulating,

3 IDll
4 Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues - Green Belt
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open character of the farmland to the north of the A5 would therefore ensure
that drivers entering the Borough and heading east would still be faced with a
predominantly rural setting to Dordon. Based on the evidence provided the
scheme would not conflict with the spatial vision of the Core Strategy.

30. Travelling further east the main public viewpoint from Dordon is taken from the
sports pitch beyond Kitwood Avenue. From this elevated position views of
Birch Coppice and the large commercial buildings beyond the M42 are possible.
Due to the size and scale of the appeal proposal it would introduce a highly
visible form of development into the swathe of countryside which follows the
M42 to the south, especially at night from street lights, buildings and vehicles.

31. Nevertheless, the expanse of farmland between the M42 and Dordon would
extend beyond the sports pitch for some considerable distance down to the
motorway. Due to the openness of this area, its lack of significant built form
and the change in level, residents on the western edge of Dordon would
continue to experience an unequivocal sense of separation from Tamworth.

32. Elsewhere clear views of the appeal site are possible from the public right of
way to the north of the A5. In this location the scheme would result in one of
the greatest changes to the countryside separating Dordon and Tamworth.
Although the scale of development would erode the open fields between the
spoil heap and Trinity Road, members of the public looking towards the site
would do so from open agricultural land, with Dordon above and Tamworth on
the other side of the M42. Walkers would therefore still be able to easily
ascertain that there was a large, clear gap between the two settlements.

33. Similarly, from land south of the A5 there would be a demonstrable change to
the local environment viewed from Trinity Road and/or public footpaths AE55
and AE52. Despite the foreground becoming dominated by development, when
looking north-east from footpath AE52 views of the open land beyond the A5
would continue to be possible along the landscaped eastern site boundary with
the majority of Birch Coppice screened behind the spoil heap. When passing
through the site along footpath AE55 the open area of farmland north of the A5
would come into view and the appreciation of a strategic gap between Dordon
and the motorway would remain.

34. In reaching this view Ihave taken into account that other developments have
been granted planning permission in the area, and that additional sites are
proposed for allocation in the emerging Local Plan. Nevertheless, there is
nothing to suggest that the open land north of the A5 would be eroded. Even
in the event that proposed allocation DOR22 is completed, this area would
continue to provide a clear separation between the two towns. As identified
above, the indicative layout also illustrates that buildings would be set-back
from the A5 behind a formal area of planting, in addition to a generous
landscape buffer along the eastern site boundary. Combined with the partial
screening of Birch Coppice afforded by the spoil heap from the south and west
this would prevent the creation of a continuous line of built development along
the road frontage.

Summary

35. Based on the evidence provided Itherefore conclude that due to the open
farmland to the north of the A5, combined with the location of Dordon on
higher ground, it's different character and appearance to Birch Coppice and the
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inclusion of a landscaped buffer along the eastern site boundary, the proposal
would respect the separate identity of Dordon, and, maintain a meaningful gap
between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth. As a result, there is no
conflict with Core Strategy Policy NW19. Subject to a high quality design at
the reserved matters stage the proposal would also accord with Core Strategy
Policy NW12 which, amongst other things, requires developments to
demonstrate a high quality design that positively improves the character,
appearance and environmental quality of an area.

36. Draft Policy LP5 in the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan includes a third
criterion that all new development in the 'gap' should be small in scale, not
intrude visually into the gap, or physically reduce its size. However, the plan is
only at the draft stage and consultation is still on-going. Bearing in mind that
they may be subject to change, Ihave not given Policies LP5 and LP2 any
significant weight in reaching my decision.

The Need for Employment Land

37. The Core Strategy was adopted in 2014 and states that between 2011 and
2029 a minimum of 60ha of 'local employment land' will be provided. It also
seeks to direct employment towards settlements appropriate to their size and
position in the hierarchy.

38. The Inspector's Report into the Examination of the Core Strategy made clear
that it only relates to 'local' employment land. Although the September 2013
Employment Land Review (ELR) identified a requirement for regional logistics
sites, the Core Strategy does not seek to meet this need. The Inspector found
insufficient evidence to set a requirement for North Warwickshire when sub-
regional work was still on-going. Rather than increase the number of allocated
sites it was therefore considered more appropriate to adopt the Core Strategy
and include a mechanism for an early review.

39. Since adoption of the Core Strategy various studies concerning employment
land have been published, both regionally and locally. Some of the most up-
to-date include the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study
(WMSESS, September 2015) and the Addendum to the 2013 Employment Land
Review (ELR Addendum, April 2016). Evidence relating to the scale of unmet
housing and employment needs from neighbouring authorities has also
emerged. Prompted by this change in circumstances the Council has
committed to an early review of the Core Strategy and produced a new draft
Local Plan reflecting the higher housing and employment land requirements.

40. The Council has not stood back and by committing to the preparation of a new
local plan has clearly 'grasped the nettle' when it comes to positively planning
for growth. It is accepted that there is a need for additional employment land
and this is what the emerging Local Plan seeks to achieve5. A considerable
amount of Inquiry time was therefore spent assessing the draft allocations in
the emerging Local Plan against the requirement to provide up to 97ha of
employment land. In summary, the Council identifies a supply of between
roughly 88.38ha and 111.98ha, whereas the appellant suggests that around
63.58ha is more accurate6.

5 ID29
6 ID8
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41. However, assessing proposed allocations in the emerging Local Plan is not a
matter for me. With the exception of a letter7 received on the final day of the
Inquiry from Hodgetts Estates the submitted evidence has been predominantly
provided by the two main parties. Testing whether or not the allocation of
particular sites is justified, effective and consistent with national policy is for
the examination process to consider when all of the relevant factors, including
representations from all relevant parties, can be taken into account.

42. Instead, paragraph 216 of the Framework advocates that the weight decision-
takers should give to relevant policies in emerging plans depends on their
stage of preparation and the extent to which there are unresolved objections.
In this case the emerging Local Plan is only at draft stage and the consultation
period is on-going. The plan may be subject to change, and assessment of the
appeal scheme has already identified an increase in employment land arising
from discrepancies in the methodology used. The weight which can be
attributed to potential employment allocations is therefore only limited.

43. In reaching this view Ihave taken into account that the proposed allocations
include land at Centurion Park (which has planning permission) and Birch
Coppice (which is an established business park). Such sites have a greater
degree of certainty than others given their existing/permitted uses. The
Council has also identified an additional 24.8ha in reserve at'MIRA'.

44. Nonetheless, some of the other proposed allocations include sites which are
within the Green Belt, have not been considered before and involve the
relocation of allotments. Although the Council supports the release of Green
Belt land at Hams Hall, permission has not yet been granted. Discussions with
allotment holders in respect of land adjacent to the A5 are also at a relatively
early stage. There are also other factors which need to be resolved through
the consultation and examination processes. For example, the figures in ID8
include roughly 8.5ha of land allocated at Centurion Park, yet this has been
considered in the supply as an extant planning permission.

Tamworth's Needs

45. In addition to the Council's needs it is also necessary to consider the
requirements for additional employment land arising from Tamworth. In
January 2015 the Head of Planning and Regeneration confirmed that only
roughly 18ha of employment land was available, leaving a shortfall of some
14ha to be met elsewhere. Representations confirmed that;

"...To date there has been no progression on preparing any joint work
between the three local authorities,specifically with consideration of meeting
the 14ha of unmet employment need arising from Tamworth. As there has
been no wider, strategic work which considers a range of potential sites in
North Warwickshire or Lichfield, this site currently presents the only option
of meeting this need."

46. The position has moved-on since January 2015 and a draft Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU)8 has been provided between Tamworth Borough Council,
Lichfield District Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council. It confirms
that North Warwickshire has identified 8.5ha to the south-west of Junction 10
(at Centurion Park) to deliver part of the 14ha which cannot be accommodated

7 ID24
8 ID12
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in Tamworth. Correspondence from Lichfield District Council9 also states that it
will 'investigate' providing the remaining 6.5ha10 through its local plan process.

47. However, whilst this confirms that the three Councils have been actively
working together on a cooperative basis, the MoU has not been signed.
Furthermore, a Statement of Common Ground between the appellant and
Tamworth Borough Council was produced for the Examination of the Tamworth
Local Plan. This was dated May 2015, after planning permission was granted at
Centurion Park, and confirmed that:

"The planning permission for 8.5 hectares gross (5.3 hectares net) has been
allocated by North Warwickshire Borough Council in its draft Site Allocations
Plan (DOR24) and forms part of the employment supply to meet its own
local employment needs, as justified by NWBC in its report of the application
to Planning Committee."

48. There also remains approximately a further 5.5ha to find with no concrete
commitment from Lichfield to provide this anytime soon. Given the appeal
site's proximity to Tamworth, the proposal would therefore be ideally placed to
satisfy this requirement.

Wider than Local Needs for Large Sites

49. Paragraph 7.48 of the emerging Local Plan confirms that since the preparation
of the Core Strategy studies have identified a wider than local need for large
sites. Despite this, because such sites coming forward elsewhere it is not an
issue that the Local Plan seeks to address. The Council adopted a similar
argument at the Inquiry, namely, that the emergence of Peddimore, Magna
Park and the East Midlands Gateway, combined with extensions to Birch
Coppice and the 20ha of land proposed at Hams Hall point to a healthy supply
of strategic sites.

50. It is appreciated that there are other large sites across the region which could
contribute to the need cited in paragraph 7.48 of the draft Plan. Nevertheless,
no site specific assessment has been undertaken to consider where this need
should be met, and the Council confirms that this work has not yet been
commissioned.

51. On the other hand the WMSESS identifies 'functional market areas' throughout
the West Midlands based on factors such as proximity to motorways and the
workforce. When considering past annual take-up against immediately
available floorspace it confirms that along the M42 corridor the supply of large
sites is the tightest, amounting to only roughly 3.7 years. One of the reasons
for this is due to the length of time sites such as Peddimore are likely to take
coming forward.

52. It is appreciated that there is no policy requirement to provide 5 years' worth
of employment land. This is reflected in the appeal decisions referred to by the
Council11. The assessment in the WMSESS is also based on annual take-up and
"immediately" available supply, which is different to Footnote 11of the
Framework which the parties referred to throughout the Inquiry.

9 ID20
10 Inspector's Note: Notwithstanding 14ha - 8.5ha in North Warwickshire leaves only 5.5ha to find in Lichfield
11 Appeal Refs APP/U2235/A/14/2224036 and APP/U2235/A/14/2229271
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53. Nevertheless, the WMSESS represents one of the most up-to-date studies
available and points to a demonstrable need for additional strategic sites in the
area. Iam also mindful that the Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of
Commerce advise12 that a fundamental barrier to business expansion and
growth in the sub-region is the shortage of premises for offices, industry and
warehousing. Although the Chamber of Commerce has not assessed the
different type of land requirements in the same way as the main parties, the
current situation is described as "...particularly acute and,if not addressed in
the very near future,will mean that plans for growth,change and investment
by SMEs and major employers will be severely hampered."

54. Furthermore, the lack of available strategic sites was identified as one of the
material considerations in the Council's decision to support the principle of
development in the Green Belt at Hams Hall (Ref PAP/2016/0399). Whilst it
was put to me that the 20ha proposed for allocation at Hams Hall would satisfy
this requirement, the draft Local Plan makes it clear that it does not consider
regional needs for large sites (paragraph 7.48).

Summary

55. New evidence has emerged which points to the need for additional employment
land in North Warwickshire over and above the adopted Core Strategy. The
Council's November 2016 Board Report concerning proposed development in
the Green Belt at Hams Hall describes this evidence as up-to-date, relevant
and carries 'significant weight'. Although the Council has sought to argue that
this need would be met by allocations in the emerging Local Plan, this is only at
a draft stage and may be subject to change. Ialso find no persuasive evidence
that either Tamworth's requirements, or the need for strategic sites has been
adequately met (or if it has, that additional land has been identified). In this
context the contribution that the scheme would make towards the provision of
employment land weighs heavily in its favour.

Other Material Planning Considerations

Heritage Assets

56. Situated approximately 40-150m to the south-west of the appeal site are four
Grade II listed buildings and structures. They include Freasley Hall, the garden
walls and gate piers south of Freasley Hall, Sycamore Cottage and Yew House.
In considering the proposal Ihave therefore had special regard to the
desirability of preserving their setting.

57. The gardens and private curtilages of the properties are important attributes
which form part of their setting. So does the wider settlement of Freasley and
its surrounding fields and woodland, which contribute positively to their
significance as designated heritage assets.

58. Although the proposal would result in the loss of agricultural land around
Freasley, the indicative layout illustrates significant areas of parkland to the
south-west corner of the site. Landscaped buffers measuring a minimum of 6m
deep are also shown around the southern edge of the site, whilst wildflower
grassland would retain the views of open fields from Freasley Hall. Combined
with the degree of separation that would be maintained between Freasley and
the nearest built development, Iagree with the main parties that the setting of

12 IDl
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Freasley Hall, the garden walls and gate piers south of Freasley Hall, Sycamore
Cottage and Yew House would be preserved.

Traffic Generation and Highway Safety

59. On the final day of the Inquiry it was put to me that the data contained in the
Highways Statement of Common Ground was flawed. It was also claimed that
the data had not been made available, and that the scheme would significantly
increase traffic on Trinity Road, the roundabout at Junction 10 and on the A5.
At the planning application stage local residents identified similar issues with
traffic volumes, congestion and highway safety on Trinity Road in particular.

60. In terms of the reliability and availability of data the planning application was
accompanied by a Transport Assessment and Framework Travel Plan which
formed part of the appellant's submission. In response to this the County
Council Highways Officer and Highways England concluded that the scheme
would be acceptable subject to certain mitigation measures. This is reflected in
the submitted Highways Statement of Common Ground.

61. Whilst Iempathise with local residents and appreciate the difficulties in
assimilating large technical documents, no contradictory evidence or objective
analysis has been submitted to suggest that these conclusions are incorrect.
Consequently, there is no robust information before me to reach a different
view. Although traffic would undoubtedly increase on Trinity Road, the A5 and
around Junction 10, the parties agree that that this would not be hazardous to
road safety, or significantly undermine network capacity.

62. Concerns have also been raised that the lay-by on the west-bound side of the
A5 would become used as a drop-off point for potential future employees
causing traffic to back-up to the detriment of safety, that the footpath on this
stretch of the A5 is too narrow, and that there is no bus stop.

63. In terms of the lay-by and its relationship to the site entrance and/or public
right of way this would be a matter for the final detailed design to consider.
Given the space available Iam satisfied that the internal layout and
landscaping could be configured in a way that would prevent the lay-by
becoming used as a popular drop-off area for employees. Aside from the
upgrades to the A5 proposed as part of the scheme there is also no request
from the relevant Highways Authority to make any further changes to the
footpath on the A5. Based on the evidence provided and observations at my
site visit Ifind no reasons to disagree.

64. With regard to public transport provision there is currently a bus-stop on the
east-bound side of the A5. As set out in the Highways Statement of Common
Ground, it has been agreed that the appellant would either provide a new bus-
stop on the southern, west-bound side of the road, or, fund the diversion of a
service into the site with a suitable bus-stop and turning area in the design.
Both options are included in the signed Section 106 Agreement and would
negate the need for potential future employees to cross the A5 in order to
access public transport provision.

65. In summary therefore, Ifind no conflict with the Framework which advocates
that development should only be refused on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts are severe.
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Character and Appearance of Freasley

66. Freasley is a small hamlet accessed from Trinity Road to the south-west of the
appeal site. Given the scale of development proposed the approach to the
hamlet from the M42 would change. Upon leaving the roundabout at Junction
10 and travelling south-west residents would be faced with new industrial
development on either side of Trinity Road, rather than open fields.

67. However, this would only be for a relatively short distance. The indicative
layout illustrates new parkland adjacent to Trinity Road around the south-west
corner of the site providing a landscaped buffer to the hamlet. Generous
separation between built development and Freasley would therefore remain.

68. Furthermore, there is no vehicular access through Freasley to the appeal site or
Birch Coppice. As such, it has a materially different character to Trinity Road.
When driving through the hamlet the combination of traditional buildings,
mature trees and open spaces create an attractive, rural feel to the area. Due
to the degree of separation from the appeal site and the indicative use of
landscaping proposed this would be unaffected. The distinction between the
character and appearance of Freasley and the industrial and commercial
development around Junction 10 would be maintained.

69. Although some local residents fear that allowing the appeal would set a
precedent for more development around Freasley, which in turn would affect its
character and setting, each proposal must be considered on its own merits.
Further development to the south of the site would require planning
permission, and the cumulative effects would therefore be considered as part of
any potential future planning application process.

Living Conditions of Neighbouring Resident

70. Nos. 17 and 18 Watling Street are situated to the north-east of the appeal site.
Despite being the nearest residential properties to the proposal they would be
separated from the nearest development by the landscaped buffer along the
eastern boundary and the easement for the gas pipeline. An even larger area
of open space would separate the nearest houses in Freasley. Subject to an
appropriate lighting strategy, consideration of the site layout and controls over
finished floor levels, the intervening landscaped areas would ensure that no
unacceptable harm would occur to residents' outlook, privacy or levels of
available sunlight. For the same reasons no harmful disturbance would occur
from the headlights of HGVs within the site. Bearing in mind the amount of
traffic already using the A5 and the change in vehicle numbers that would be
perceptible to residents, headlights from additional vehicles on the highway
network would not give rise to a noticeable, harmful level of disturbance either.

71. With regard to noise and vibration the appellant has conducted surveys at
various locations across the site, including to the north-east corner nearest the
A5 and the south-west corner closest to houses in Freasley. In summary the
report found that the predicted noise levels from activities on the site would be
below a level likely to cause sleep disturbance. It also concluded that the
effects on nearby properties from plant noise would be negligible, and that
traffic increases would generate "barely perceptible changes in noise level on
the surrounding network..." As this is the only site specific assessment that has
been carried out, Ifind no reasons to reach a different conclusion.
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Human Rights

72. Representations at the planning application stage claim that the rights of the
occupiers of Hall End Cottages, under the Human Rights Act 1998 (Article 8),
would be violated should planning permission be granted. The claims are made
on the grounds that occupiers would be affected by disturbed coal seams, from
radon and argon gases, air pollution and illumination from security lights,
vehicles and street lighting.

73. For the reasons given above Ihave already concluded that the proposed
development would not cause unacceptable harm to the living conditions of the
occupiers of neighbouring residential properties having regard to their outlook,
privacy, available levels of sunlight, or from illumination, noise and vibration.
Thus, the degree of interference would be insufficient to give rise to a violation
of rights under Article 8.

74. With regard to coal seams the appellant has provided a Preliminary Geo-
environmental Interpretative Report which confirms that the site is in a zone of
influence from 6 seams at depths of between 170m and 320m, last worked in
1973. However, reference is made to confirmation from the Coal Authority that
any ground movement from coal mining should have stopped, and that there is
no record of gas emissions requiring action on site. The report also deals
specifically with radon and confirms that protective measures are not
considered necessary as the site is located in a lower-intermediate probability
radon area. In addition, no evidence has been provided to indicate a harmful
presence of argon, and given the degree of separation between the nearest
buildings and residential properties, there is nothing to suggest that any
structural damage would occur as a result of building works.

75. The potential for air pollution and dust has also been considered by the
appellant. The submitted assessment establishes that air quality in the area is
currently acceptable based on objectives in The Air Quality Strategy for
England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (DEFRA, 2007). Against this
baseline consideration has been given to pollutants associated with traffic
(nitrogen dioxide and fine particulate matter) and the construction process. In
summary the report concludes that air quality at existing properties nearby
would be affected, but that the changes would represent imperceptible
increases in the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and fine particulate matter.
The impacts would therefore be negligible.

76. The Environmental Statement submitted with the planning application also
recognises that construction works would have the potential to create dust.
The local community may therefore experience occasional, short-term adverse
impacts. Nevertheless, this could be mitigated by adhering to a management
plan which would limit the short-term effects of construction. Such measures
could be controlled and enforced through the use of a suitably worded planning
condition.

77. Based on the information provided Itherefore find no evidence to suggest that
there would be any significant harm caused from structural damage, the
presence of coal seams, gases or from air pollution. Consequently, the Human
Rights of the occupiers of 15 and 17 Hall End Cottages would not be violated.
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Biodiversity and Protected Species

78. The appeal site does not contain any statutory designated sites of nature
conservation interest. The nearest is the Kettle Brook Local Nature Reserve
(LNR), approximately 0.3km away.

79. As the LNR is on the opposite side of the motorway the proposal would have no
direct impact on its wetland habitat, wild flower meadows and woodland. The
use of measures to stop any petrochemical contamination of surface water
from machinery or stored fuels could also be controlled and enforced by a
suitably worded planning condition. This would prevent contaminated surface
water discharging into Kettle Brook and reaching the LNR.

80. With regard to protected species the appellant's surveys found no evidence of
bats or great crested newts (GCN) on the site. Although a GCN breeding pond
was identified approximately 200m to the south-west it would be unaffected by
the development. Based on the illustrative plans the nearest built development
would also be roughly 550m from the pond, and the arable habitat of the site is
only of very limited value to GCN in their terrestrial phase. Thus, no offence
would be likely to occur.

81. In terms of other species three badger setts were recorded within the site
boundary. Despite seeking to retain the setts, the Environmental Statement
found that it would be necessary to temporarily close Sett 3 given its proximity
to new buildings. Whilst the report does not suggest that such practices would
be inappropriate, Iam mindful that the application was submitted in outline.
Given the size of the site there are no reasons to indicate that development
could not come forward without damaging the sett. Subject to an appropriate
landscaping scheme the proposal would provide enhanced foraging resources
for Badgers and result in a net gain to their habitat.

Use of Agricultural Land

82. The appeal site comprises Grades 2 and 3a agricultural land, defined as The
best and most versatile'. Ihave therefore borne in mind paragraph 112 of the
Framework. It states that consideration must be given to the economic and
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where
significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary,
decision-makers should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference
to that of a higher quality.

83. In reaching a balanced view this harm must be considered in the context of
local area and the other benefits that the scheme would deliver. In this case
the Council acknowledges that there is a need for additional employment, and
the draft allocations in the emerging Local Plan include the use of agricultural,
and even some Green Belt land. A substantial swathe of agricultural land
would also be retained to the north of the site providing a meaningful gap
between Dordon and Tamworth. Furthermore, no evidence has been provided
to suggest that the scheme would have any adverse impact on the wider
availability of the best and most versatile agricultural land in the area. The
loss of the appeal site to agricultural uses must therefore be considered in this
context, and the wider socio-economic benefits that it would provide.
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Public Right of Way Network and Other Considerations

84. Public footpaths AE55 and AE52 cross the appeal site. Although the indicative
layout shows the diversion of AE55, the County Council's Rights of Way Officer
has not objected to the scheme. Based on the evidence provided Iagree that
an adequate route could be maintained through the appeal site which would
not prejudice users of the local public right of way network.

85. Finally, Ihave also taken into account concerns that the proposal would
devalue properties and lead to vandalism, crime and anti-social behaviour.
However, no evidence has been provided to substantiate these comments. As
a result, Ihave not given them any significant weight in reaching my decision.

Planning Obligations

86. The submitted Section 106 Agreement includes a commitment to either provide
a new bus-stop on the A5, or, include a stop within the site and contribute to
the diversion of the 766/767 services as required. A training and skills
contribution of £60,000 is also included. Alongside this is a Unilateral
Undertaking which makes provision for landscaping works to the east of the
site, a commitment to comply with the Considerate Constructors Scheme, and
to promote training for employees in the construction phase.

87. Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations states
that planning obligations should only be sought where they are necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the
development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.

88. Policy TPT3 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan states that development will
not be permitted unless it maximises practicable opportunities for the use of
sustainable modes of transport, including travel by bus. One of the
Framework's Core Planning Principles also advocates that planning should
actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public
transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations
which are or can be made sustainable. The provision of an additional bus stop
on the A5, or contributions to divert existing services to a new stop within the
site are therefore necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms, and are directly related. They are also fairly and reasonably related in
scale and kind to the size and scale of development proposed.

89. Core Strategy Policy NW22 also states that planning obligations will be used to
secure four key priorities, one of which is the provision of training and up-
skilling opportunities. The inclusion of a contribution in the Section 106
Agreement towards a programme of careers advice and engagement aimed at
people not in education, employment or training is therefore necessary to make
the development acceptable in planning terms. It is also directly related to the
development proposed and is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.

90. In terms of the Unilateral Undertaking landscaping to the east is necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms by maintaining separation
to Birch Coppice. The promotion of localised training opportunities is also
necessary in accordance with Core Strategy Policy NW22, and to mitigate the
effects of building work on local residents' living conditions adhering to a
considerate constructors' scheme is required. Moreover, all the provisions are
directly related, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.
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91. In summary therefore, the provisions in both the Section 106 Agreement and
Unilateral Undertaking meet the requirements of the CIL Regulations, and I
have taken them into account in reaching my decision.

Conclusion and Balancing Exercise

92. The proposal conflicts with Core Strategy Policy NW2 which limits development
outside Category 1-4 settlements. It is also contrary to Core Strategy Policy
NW9 which directs employment uses to settlements appropriate to their size
and position in the hierarchy, and would result in the loss of an area of best
and most versatile agricultural land.

93. However, the Framework confirms that decisions must be taken in accordance
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
In this case there are several material considerations which justify departing
from Core Strategy Policies NW2 and NW19.

94. Firstly, new evidence has emerged since adoption of the Core Strategy which
points to a need for additional employment land. Although it is suggested that
there are other, more suitable sites available to meet this need, consultation on
the draft allocations is still on-going. Moreover, the emerging plan does not
intend to meet wider than local needs for large sites, and neighbouring
Tamworth has a requirement of 14ha which it cannot provide. This was
identified after planning permission was granted at Centurion Park and the MoU
has not been signed, with Lichfield District Council only committing to
investigate providing their 'share'.

95. In resolving to support the approval of planning permission for new
development in the Green Belt at Hams Hall the Council described the latest
evidence concerning employment land as up-to-date, relevant and carrying
significant weight. This need exists now and is described by the local Chamber
of Commerce as 'particularly acute'. Situated close to Tamworth and the
Birmingham Intermodal Freight Terminal (BIFT) the appeal scheme would be
ideally placed to make a significant contribution to meeting this need, and the
indicative mix of building sizes would offer employment space for a range of
local and regional operators.

96. Secondly, the principal reason why the appeal site has not been included as an
option to help meet this need is due to its location within a strategic gap
separating Polesworth and Dordon from Tamworth. However, in response to
the Council's concerns the appellant has provided a qualitative and quantitative
assessment on the effect of development within this gap, in addition to a LVIA
submitted as part of an Environmental Statement.

97. Based on the evidence provided Iagree that the retention of the farmland to
the north of the A5 is critical, and by reason of its topography and open
character this area of land would continue to provide a meaningful gap
between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth. Because Dordon is a town
characterised by twentieth century housing and is located on higher land
predominantly to the north of the A5, subject to an appropriate design at the
reserved matters stage its separate identity would also be respected. As a
result, there is no conflict with Core Strategy Policy NW19, which is the only
adopted development plan policy relating to the 'gap'.
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98. Thirdly, paragraphs 18 and 19 of the Framework confirm that the Government
is committed to securing economic growth in order to create jobs and
prosperity, and ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to
support sustainable economic growth. With this in mind the proposal would
generate between roughly 1,170 and approximately 1,550 FTE jobs, with
around 290 temporary roles provided in the construction process. These jobs
would be created in an area where within 5km of the appeal site 9 Lower Super
Output Areas are ranked in the lowest 20% nationally against the Index of
Multiple Deprivation. Additional jobs would also be created as a result of the
positive knock-on effect from the proposal, estimated to peak at around 1,650.
In total the net impact on the local economy would be in the region of £70m-
£90m, and the socio-economic benefits of the scheme would be substantial.

99. When considered against the Framework taken as a whole the proposal would
therefore resonate with the principles of sustainable development. It would
contribute towards building a strong, responsive and competitive economy
whilst supporting growth and innovation in an area where demand is high.
Although there would be some loss of countryside that separates Polesworth
and Dordon from Tamworth, the evidence provided demonstrates how the
scheme has taken account of the different roles and character of the different
areas, and would maintain a meaningful gap between the two towns. In
environmental terms it would also be consistent with one of the Framework's
Core Planning Principles which seeks to ensure that planning actively manages
patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking
and cycling, and focuses significant development in locations which are or can
be made sustainable.

100. When taking all these factors into account Iconsider that the other material
considerations are of such significance that they warrant a decision not in
accordance with Core Strategy Policies NW2 and NW9. The proposal would
represent a sustainable form of development as defined by the Framework, and
combined the benefits of allowing the appeal would be substantial. Based on
the evidence provided in this particular case these factors justify granting
planning permission.

Overall Conclusion and Conditions

101. For the reasons given above, and having had regard to all other matters
raised, Iconclude that the appeal should be allowed.

102. In order to define the permission, and because the application was
submitted in outline it is necessary to list the reserved matters for which
approval must be sought, and define any relevant phases. Considering the
scale of the development, and the fact that the design of individual plots may
progress at different rates, Iagree that it is necessary to require submission of
the first reserved matters within 2 years, and all reserved matters within 5
years. A condition is also required to ensure that development takes place
within 3 years of the approval of the final reserved matters.

103. To ensure that the development is carried out as approved it is necessary to
list the relevant plans. However, this is only necessary in relation to the access
as the remaining details are indicative. In the interests of highway safety, and
because there are other openings along Trinity Road a condition is also
required to specify that access for motor vehicle must only be taken from the
locations identified on plan Ref 1148-12/H.
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104. In the interests of highway safety and the efficient operation of the highway
network conditions are necessary to restrict the total amount of floorspace
permitted as part of the final design, and the amount of floorspace in Use
Classes Bl(c) and B2 (industrial processes). To define the permission it is also
necessary to refer to the parameters plan for subsequent reserved matters
submissions to follow.

105. The interests of preserving any potential archaeological remains necessitate
a condition requiring the submission, approval and implementation of a written
scheme of investigation (WSI), and any fieldwork as necessary. As discussed
at the Inquiry, in order to be precise Ihave amended the proposed wording to
require the WSI to be submitted and approved in writing prior to the
commencement of development. To avoid any uncertainty it is also necessary
to refer to fieldwork 'as required', and specify that the written report is
submitted in accordance with the agreed programme.

106. The same reasons also necessitate a condition requiring the approval of a
mitigation strategy as required. Given the nature of buried remains the written
scheme of investigation and mitigation strategy would both be required prior to
the commencement of development. Ensuring that the investigations and
mitigation strategies are adequately completed, along with any post-excavation
analysis also necessitates the imposition of condition no.11.

107. Although the parties suggest that a condition is required to restrict work
starting until details of landscaping, boundary treatments and drainage along
the M42 and A5 frontages are approved, landscaping is a reserved matter.
Issues relating to drainage are also addressed by proposed condition no.26.

108. To protect the living conditions of neighbouring residents and in the interests
of highway safety a construction management plan is required. However, as
discussed at the Inquiry protecting features of 'ecological interest' is unclear
and is unnecessary given the need to adhere to mitigation measures referred
to in Condition 16. Defining 'extraneous material' is also imprecise and Ihave
therefore reworded the condition to require the construction management plan
to include wheel washing facilities. This is more precise and allows the local
planning authority to ensure that appropriate practices are still put in place.

109. In the in interests of the character and appearance of the site and
surrounding area a condition is required relating to the approval of site levels.
To be more precise Ihave reworded the suggested condition by referring to the
finished floor levels of the proposed buildings, and not just 'ground levels'. For
the same reasons a condition relating to the approval of external lighting is
also necessary. Given that site levels and lighting are directly related to the
construction of buildings, roads and public areas their approval is required
before any development starts on site.

110. The interests of protecting biodiversity and ecology require the approval and
implementation of a Habitat Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan and
Programme. In order to provide adequate drainage and reduce the risk of
flooding the approval of details relating to foul and surface water management
are also necessary, along with their implementation. Because both
requirements relate to the construction of the development their approval is
necessary prior to the commencement of development.
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111. For reasons of highway safety and providing adequate access it is necessary
to ensure that the proposed signalised junction, Non-Motorised User Link
connection, pedestrian and cycle paths, and means of accessing individual plots
are provided prior to the occupation of the development. The interests of
promoting more sustainable modes of transport also require approval of a
travel plan. However, in the absence of any details relating to the current
'Highway Authority specifications' Ihave reworded proposed condition no.12 to
require the details to be first submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. This is more precise and still allows for relevant standards
to be met. Ihave also reworded proposed condition no.20 to remove the
ability to amend the proposed link through submission of subsequent designs,
which would not have been subject to the same consultation as the details
accompanying the appeal scheme.

112. In the interests of the living conditions of neighbouring residents it is
necessary to restrict the use of external sound amplification equipment unless
the details have been first submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority.

113. In the interests of the character and appearance of the site and surrounding
area it is necessary to ensure that all landscaped areas are appropriately
managed. For the same reasons a condition is required to ensure that any
trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years from completion of the
development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall
be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species
unless otherwise approved in writing by the local planning authority. This
flexibility allows for other suitable alternative species to be used in the event
that one fails.

114. Condition no.26 is necessary in the interests preventing the spread of
unexpected contamination during construction. In order to be more effective,
precise and enforceable Ihave reworded the suggested condition by requiring
the suspension of development on the part of the site affected, and, specifying
that remediation and verification schemes are carried out before the
development or relevant phase of development is resumed or continued.

115. Finally, in the interests of safety a condition is required to ensure that
adequate facilities for fire fighting are made available, although Ifind no
reasons why the details should be provided prior to the commencement of
development. Ihave therefore reworded the suggested condition by requiring
water supplies and fire hydrants for fire fighting purposes to be in place for
each phase prior to first occupation.

Matthew (BirÿinsHaw

INSPECTOR
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Isabella Tafur of Counsel
She called Dorothy Barratt BA(Hons), DUPI, MRTPI

Forward Planning & Economic Strategy Manager,
North Warwickshire Borough Council

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Paul G Tucker of
Queen's Counsel

He called Andrew Williams BA(Hons), DipLA, DipUD, CMLI
Director, Define
Peter Leaver BA MRICS
Director, JLL
Robert Barnes MA BA(Hons) MRTPI
Director, Planning Prospects Ltd.

INTERESTED PERSONS:

Mr Pritchard Local Resident

INQUIRY DOCUMENTS

ID1 Representation from Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce
ID2 Plan of Manor Park, Coleshill, Warwickshire
ID3 Representation to planning application PAP/2016/0399 on behalf of

St Modwen Developments Ltd
ID4 Plan Ref CT-06-133 - Proposed HS2 route at Coleshill Manor Office Campus
ID5 Plan Title - Coleshill Manor Consent - Impact by HS2
ID6 Plan Title - Additional Area owned by IM and unaffected by HS2
ID7 GL Hearn's Rebuttal Note to 'Note on GL Hearn Addendum Report to 2013

ELR' by Regeneris, September 2016
ID8 Statement of Common Ground concerning Figures for Employment Land

Need and Supply
ID9 Opening Submissions on behalf of the Appellant
ID10 Opening Statement on behalf of North Warwickshire Borough Council
ID11 Aerial Photographs of the M42 Junction 10 and area around Dordon
ID12 Unsigned Memorandum of Understanding relating to the delivery of housing and

and Employment arising from Tamworth Borough Council
ID13 Unsigned Memorandum of Understanding relating to the delivery of a

Proportion of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater
Birmingham & Black Country Housing Market Area in Birmingham City
Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council

ID14 Letter from Jeff Brown regarding Rush Lane, Dosthill, dated 19 March 2013
ID15 Undated email from Nick Ireland, GL Hearn
ID16 Site Visit Itinerary
ID17 Response to Rebuttal Note, Regeneris
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ID18 Media Release
ID19 Signed Memorandum of Understanding relating to the delivery of a

Proportion of the projected unmet housing need arising from the Greater
Birmingham & Black Country Housing Market Area in Birmingham City
Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council

ID20 Email from Patrick Jervis, Lichfield District Council
ID21 Letter from Brandon Lewis MP, dated 18 March 2015
ID22 Allotment disposal guidance: Safeguards and alternatives, DCLG,

January 2014
ID23 Meeting Minutes and email correspondence between Tamworth Borough

Council, North Warwickshire Borough Council and Lichfield District Council
ID24 Letter and enclosures on behalf of Hodgetts Estates, dated 21 September

2016
ID25 Composite plan showing land in IM ownership around Coleshill Manor
ID26 Email from Peter Leaver to Dorothy Barratt concerning the supply of

employment land
ID27 Signed and dated Section 106 Agreement
ID28 Signed and dated Unilateral Undertaking
ID29 Closing Submissions on behalf of North Warwickshire Borough Council
ID30 List of Abbreviations
ID31 Closing Submissions on behalf of the Appellant
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Conditions Schedule

General Conditions

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale (hereinafter
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority before any development takes
place and the development shall be carried out as approved.

2) If the development hereby permitted is to be constructed in more than
one phase, details of the proposed phases of construction shall be
submitted to the local planning authority for approval prior to, or at the
same time as the first application for approval of the reserved matters.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
phasing details, or such other phasing details as shall subsequently be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.

3) The first application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to
the local planning authority not later than 2 years from the date of this
permission. All applications for approval of the reserved matters shall be
made to the local planning authority not later than 5 years from the date
of this permission.

4) The development hereby permitted shall take place not later than 3 years
from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be
approved.

5) Insofar as it relates to the access, the development hereby permitted
shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans:
Ref DE128A/007, 1148-12/H and 1148-13/A.

6) Access for motor vehicles to the development hereby permitted from the
public highway on Trinity Road shall not be made other than at the
positions identified on approved drawing Ref 1148-12/H.

7) The development hereby permitted shall provide no more than 80,000m2
of floorspace (GIA) for use within Use Class Bl(c), Use Class B2 or Use
Class B8 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (as
amended).

8) No more than 20,000m2 of floorspace (GIA) within the development
hereby permitted shall be used for uses falling within Use Class B1 (c) or
Use Class B2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (as
amended).

9) The reserved matters shall be designed within the parameters contained
in plan Ref DE128A_006.

Pre-Commencement Conditions

10) No development shall take place until a Written Scheme of Investigation
(WSI) for a programme of archaeological evaluative work across the site,
including phasing where appropriate, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The programme of
archaeological evaluative work and any associated post-excavation
analysis, report production and archive deposition detailed within the
approved WSI shall be carried out as required in accordance with a
programme specified in the WSI. A written report with details of the
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results of the fieldwork undertaken shall also be submitted to the local
planning authority in accordance with the agreed programme. The
findings from the archaeological evaluative work shall inform each
reserved matters submission.

11) Where necessary, and as informed by the archaeological evaluative work
undertaken in the WSI, no development shall take place until an
Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS) has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. This shall detail the
strategy devised, including phasing where appropriate, to mitigate the
archaeological impact of the proposed development; either through
further archaeological fieldwork, for which a further WSI may be
required, and/or through the preservation in situ of any archaeological
deposits. The AMS shall inform each reserved matters submission.

12) No development within any phase shall take place until the fieldwork
relevant to that phase detailed in the WSI and AMS has been completed
in accordance with the programme(s) specified therein. Any post-
excavation analysis, publication of results and archive deposition shall be
undertaken in accordance with the approved WSI and AMS.

13) No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until
a Construction Environmental Management Plan has been submitted to,
and approved in writing by the local planning authority for the relevant
phase. The Plan shall provide for:
i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors;
ii) the routing for vehicles accessing the site associated with the

construction of the development and signage to identify the route;
iii) the manoeuvring of vehicles within the site;
iv) loading and unloading of plant and materials used in constructing

the development, including top soil;
v) the location of site compounds;
vi) storage of plant and materials;
vii) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including

decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate;

viii) wheel washing facilities;
ix) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during

construction;
x) measures to control and mitigate disturbance from noise;
xi) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from

construction works;
xii) any on-site lighting as required during construction; and
xiii) measures to protect existing trees and hedgerows proposed for

retention;
xiv) delivery, demolition and construction working hours; and
xv) means by which the terms will be monitored, details of a contact

person and the procedure for reporting and resolving complaints.

The approved Plan shall be adhered to throughout the construction period
of the development.

23



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appeal Decision APP/R3705/W/15/3136495

No development within any phase shall take place until full details of the
finished levels, above ordnance datum, of the ground floor(s) of the
proposed building(s), in relation to existing ground levels have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved levels.

No development within any phase shall take place until details of all
external lighting relevant to that phase has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The lighting shall be
installed, operated and maintained in accordance with the approved
details.

No development within any phase shall take place until a Habitat
Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan and Programme for that
phase has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. This should be informed by the mitigation measures
set out in Chapter 9 ("Ecology and Nature Conservation") of the
Environmental Statement (Ref 23809/A5/ES2014, dated December 2014)
submitted with the planning application. The approved Plan shall be
implemented in full in accordance with the approved Programme.

No development within any phase shall take place until drainage plans for
the disposal of surface water and foul sewage for that phase have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
plans shall incorporate principles of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
(SUDS) and include details of surface water run-off attenuation measures
and management. The plans shall be implemented as approved before
the relevant phase of development is first brought into use.

Pre-Occupation Conditions

18) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until
the proposed signalised junction shown on plan Ref 1148-12/H has been
constructed in accordance with details first submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority.

19) No phase of the development hereby permitted to the east of Trinity
Road shall be occupied until the proposed Non-Motorised User Link
connection from the site to the A5 trunk road has been constructed in
accordance with details first submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority in consultation with the highway authority for the
strategic road network. The detailed design shall be based on submitted
plan Ref 1148-20 Revision C. Thereafter it shall be retained in its
approved form.

20) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until
the pedestrian and cycleway works shown on plan Ref 1148-13/A and
1148-12/H have been constructed in accordance with details first
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.

21) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until
the roads serving that phase, including footways, private drives, means
of accessing plots, car parking and manoeuvring areas have been laid out
and substantially constructed in accordance with details first submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Areas for the
parking and manoeuvring of vehicles shall be retained for their intended
use at all times thereafter.

14)

15)

16)

17)
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22) None of the buildings hereby permitted shall be occupied until a
Sustainable Travel Plan (STP) relevant to the occupier of that building has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The STP shall be based on the Framework Travel Plan (Phil
Jones Associates, Project Code 1148, dated December 2014). The STP
shall then be implemented as approved.

23) No external sound amplification equipment shall be installed as part of
the development hereby permitted unless in accordance with details first
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.

24) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a
Landscape and Open Space Management Plan for that phase, including
long-term design objectives, management responsibilities and
maintenance schedules for all landscaped and open space areas, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The Plan shall include details of the mechanisms to secure its
implementation and shall be carried out as approved.

25) All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of
landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with a programme first
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Any
trees or plants which within a period of 5 years from the completion of
the development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or
diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of
similar size and species unless otherwise approved in writing by the local
planning authority.

26) Any contamination that is found during the course of construction of the
approved development that was not previously identified shall be
reported immediately to the local planning authority. Development on
the part of the site affected shall be suspended and a risk assessment
carried out and submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. Where unacceptable risks are found remediation and
verification schemes shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. These approved schemes shall be carried out
before the development or relevant phase of development is resumed or
continued.

27) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until
adequate water supplies and fire hydrants necessary for fire fighting
purposes relevant to each phase have been provided in accordance with
details first submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority.
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