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should be respected and mass development merging it with the next village 
should be avoided. 
 

The infrastructure in the villages cannot support such a large increase in 
population. The councils' Local Infrastructure Plan does not propose any 
plans which will improve the infrastructure of the Villages or surrounding 
areas to sufficiently cope with thousands of more people and cars. 
 

The local secondary school is already oversubscribed and would need 
hundreds of spaces to be added before the new houses are completed. Not 
just pupil places but classrooms, resources such as gym equipment, science 
labs, increased catering facilities, improved access to ease the traffic 
pressures and parking on the road the school is located on. Where is the plan 
for this or the funding to extend the secondary school? This must happen 
before mass development takes place so the education of local children and 
children moving to the area is not hindered by the thousands of houses 
scheduled to be built.  
 

Health care facilities are already stretched, with local people finding it 
difficult to see GPs or register with dentists. The local midwife was moved 
out of Dordon surgery as there was no space for her, ironically she was 
moved to the fantastic children's centre which is scheduled to close down. 
Where will the extra GPs, nurses  and staff be located? It is simply not good 
enough for the council to defer these decisions when they are putting the 
local plan out for consultation. Local people should be told if, when and 
how these facilities will be improved.  
 

Road infrastructure will be overwhelmed by the large amount of cars put on 
local roads by over 3,000 houses being built in the local area. The A5 has 
seen significant development at Birch Coppice with large amount of lorries 
using the route. The A5 is the main route for the local area with people 
using it to reach Tamworth, the M42 or travel to Atherstone or Nuneaton. 
Adding thousands of cars to the A5, which in many places is single carriage 
way, will create chaos, pollution and will effect the economy of local 
businesses due to the congestion this will create.  
 

Bridges in the local area are narrow and cannot cope with increased traffic 
as any vehicle bigger than a small car has to straddle both lanes when using 
the bridge. Market square on the B5000 which runs through Polesworth 
regularly is congested and the junction is dangerous. Any increase in traffic 
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using this route will make this junction into an accident black spot.  This 
must be improved if so many houses are to be built. The village also floods 
regularly and the B5000 becomes impassable how will building over such a 
large area of green space impact on flooding in the local area has the 
necessary impact of the building and HS2 been assessed.  
 
 

Coleshill and Atherstone have benefitted from improved rail access, while 
Polesworth station has been reduced to having one train a day. Why isn't 
more housing development planned for areas with better public transport 
facilities. Polesworth has no guarantees that any kind of station upgrade or 
improvement will happen, yet a station at Kingsbury , which will see very 
little housing development, has been costed as part of the infrastructure 
development plan. Resources appear to be aimed at areas which will see 
small scale development, while Polesworth and Dordon which will have the 
burden of the most development have practically no infrastructure 
development in the Infrastructure Plan.  
 

Shopping, entertainment and leisure facilities are also sorely lacking in 
Polesworth. Atherstone and Coleshill both have supermarkets whereas 
Polesworth only has small village shops. People will have to use their cars 
to travel to shopping, entertainment facilities elsewhere. Pooley country 
park will be destroyed by HS2 with the visitors centre due to knocked down 
this combat nee with mass housing development will  limit people's green 
space.  
 

Several issues with new build estates should be addressed if the Local Plan 
goes ahead. The start of the new distributor road on the Taylor Wimpey 
Estate is poorly planned as the road is too narrow, houses are being 
constructed with direct access onto the road and the lack of parking on the 
estate is also resulting in many people parking on the distributor road. This 
is and will result in congestion on the distributor road, which I believe is 
eventually meant to be the main link between Polesworth's B5000 and the 
A5. Will the council ensure that developers provide adequate drive way 
parking and visitor parking for the new houses, built further along the 
development to prevent the distributor road being congested.  Can planning 
ensure houses do not have driveway parking which will result in cars 
reversing directly onto the distributor road causing traffic hazards and 







Green Spaces 

As Dordon is flanked on one side by a large Industrial Estate and on another by 

land reserved for HS2, the land and woods to the east of the village are very 

precious to local people. Although the plan will preserve about 60 ha of green 

space, it will quickly become barren as the wildlife including several Buzzard 

pairs will lose their hunting grounds and will be unable to live in Dordon. Also, 

the green spaces are part of our history as they have the remains of our 

industrial heritage on them. Some of the hedges and land boundaries are 500 

years old. 

I understand that 6 nature reserves were planned in 2008 and none have been 

established yet, I think this makes our green space very vulnerable. 

Dordon as a Market Town 

Although the Council have labelled us as a market town with Polesworth, as far 

as residents of the two villages are concerned this is not the case. We have 

separate Parish Councils, Churches etc. 

Dordon has a separate history from Polesworth and a unique heritage.  

It is noticeable most of the houses will be built in Dordon as our population is 

at present 3200, it will be tripled destroying our village character. 

Advantages 

I far as I can ascertain, the present residents of Dordon will have nothing to 

gain from this proposed development. It will increase traffic, noise and air 

pollution, pressure on our health and education services and destroy vast 

amounts of our countryside. The affordable houses built will not necessarily go 

to people from Dordon. I find it highly unlikely that the schools, shops and 

health centre will be built until hundreds of houses have been erected causing 

chaos and misery to local residents. 

A New Settlement 

As North Warwick has committed to building 9,000 new houses it would make 

far more sense to create a new settlement on a suitable site e.g. land at 

Curdworth. Also why do two thirds of the proposed houses have to be in such 
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fla:  

 

fla sel:  

 

Product: NHS Property Services  

 

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

 

Do you support or object the above: Object 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the Draft Submission 
Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the Council’s Duty to Co-operate. 
Please be as precise as possible.: Policy LP23 (Loss of Services and Facilities) restricts the loss or change 
of use of existing 'community facilities'.  
 
Whilst Paragraph 70 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 and Paragraph 93 of the 
Draft NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should ‘guard against the unnecessary loss of valued 
facilities and services’, the overarching objective of this same paragraph is to ensure the delivery of 
facilities and services for the community.  
 
It is prudent to note that this policy wording is also fully retained in paragraph 93c of the Draft NPPF 
consultation document (2018), The Draft NPPF further which under paragraph 93b also states that 
“planning policies and decisions should... take into account and support the delivery of local strategies to 
improve health, social and cultural wellbeing for all sections of the community” planning policies should 
support the delivery of strategies to improve health, social and cultural wellbeing for all sections of the 
community.  
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Policies aimed at preventing the loss or change of use of community facilities and assets, where healthcare 
is included within this definition, can have a harmful impact on the NHS’s ability to ensure the delivery of 
facilities and services for the community. Where such policies are overly restrictive, the disposal of 
unneeded and unsuitable healthcare facilities for best value can be prevented or delayed. This has a direct 
impact on the provision and quality of healthcare facilities and services, as it can prevent or delay the 
reinvestment of capital in modern and fit-for-purpose facilities and require ongoing revenue to be spent on 
maintaining inefficient parts of the estate. Furthermore, most surplus healthcare facilities are purpose built 
and at the end of their useful lives, and thus highly unlikely to be viable or suitable for other uses. 
 
It is important to note that there are separate, rigorous testing and approval processes employed by NHS 
commissioners to identify unneeded and unsuitable healthcare facilities. These must be satisfied prior to any 
property being declared surplus and put up for disposal. 
 
An essential element of supporting the wider transformation of NHS services and the health estate is to 
ensure that surplus and vacant NHS sites are not strategically constrained by local planning policies, 
particularly for providing alternative uses (principally housing). 
 
Much surplus NHS property is outdated and no longer suitable for modern healthcare or other C2 or D1 
uses without significant investment. Where NHS commissioners can demonstrate that healthcare facilities 
are no longer required for the provision of services, there should be a presumption that such sites are 
suitable for housing (or other appropriate uses), and should not be subject to restrictive policies or periods of 
marketing. 

 

Within this section, please specify any modifications that you consider necessary to ensure that the 
Draft Submission Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and in accordance with the Council’s Duty to 
Co-operate. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any 
policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: The Local Plan can be made sound through the inclusion 
of an additional supporting paragraph. 
The additional paragraph should clarify that: 
 
The loss or change of use of existing community facilities will be acceptable if it is shown that the disposal 
of assets is part of a wider estate reorganisation programme to ensure the continued delivery of public 
services and related infrastructure, such as those being undertaken by the NHS. Evidence of such a 
programme will be accepted as a clear demonstration that the facility under consideration is neither viable 
nor needed and that adequate facilities are or will be made available to meet the ongoing needs of the local 
population. In such cases no marketing will be required. 
 
These changes would directly address the soundness issues outline above; they would ensure that the NHS 
is able to effectively manage its estate, disposing of unneeded and unsuitable properties where necessary, to 
enable healthcare needs to be met. 

 

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

 

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

 
 
Table 1 
Table 2 

 
 
 

Policy 
reference 
number 

LP6 
LP8 
LP12 
LP13 
LP40  

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 X 

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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 
X 



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
 
 
 

 
 
Table 1/ Table 2 
 
Objection is made to Table I Table 2 and Policy LP6.  There is no clear explanation of why The Council is 
to make provision for housing needs that emanate from Tamworth and from the wider HMA and how these 
figures have been arrived at. The work on the distribution of the housing within the Birmingham HMA is 
not finalised and there is no clear breakdown or agreement as to how and where the Birmingham numbers 
should be distributed to. 
It is not accepted that Tamworth cannot deal with its own housing requirement or indeed its share of any 
requirement emanating from Birmingham 
 
Policy LP6 is unclear as to the overall housing requirement that is to be delivered in the Plan period, and it 
is vague to say that there is an aspiration to deliver a further 3790 dwellings. This makes the plan unclear 
and unsound 
 
LP8 
We object to the windfall allowance. The Plan in unconvincing that 60 dwellings per year will be delivered 
from windfall sites, given the restrictive policies that are applied. 
 
 
LP13  
 
We object to this Policy, the policy as drafted indicates that the reuse of rural buildings for housing is based 
on a sequential approach and that residential re use is the last resort. 
This is not in line with the NPPF paragraph 55 and the National Policy Guidance on the re use of rural 
buildings and indeed the reuse of buildings in the green belt 
The Policy should be redrafted to ensure that the re use of rural buildings for housing is acceptable subject 
to normal development control criterion. The Policy is out of step with National Planning Policy, the recent 
alterations to the GDPO and the overall planning objective to boost the supply of housing. 
 
 
 
Employment  
 
LP12  
And LP 40  
We object to the Inset depicting the Development Boundary for the employment proposals at Hams Hall. 
The allocation of the single site within Hams Hall is an insufficient  response to  the requirement for 
employment land in the locality of the M42 belt/east of Birmingham which is an optimum location for 
major new employment and has been identified as such in the recent employment land studies. 
There should be additional allocations in the M42 belt/east of Birmingham made in the plan to cater for the 
identified requirement for major new employment sites.  
 
 




















































































