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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 

x 
Policy 

reference 
number 

x 
Site 

Allocations 
x 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 
x 

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  

 
 

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 

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

Framework (March 2012).   
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2.7  Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible. 

 
 
 

Please see accompanying representation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

              
 
 
Please see accompanying representation 
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

 

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

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

Yes X No 
 

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

              
Richborough Estates considers that attendance at the hearing sessions is necessary due to the 
substantive nature and quantum of objections raised throughout the submitted representations, which 
relate to almost all aspects of the draft Local Plan.  

 
 
 

 
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  Date 16 March 2018 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This Executive Summary has been prepared by Killian Garvey, barrister at Kings 

Chambers, in respect of Richborough Estates’ representations to the draft 

Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan. It sets out a number of key propositions 

that are fully considered within these representations. 

Introduction 

1.2 Richborough Estates is promoting the following sites within Coleshill: 

• Land East of Packington Lane 

• Land West of Packington Lane 

• Land North of Blythe Road 

• Land South of Blythe Road 

1.3 Separate representations have been prepared in respect of Richborough Estates’ 

land interests in Water Orton and Warton.   

1.4 This representation addresses the following key propositions: 

i. Proposition 1: The Local Plan provides insufficient market and affordable 

housing in Coleshill; 

ii. Proposition 2: The Local Plan settlement strategy would cause unsustainable 

patterns of growth; 

iii. Proposition 3: The Local Plan Settlement Strategy is unsound; 

iv. Proposition 4: Exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of Green 

Belt Land;  

v. Proposition 5: The sites proposed by Richborough Estates are sustainable 

and thus allocations in the Local Plan are justified in respect to them; and 

vi. Proposition 6: In the alternative, if it is not accepted that the promoted sites 

should be allocated for development, they ought to be allocated as 

safeguarded land. 
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Proposition 1: The Local Plan provides insufficient market and affordable 

housing in Coleshill 

1.5 The intention of the Local Plan is to steer most development to the Main Towns and 

then in a cascade in other settlements1. Coleshill is recognised as a Category 1 

Market Town in the Local Plan, due to its range of services and facilities2. Moreover, 

owing to its geographical location adjacent to both Solihull and Birmingham, it has 

an important function in assisting in meeting the unmet needs of Birmingham and 

for providing a location for commuters to travel to the city sustainably, with train 

stations located in both settlements. 

1.6 However, despite Coleshill’s sustainability credentials, the Local Plan only proposes 

95 dwellings at this Category 1 Market Town. By comparison, the Local Plan 

proposes the following: 1,859 dwellings in Atherstone & Mancetter (Category 1 

Market Town); 2,071 in Polesworth & Dordon (Category 1 Market Town); the 

allocation of 850 dwellings in Hartshill/Ansley Common (a Category 3 Local Service 

Centre) is at a rate of nine times greater than Coleshill.  

1.7 As to the proposed allocations in Coleshill, to achieve this limited provision of 

housing, Richborough Estates submits that the proposed allocations are not 

deliverable, being that: 

i. the former police station has recently been the subject of detailed 

planning permission3 for a 91 bedspace care home, meaning the 25 

dwellings allocated at the site is unlikely to ever to come to fruition; 

ii. the 30 dwellings allocated adjacent to Memorial Park are potentially not 

deliverable in light of significant access concerns. 

1.8 This limited provision of housing in Coleshill must be seen against the backdrop of 

there being significant need for market and affordable housing in Coleshill across 

the plan period. 

1.9 The evidence produced by Barton Willmore demonstrates that Coleshill requires a 

minimum level of growth of 453 dwellings to the end of the plan period (i.e. 358 

dwellings greater than the allocation). Furthermore, the evidence from Tetlow King 

Planning also illustrates that there is a significant need for affordable housing across 

                                           
1 Draft LP (Nov 2017) para 7.3 page 23 
2 Draft LP (Nov 2017) para 7.6 page 24 
3 LPA Reference: PAP/2016/0249 
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the Borough and specifically in Coleshill, which will not be remedied through the 

Local Plan allocation of 95 dwellings.  

1.10 The reason for the limited provision of growth in Coleshill is simple: the Green Belt 

wraps around the settlement. Indeed, it is specifically acknowledged in the Local 

Plan that the Green Belt prevents further development in Coleshill4.  

1.11 It can be seen, therefore, that the Local Plan fails to provide sufficient housing in 

Coleshill. This is owing to there being insufficient land available without the release 

of Green Belt land. 

Proposition 2: The Local Plan settlement strategy would cause 

unsustainable patterns of growth 

1.12 The Local Plan settlement strategy primarily directs growth to the north east of the 

Borough, with only a small number of dwellings being proposed to the south west 

of the Borough.  

1.13 This imbalance in the concentration in employment and residential growth will lead 

to unnecessary increases in travel to work distances, as demonstrated by the travel 

analysis technical note produced by PTB. Indeed, owing to the existing and 

consented employment availability in Coleshill, compared with the limited 

availability of housing, inevitably this will create an unsustainable solution whereby 

the working population of Coleshill will be forced to commute from other areas of 

the Borough or from outside the Borough. 

1.14 This greater impact on travel will also, in turn, have a negative effect on air quality. 

This is of particular concern considering the proximity to Birmingham (which is an 

Air Quality Management Area) and in light of the Government’s focus on delivering 

cleaner air in the shortest time possible5.  

1.15 Furthermore, the lack of development in Coleshill will compromise its future 

economic and community growth, having regard for the social and economic roles 

of sustainability. Indeed, being that Coleshill will be deprived of the necessary 

growth to boost the local economy and the significant social benefits associated 

with the provision of further housing, its status as a Category 1 settlement will be 

                                           
4 Draft LP (Nov 2017) para 7.6 page 24 
5 Per the Department for Environment Food and Rural Affair paper entitled, ‘UK Plan for Tackling 
Roadside Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations’ (July 2017).  
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compromised. In effect, the Council would be seeking to sterilise any further growth 

(economically, socially or otherwise) in Coleshill for the duration of the plan period.  

Proposition 3: The Local Plan Settlement Strategy is unsound 

1.16 The NPPF directs local authorities to only release Green Belt in exceptional 

circumstances (NPPF 83). However, this does not mandate that Green Belt land 

should never be released. Indeed, it has been recognised through case law that 

patterns of growth and travel increases (for example) are ‘clearly relevant’ to 

reviewing Green Belt boundaries6.  

1.17 In reality, what is clear is that the guiding light underpinning the Local Plan has 

been to avoid the release of Green Belt land. This is reflected in the Submission 

Local Plan at paragraph 7.4 as follows: 

“In the Core Strategy this approach was widened to consider the holistic 

development of services and facilities to help maintain and enhance 

thriving communities. The constant aim is to provide these in the most 

sustainable way, without it stimulating pressure on the countryside, in 

particular, the Green Belt to make suitable provision for development 

necessary to sustain rural communities, by focussing rural housing 

development and supporting facilities on a network of Local Service 

Centres, but with limited development provision in other smaller 

settlements, identified with a development boundary on the Proposals 

Map.”  

1.18 Indeed, the dogged adherence to retaining Green Belt land (save for with the 

limited exception in respect to the Langley SUE and relocated school site at Water 

Orton) has resulted in an unsustainable and incongruous pattern of growth across 

the Borough, which has deprived required growth in key settlements (such as 

Coleshill).  

Proposition 4: Exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of 

Green Belt Land 

1.19 The release of Green Belt land in the circumstances outlined above is entirely logical 

and necessary. Indeed, a number of recent Examination Inspector reports (e.g. the 

Warwick Local Plan September 2017, the Cheshire East Local Plan July 2017; the 

                                           
6 IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin) per Patterson J 

paragraph 98 
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Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy February 2015) have recognised the exact 

point being highlighted within Richborough Estates’ submissions – namely that the 

release of Green Belt land is justified to ensure the distribution of growth in a 

sustainable manner and to satisfy local needs. 

1.20 That is to say nothing of the neighbouring authorities surrounding North 

Warwickshire, where there is a consensus that the release of Green Belt land is 

required to secure sustainable patterns of growth. For example, this is illustrated 

through the ‘Black Country Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper’, relating to 

Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall Council and the City of Wolverhampton Council. 

1.21 Indeed, the Council also recognise that there is a need for the release of Green Belt 

land, demonstrated by the limited releases referred to above. However, that limited 

release of Green Belt land is insufficient. 

1.22 Accordingly, the exceptional circumstances that warrant the further release of 

Green Belt land are: 

i. It would allow for the necessary growth in Coleshill in respect to market and 

affordable housing; 

ii. It would provide an opportunity to redress the current settlement strategy, 

which promotes unsustainable patterns of growth; 

iii. The only realistic means of achieving further growth in Coleshill is through 

the release of Green Belt land. Being that national policy directs that this 

should only be done through local plan reviews, the Council is, in effect, 

seeking to prevent any further development in Coleshill until 2033. This 

would effectively sterilise any further development at these settlements and 

prevent any further economic growth, meaning that Coleshill’s status as 

Category 1 settlement will be significantly compromised; 

iv. The retention of Green Belt would lead to unsustainable modes of transport, 

by directing growth to unsustainable locations that would unnecessarily 

increase trip generation and also have an adverse impact upon air quality; 
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v. 60% of North Warwickshire is within the Green Belt7.  It follows, therefore, 

that the opportunities for growth are significantly restricted by this provision 

of Green Belt. 

Proposition 5: The sites proposed by Richborough Estates are sustainable 

and thus allocations in the Local Plan are justified in respect to them 

1.23 Each of the sites promoted by Richborough Estates have different land use impacts 

and benefits. Accordingly, the representations produced by Richborough Estates 

provide a robust and comprehensive analysis of each promoted site. It is submitted 

that all of the sites represent sustainable forms of development. Their allocations 

would assist with rectifying the issues with the settlement strategy as addressed 

above. They would also provide significant benefits in the form of market and 

affordable housing, especially being that they are promoted by a highly reputable 

developer with a proven market record.  

1.24 Furthermore, it is submitted that no sites have been identified within the Green 

Belt through the Local Plan consultation process that have greater sustainability 

credentials. Thus, if the Council accept the principle of releasing Green Belt land 

(which is plainly justified), it is submitted that the promoted sites should plainly be 

the preferred options. 

Proposition 6: In the alternative, if it is not accepted that the promoted 

sites should be allocated for development, they ought to be allocated as 

safeguarded land 

1.25 If the Council is unwilling to accept the allocation of the promoted sites at present, 

there can be no doubt that Coleshill and Water Orton will require further land to be 

developed prior to 2033. The draft Local Plan in its current form would prevent any 

such land from coming forward. This demands that the Council, at the very least, 

allocate land as safeguarded land (in accordance with NPPF 85) to provide for 

longer-term development needs. Indeed, failing to identify safeguarded land would 

force piecemeal planning applications at Coleshill on Green Belt land. It is 

preferable that the Local Plan identifies sites now to achieve that required 

development. Thus, in the event that it is not accepted that the proposals ought to 

be allocated in the Local Plan, there can be no sensible argument that they should 

not be allocated as safeguarded land. 

                                           
7 Draft LP (Nov 2017) para 7.5 page 23 
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Conclusion 

1.26 For all these reasons, therefore, the Council and Examination Inspector are 

respectfully invited to reconsider the settlement strategy and allocations within the 

Local Plan, so as to include those sites being promoted by Richborough Estates. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Pegasus Group is instructed by Richborough Estates to make representations on 

their behalf to the draft Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan. Richborough 

Estates is promoting interests in a number of sites within North Warwickshire 

Borough at Coleshill as follows: 

• Land East of Packington Lane, Coleshill (Site Location Plan included at 

Appendix 1); 

• Land West of Packington Lane, Coleshill (Site Location Plan included at 

Appendix 2); 

• Land North of Blythe Road, Coleshill (Site Location Plan included at 

Appendix 3); and 

• Land South of Blythe Road, Coleshill (Site Location Plan included at 

Appendix 4). 

2.2 Separate representations have been submitted in respect of Richborough Estates’ 

additional land interests within the Borough at Water Orton and Warton. 

2.3 These representations are framed in the context of the requirements to the North 

Warwickshire Local Plan to be legally compliant and sound. The tests of soundness 

are set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraph 182. For 

a plan to be sound it must be:  

- Positively Prepared – the plan should be prepared based on the strategy 

which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 

requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities 

where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable 

development; 

- Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 

against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 

- Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its plan period and based on 

effective joint working on cross boundary strategic priorities; and 

- Consistent with National Policy – the plan should enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.  
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2.4 The representations also have regard to the revised National Planning Policy 

Framework – Draft Text for Consultation, published 5th March 2018, which 

enshrines the ideas set out within the Government’s Housing White Paper.  

2.5 The representations broadly follow the structure of the Local Plan published for 

consultation, having regard to the emerging vision, strategic objections, spatial 

strategy and policies relating to housing delivery, having regard to comments 

submitted on behalf of Richborough Estates to earlier iterations of the emerging 

Local Plan. 
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3. CONTEXT 

3.1 It is recognised that the new Local Plan for North Warwickshire is intended to 

provide a comprehensive planning policy framework for the Borough up to 2033; 

identifying necessary changes to the spatial development strategy and policies 

contained within the adopted Core Strategy, as well as establishing a set of 

development management policies and allocations to deliver the Spatial Strategy. 

The preparation of a single Borough Plan which will have all the policies in one 

document is welcomed.  

3.2 The draft Submission Local Plan published for consultation in December 2017 

identifies the evidence base that has been utilised in the formulation of the Plan to 

date. A number of additional evidence base documents, including a Green Space 

Strategy and Playing Pitch Strategy, have been published during the current 

consultation period. In addition, a number of key elements of the evidence are out 

of date and relate to a previous iteration of the emerging Local Plan including the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the site-specific Housing Trajectory. On this basis 

it is considered that the Local Plan is not based on an up-to-date, robust evidence 

base. The NPPF is clear at paragraph 158 that a proportionate evidence base is 

necessary to support the plan making process, to ensure the Local Plan “is based 

on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and 

environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.”   

3.3 There is great concern that the emerging Local Plan has given little regard to 

relevant evidence base that is in the public domain, which is key when producing a 

sound and defensible plan. Whilst there is a list of Evidence Base Documents 

contained within Appendix C of the Local Plan, there is very little to suggest that 

the technical information and the conclusions contained within these reports have 

influenced the production of the Local Plan. This is further demonstrated by the 

publication of a number of evidence base documents mid-way through the current 

consultation period. It is clear that these documents have been produced after the 

current iteration of the Local Plan. The documents have, therefore, been drafted to 

fit, rather than inform, the Local Plan.  

3.4 Richborough Estates has particular concern with regard to the Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) of the emerging Local Plan. 

3.5 Whilst the presence of a SA is welcomed (and a statutory requirement of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and of relevance to the Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive), the role it has played in developing 
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the Local Plan is seriously questioned, not least as a SA was published c. 6 months 

subsequent to the draft Local Plan consultation document (February 2017 and 

August 2016 respectively). This was recognised in the Local Development 

Framework (LDF) Sub-Committee papers which sought agreement on a draft Local 

Plan from Members for the purpose of consultation. This report stated at paragraph 

4.1 that “when the Draft Local Plan was prepared it was expected that the 

consultation process could be started in September / October. However, the Draft 

Local Plan needs to be accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal. This will not be 

available until late October. It is therefore proposed that the consultation period 

starts on Thursday 10th November.” However, the SA was not published alongside 

the draft Local Plan on the 10th November; instead, it was published in February 

2017, some 12 weeks later. This demonstrates that the SA has not been an iterative 

part of the plan making process that has informed the formulation of the spatial 

strategy or the selection of sites. 

3.6 A similar scenario has also occurred at this Regulation 19 stage in the process, as 

an updated SA had not been published to inform the draft Submission Local Plan 

when it was considered by Members at the Executive Board meeting in October 

2017, or the Full Council meeting in November 2017. This is recognised in the 

Executive Board papers which sought agreement from Members on the 

recommended changes to the plan in stating “the final Sustainability Appraisal 

cannot be completed until Members approve the Draft Submission.”   

3.7 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is clear that the sustainability appraisal is a 

systematic process that is carried out during the plan making process. The PPG at 

ID: 11-018-20140306 states: 

“The development and appraisal of proposals in Local Plan documents 

should be an iterative process, with the proposals being revised to take 

account of the appraisal findings. This should inform the selection, 

refinement and publication of proposals (when preparing a Local Plan, 

paragraph 152 of the National Planning Policy Framework should be 

considered).” 

3.8 The delay in the publication of a Sustainability Appraisal at each of the consultation 

milestones to date has demonstrated that the appraisal process has not been 

iterative, but instead prepared very much as an afterthought.  
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3.9 Paragraph 1.3 of the draft Submission Local Plan sets out that the Plan Period is 

proposed to look forward to 2033. This extended plan period resolves previously 

submitted representations through the draft Local Plan consultation that criticised 

the previously promoted end date of 2031. A plan period to 2033 is consistent with 

paragraph 157 of the NPPF, which outlines that “Crucially, Local Plans are to be 

drawn up over an appropriate timescale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take 

account of longer term requirements, and be kept up to date.” The identification of 

additional sites over this longer-term period assists in providing certainty to the 

development industry and other organisations (concerned with delivering 

infrastructure) as to how land will come forward into the future and also provides 

clarity to residents.     

3.10 However, Richborough Estates recommends that the Plan period is revised to reflect 

the Plan period 2016 to 2036. This revised period would align with the work 

currently being undertaken by the constituent Local Planning Authorities of the 

Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area (GBHMA) to consider housing needs 

across the wider housing market, which includes North Warwickshire Borough. 

Richborough Estates provides further comment in respect of cross-boundary 

requirements in section 6 of these representations. 

3.11 Paragraph 1.7 sets out that the Local Plan has been shaped by consultation and 

refers to the consultation undertaken previously in relation to the Draft Site 

Allocations and Draft Development Management Plan, as well as the Core Strategy 

and shows the preferred options for allowing development of the appropriate size 

and scale in a variety of settlements, guided by the updated settlement hierarchy. 

Paragraph 1.7 goes on to state that the settlement hierarchy is based on an 

assessment of the services, facilities and sustainability of the various settlements 

within the Borough, which builds on work previously undertaken from the 2006 

Local Plan and 2014 Core Strategy. It is not clear, however, whether any recent 

review has been undertaken of the sustainability of the existing settlements to 

inform the proposed spatial strategy within the Draft Submission Local Plan. 

Richborough Estates has concerns with the proposed spatial strategy, distribution 

of development and allocation of sites which will be discussed further in sections 7 

and 10 of these representations.    

3.12 Paragraph 1.8 refers to the Duty to Cooperate, which is a legal requirement. This 

paragraph outlines that the Council has reached an agreement on the amount of 

development that can be accommodated within the Borough and an amount that 

potentially could be delivered if the appropriate infrastructure can be delivered with 
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local authorities from the Coventry & Warwickshire Housing Market Area (HMA) as 

well as the Greater Birmingham and Black Country HMA (including Tamworth). It 

is agreed that North Warwickshire Borough Council has engaged with neighbouring 

authorities, however, it is questionable as to whether this has taken place in a 

positive manner and it is not clear whether the spatial strategy within the Local 

Plan fully takes into consideration the unmet need of neighbouring authorities. 

Again, Richborough Estates express further views on the Duty to Cooperate within 

section 7 of these representations.  
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4. SPATIAL PORTRAIT 

4.1 Paragraph 2.3 acknowledges that the three market towns of Atherstone with 

Mancetter, Polesworth with Dordon and Coleshill are important to the health of the 

surrounding rural economy in recognition of the services and facilities they provide 

for other settlements within the Borough. In this context it is important to note that 

Atherstone and Mancetter and Polesworth with Dordon; being located less than 

5km apart along the A5 in the north part of the Borough – whilst Coleshill is more 

than double this distance from the other Market Towns, located in the southern 

part of the Borough.   

4.2 Paragraph 2.4 acknowledges that the Borough lies between Birmingham, Solihull, 

Tamworth, Coventry, Nuneaton and Hinckley which are growing areas and, as such, 

growth is expected to take place in the Borough to assist in meeting the needs for 

Coventry & Warwickshire and the Greater Birmingham HMAs. It is set out that the 

Borough Council will continue its commitment to deliver 500 dwellings for 

Tamworth established through the previous Core Strategy.  

4.3 Recognition is given in paragraph 2.5 to the increase in employment development 

at Hams Hall, Birch Coppice and Kingsbury Link and the existing intermodal rail 

freight interchanges at Hams Hall and Birch Coppice. Recognition is also given to 

other national and international companies located in the Borough and, at 

paragraph 2.6, it is noted that there are a number of industrial estates located in 

Atherstone, Mancetter, Arley and Coleshill.  

4.4 Paragraph 2.7 acknowledges that the Borough benefits from major roads of 

national and regional significance including the M6, M6 Toll, A5, M42 and A446 

whilst paragraph 2.8 sets out how rail also plays an important role in the Borough. 

The opening of Coleshill Parkway Railway Station is referred to, however, the 

significance of this and the services offered should be reinforced given that Coleshill 

Parkway provides half hourly services east bound to Nuneaton and Leicester and 

westbound to Birmingham New Street. The two intermodal rail freight facilities at 

Hams Hall and Birch Coppice are noted. It would be helpful if these key existing 

transport facilities are shown on the Figure 3 Transport Network Plan included 

within Chapter 12 ‘Transport’.  

4.5 Whilst the wording contained within paragraph 2.9 has been updated from that set 

out in the previous iteration of the emerging Local Plan, it is somewhat negative 

given the significant economic benefits that will flow from HS2.  
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4.6 Again, the recognition given to UK Central Hub Growth Area which embraces 

Birmingham Airport, the NEC and Arden Cross (the proposed HS2 International 

Station) at paragraph 2.14 is supported, however, these projects are identified as 

a constraint rather than an opportunity. The UK Central Hub Growth Area will 

significantly increase employment and jobs close to the southern edge of Coleshill 

on the western edge of the Borough, making Coleshill, including Hams Hall, an even 

more attractive location for employment development. Opportunities would also 

relate to nearby Water Orton. 

4.7 Paragraph 2.15 recognises that the level of growth required, to meet cross 

boundary and local objectively assessed needs, is greater than previously 

experienced within the Borough. The Council identifies that this level of growth will 

bring many challenges and recognises the importance of delivering quality places 

that are integrated into the existing fabric of settlements wherever possible. These 

challenges are recognised by Richborough Estates.   
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5. SPATIAL VISION  

5.1 Section 4 of the Plan sets out the Spatial Vision for the Borough. The Vision is 

focused on the presumption in favour of sustainable development and is generally 

supported by Richborough Estates. The Spatial Strategy will be particularly critical 

in delivering the following elements of the Vision: 

• New homes, new employment proposals, local services and community 

facilities will be integrated carefully into the Borough’s existing areas 

respecting local distinctiveness. The majority of the development will be 

focused on the Market Towns and Local Service Centres; 

• Employment generation will benefit local residents and ensure long lasting 

benefits to the Borough, including improved skills, reducing out commuting 

and regeneration of industrial estates. 

• Housing catering for the needs of residents will be provided in order to give 

choice of tenure and location and will be located to take advantage of good 

public transport accessibility and to help maintain and enhance the vitality 

and viability of settlements. 

5.2 The Spatial Vision is supported by a number of identified objectives.  

5.3 Objective 1 seeks to secure a sustainable pattern of development reflecting the 

rural character of the Borough. It is envisaged that this will be achieved by seeking 

the development of previously developed land and concentrating the majority of 

development within existing settlements, amongst other criteria set out. This fails 

to take into account that sustainable development can also be brought about by 

greenfield and Green Belt release which will be necessary to meet the Borough’s 

development needs in the most sustainable manner as part of the Spatial Strategy.  

5.4 Objective 2 relates to providing growth to meet the housing needs of the Borough. 

This objective should be more specific in accordance with the requirements of the 

NPPF and, for example, set out the quantum of housing required to meet the 

objectively assessed need and any additional unmet need from the Coventry & 

Warwickshire and the Greater Birmingham HMAs. As currently worded, there is no 

acknowledgement within Objective 2 that the Plan should provide an agreed 

solution to meeting cross boundary needs in respect of the wider HMAs. This 

objective should also cover the meeting of specific housing needs at a settlement-
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level to ensure that the needs of existing and future residents are met in the right 

locations.  

5.5 Objective 3 seeks to develop and grow the local economy for the benefit of local 

residents. This is broadly supported; however, it is considered that the provision of 

employment land is conservative in nature given the growth of both Hams Hall and 

Birch Coppice. In addition, the future economic benefits that are likely to take place 

both within the western elements of the Borough (due to proximity to HS2 and UK 

Central) and within the east of the Borough (due to proximity of Horiba MIRA 

Technology Park, Enterprise Zone), will make the Borough highly attractive to 

businesses looking to locate within the Borough and provide new employment 

opportunities. Appropriate provision should be planned for within the Local Plan to 

maximise these strengths and opportunities in delivering economic growth and 

benefits to local residents. The spatial distribution of homes and jobs will be key to 

ensuring sustainable travel patterns and reducing the need to travel, limiting 

commuting times and distance and minimising impact on highway infrastructure.  

5.6 Objective 4 seeks to maintain and improve the vitality of Market Towns within the 

Borough. This objective is supported by Richborough Estates, recognising the role 

of settlements such as Coleshill in providing a range of services and facilities that 

not only supports the resident population and those that work in these towns, but 

the outlying smaller settlements that rely on these larger settlements for higher 

order facilities. Whilst the objective is supported, the means identified by the 

Council by which this will be achieved are questionable. The means identified do 

not recognise the role that development should play in supporting the needs of 

communities; ensuring a healthy resident population is maintained to provide the 

necessary household expenditure to not only support the viability of services and 

facilities, but to ensure vitality too. 
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6. SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

6.1 Policy LP1 relates to sustainable development and is broken down in to three 

elements: Sustainable Development; Quality of Development/Place; and, 

Implementation and Infrastructure.  

6.2 The initial part of the policy repeats elements of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF. There 

are a few subtle additions of the use of the wording “unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise” which has been included twice within the policy. In addition, 

reference to “and where relevant, with other policies in the Neighbourhood Plans” 

is also included. It is considered that the precise wording of the ‘decision taking’ 

element of paragraph 14 of the NPPF should be included in Policy LP1 to ensure 

conformity with national policy relating to the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development, having regard to the proposed amendments as set out within 

Paragraph 11 of the draft revised NPPF currently out for consultation (March 2018).   

6.3 The second part of Policy LP1 relates to Quality of Development/Place. This sets 

out a number of criterion that development proposals must adhere to. The second 

bullet point requires development proposals to demonstrate a high quality of 

sustainable design that positively improves the individual settlement’s character, 

appearance and environmental quality. There is no national policy requirement for 

development to improve the character, appearance and environmental quality of 

an area; as such, this requirement is unduly restrictive and highly subjective. 

6.4 Paragraph 6.12 suggests that the Landscape Character Appraisals and Settlement 

Appraisals will be developed further into Supplementary Planning Documents and 

should be used as a basis for creating locally distinctive proposals. In addition, the 

policy as drafted set out that Design Champions will be used to promote and 

encourage local distinctiveness in new developments. Policies in the Plan should 

not, however, be overly restrictive and stifle the form of development. Due regard 

should be given to the character of the surrounding area, however, the current 

wording of Policy LP1 is not justified as it goes beyond what is reasonable and 

should be amended accordingly.   

6.5 After the 6 bullet points listed under the Quality of Development criterion, Policy 

LP1 sets out that development should protect the existing rights of way network 

and where possible contribute towards it expansion and management. The routes 

of exiting Public Rights of Way (PRoW) are an important consideration for any 

development proposals, however, there may be instances where a route may need 

to be diverted, as such to prevent PRoW limiting the amount of development that 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 19  

 

can come forward on a site. Therefore, this aspect of the policy should include the 

wording “where possible.” 

6.6 Part of Policy LP1 relates to Implementation and Infrastructure. This sets out that 

there are some key priorities. Of the key priorities listed the second bullet point 

sets out the need to protect and enhance the environment and mitigate the 

environmental impact of past and proposed development. There is no requirement 

within national policy to mitigate environmental impact of developments that have 

already taken place. This is wholly unreasonable, unduly restrictive and would place 

additional financial burdens on developers which could lead to a delay in bringing 

forward new development. This reference to mitigating the environmental impact 

of past development is not consistent with National Guidance and is not justified 

and is, therefore, unsound as currently worded. 

6.7 Bullet point 3 also sets out a number of services and facilities which developments 

will be expected to contribute towards. Clarity should be provided within this policy 

to recognise that such contributions will be required to be complaint with the 

Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations. For example, that pooling will be 

restricted to no more than five contributions per infrastructure project.  

6.8 Bullet point 4 set out the final key priority as the provision of training and upskilling 

opportunities. What this means and how this will be achieved is not qualified in the 

policy or the supporting paragraphs and as such it is not clear how this is to be 

achieved. The wording should be revisited to ensure it is justified and effective. 
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7. SPATIAL STRATEGY 

Settlement Hierarchy  

7.1 The Spatial Strategy is at the heart of managing spatial change within the Borough 

and is critical to ensuring the Strategic Objectives and the Spatial Vision can be 

achieved. To inform the Spatial Strategy, Policy LP2 seeks to establish a Settlement 

Hierarchy to inform the apportionment of growth and development across the 

Borough.  

7.2 Paragraph 7.3 sets out that the Spatial Strategy identified within the draft 

Submission Local Plan moves forward the settlement hierarchy principles which 

were introduced in the Local Plan 2006 and carried through to the current adopted 

Core Strategy. This Spatial Strategy targets new development to the Market Towns, 

on land adjacent to settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough, with 

the remaining development cascaded to lower tier settlements and very little 

development directed to the countryside. This broad strategy which would focus 

development to the most sustainable locations is supported by Richborough 

Estates. The hierarchy reflects the sustainability of settlements and aligns to a 

number of the Strategic Objectives and key elements of the Spatial Vision.  

7.3 However, Paragraph 7.4 states that: 

“…The constant aim is to provide these in the most sustainable way, 

without it stimulating pressure on the countryside, in particular, 

the Green Belt to make suitable provision for development necessary to 

sustain rural communities, by focussing rural housing development and 

supporting facilities on a network of Local Service Centres, but with limited 

development provision in other smaller settlements, identified with a 

development boundary on the Proposals Map…” [Emphasis Added] 

7.4 This approach is not supported by Richborough Estates. It is clear from the above 

that the Council have sought to avoid the release of Green Belt land, at the cost of 

sustainability, resulting in a less sustainable strategy. As set out later within this 

representation (see paragraph 7.90), a number of local plan examinations which 

have dealt with this issue have clearly demonstrated that Green Belt should not be 

utilised as a barrier to providing sustainable patterns of growth and that the release 

of Green Belt well related to sustainable settlements, whose needs cannot be met 

on non-Green Belt land, is a clear demonstration of exceptional circumstances (see 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 21  

 

also Richborough Estates’ Exceptional Circumstances Report at Appendix 5 of this 

representation).  

7.5 Paragraph 7.6 of the Local Plan reiterates that the settlement hierarchy within the 

draft Submission Local Plan is a continuation of that set out in Policy NW2 of the 

Core Strategy. This paragraph recognises Coleshill as a sustainable Market Town 

due to its range of services and facilities, however, highlights that development will 

be smaller in scale due to Green Belt wrapping around the settlement. Richborough 

Estates considers the presence of Green Belt has no bearing on the sustainability 

of a settlement and should therefore have no influence on the ranking of a 

settlement within the hierarchy of settlements within the Borough.  

7.6 The Settlement Sustainability Appraisal (2010) considers the relative sustainability 

of all settlements and concludes that Coleshill is the second most sustainable 

standalone sustainable settlement, after Atherstone. Whilst Coleshill is recognised 

as a Category 1 Market Town alongside Atherstone with Mancetter and Polesworth 

with Dordon, the reference to Green Belt should be removed. Breen Belt is not 

relevant to Coleshill’s ranking within the hierarchy and is inconsistent with the 

approach taken to other settlements within Policy LP2, including those within Green 

Belt. 

7.7 Paragraph 7.7 of the Local Plan recognises that the quantum of development now 

being envisaged means the Borough Council has considered it necessary to allow 

developments that may be on the outer boundary of the Borough that are close to 

sustainable settlements beyond the Borough boundary. In the context of the 

identified cross boundary housing shortfalls and the Council’s duty to co-operate, 

the consideration of adjacent sustainable settlements within the settlement 

hierarchy is supported as it is evident that certain parts of the Borough have a 

strong locational link to neighbouring authorities. However, the hierarchy fails to 

recognise that many of the sustainable settlements within the Borough already 

have a strong locational link and can play a key role in not only meeting housing 

needs beyond the Borough boundary in a sustainable manner, but present 

opportunities for meeting local housing needs, sustaining the viability and viable of 

local services and facilities and balancing the provision of jobs and an economically 

active population to reduce unsustainable commuting patterns; this is particularly 

the case for both Coleshill and Water Orton. 

7.8 The ranking of settlements within the settlement hierarchy is supported, based on 

the relative sustainability of settlements, and provides a sound framework for 
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distributing development needs that are appropriate to the Borough over the Plan 

period. The explanatory text should be strengthened to recognise that there are 

functional relationships between settlements, including those that fall outside the 

Borough boundary. The explanatory text recognises large settlements outside the 

Borough boundary which have identified unmet needs, but fails to recognise the 

role existing settlements within North Warwickshire can play in meeting these 

needs due to strong locational links, including Coleshill and Water Orton.  

Coleshill 

7.9 Coleshill, which lies to the north of the NEC and Birmingham Airport, is close to the 

Borough’s administrative boundary with Birmingham to the west and has strong 

links to the motorway network, namely the M6 and M42 as well as the A446, which 

the Local Plan acknowledges as a major route which has local and national 

significance. Coleshill has a Railway Station (Coleshill Parkway) which provides for 

frequent journeys to Birmingham New Street, Nuneaton and Leicester. The route 

of HS2 will also pass the western side of Coleshill. It is considered that the 

geographical location of Coleshill, adjacent to Birmingham and Solihull and 

accessible to highway infrastructure, makes this Market Town a highly sustainable 

location for residential development.  

7.10 The Market Town of Coleshill also has significant employment opportunities with 

significant employment provision located at Coleshill Industrial Estate and Hams 

Hall Distribution Park. In addition, to the west in neighbouring Solihull there are 

existing employment developments located at the NEC and Birmingham Business 

Park and to the north east within Birmingham located at Minworth, including 

Prologis Park. 

7.11 Paragraph 7.6 sets out where the broad distribution of development will be directed 

within the Borough and notes that Coleshill is recognised as a Market Town due to 

its range of services and facilities. However, it seeks to establish that the level of 

development will be smaller in scale due to the presence of Green Belt that wraps 

around the settlement. Coleshill performs an important function for the Borough 

and its geographical location adjacent to both Solihull and Birmingham is such that 

better place than comparable settlements in North Warwickshire to assist in 

meeting the unmet needs of Birmingham.   

7.12 Given the number of services and facilities in Coleshill and the excellent transport 

links, the settlement is a highly sustainable Market Town. This is not, however, 
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reflected within the level of development that is proposed for Coleshill through the 

proposed allocations identified within Policy LP39. The draft Local Plan proposes to 

only allocate three modest housing sites in Coleshill which are collectively 

anticipated to deliver approximately 95 dwellings. This is derisory in comparison to 

the scale of development that is proposed to be directed to the other two Category 

1 Market Towns, with allocations at Atherstone and Mancetter anticipated to deliver 

1,859 new dwellings and Polesworth and Dordon proposed to take up to 2,071 

dwellings. This distribution between the three Market Towns is unbalanced and 

unsound. 

7.13 The proposed allocations would lead to a level of development at Coleshill which 

would only represent 2.4% of the total Market Town provision and around 1.4% of 

North Warwickshire Borough overall housing allocations of 6,821 dwellings as set 

out in Policy LP39. This lack of housing provision is simply inadequate given the 

sustainability credentials of Coleshill and will only act to undermine the important 

role and function that this Category 1 Market Town performs. In addition to the 

scale of development proposed for Coleshill being completely disproportionate to 

its Category 1 Market Town position within the Settlement Hierarchy, it is also 

disappointing that the key strengths of this town have not been recognised, 

including the significant level of services and facilities that are available within 

Coleshill, as well as its geographic location which is well placed within the strategic 

highway network and well placed to benefit from investment at UK Central and the 

delivery of HS2 and any resultant economic growth. 

7.14 Similarly, the insignificant quantum of dwellings allocated at Coleshill fails to 

recognise the significant employment growth that has already been consent at 

Hams Hall within the Plan Period. Failure to support the consented employment 

growth with residential growth will lead to a geographical imbalance between places 

of residence and places of work.  

Amount of Development – Housing Requirement  

7.15 Table 1 within the draft Submission Local Plan identifies the components of the 

emerging housing requirement based upon the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA 

Updated Assessment of Housing Need (September 2015). This includes: an initial 

housing need (demographic-based need plus an uplift for improving affordability) 

– 3,800 dwellings; an economic uplift attributed to the Coventry and Warwickshire 

and Greater Birmingham HMAs – 940 dwellings; an additional figure of 540 

dwellings as part of the redistribution of Coventry and Warwickshire’s housing 
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needs; and, a further 528 dwellings in extending the plan period from 2031 to 

3033. 

7.16 In identifying an appropriate housing requirement within the Local Plan, the 

Council’s recognition of the need address unmet housing needs arising across the 

relevant HMAs is welcome. It is known that there will be a shortfall in housing 

provision within both the Greater Birmingham and the Coventry and Warwickshire 

HMAs, within which North Warwickshire Borough lies. This is clearly evidenced in 

the Joint Housing Study commissioned by the GBSLEP and the Black County 

Authorities, the recently published Strategic Growth Study (GL Hearn) published by 

the GBHMA authorities and the assessments of Housing Need prepared on behalf 

of the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA. 

7.17 It is noted that North Warwickshire Borough Council has signed a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MoU) to agree the redistribution of housing due to capacity 

constraints within the City of Coventry. This approach is endorsed and the principle 

of including 540 additional homes to meet needs arising with Coventry within the 

overall housing requirement within the Plan is supported. 

7.18 In turning to the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area, the issue of housing 

need arising in Birmingham which cannot be met within the city’s boundaries is not 

a new issue. In its recent iteration, it has been clear for at least 5 years that there 

is a significant level of unmet housing need arising in Birmingham for which 

provision should be made. This unmet need is the single largest component of 

housing growth in the West Midlands, and is a key driver in the growth of the region 

generally.  

7.19 The Birmingham Development Plan (BDP) was adopted on 10th January 2017. Its 

adoption has given very significant weight to a housing deficit in terms of un-met 

need of 37,900 dwellings over the period 2011-2031. The BDP also commits 

Birmingham City Council to working actively with neighbouring Councils through 

the Duty to Cooperate to ensure that appropriate provision is made elsewhere 

within the HMA to meet the shortfall of 37,900 dwellings. However, it should be 

noted that the OAHN for the Greater Birmingham Housing Market has not been fully 

tested across the HMA and further work has now been published by the 14 

constituent HMA authorities that reconsiders need and any subsequent shortfall in 

provision. This further consideration, contained within the recently published 

Strategic Growth Study, concludes a minimum housing need across the GBHMA, 

taking account of Coventry’s unmet need, of 208,000 dwellings to 2031 and 
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258,000 dwellings to 2036.  The study concludes that based on current supply 

assumptions, and taking account of proposed allocations within emerging plans, 

there is an outstanding minimum shortfall of 28,150 dwellings to 2031 and 60,900 

dwellings to 2036 across the GBHMA. 

7.20 The BDP also places detailed and significant requirements on the City Council, in 

Policy TP48, setting out how this active involvement in the provision and delivery 

of the 37,900 should be satisfied. It states: 

“The Council will also play an active role in promoting, and monitor 

progress in, the provision and delivery of the 37,900 homes 

required elsewhere in the Greater Birmingham Housing Market 

Area to meet the shortfall in the city. This will focus on: 

▪ The progress of neighbouring Councils in undertaking Local 

Plan reviews to deliver housing growth to meet 

Birmingham’s needs. 

▪ The progress of neighbouring Councils in delivering the 

housing targets set out in their plans. 

▪ The extent to which a 5-year housing land supply is 

maintained in neighbouring areas.” 

7.21 Policy TP48 from the BDP then spells out the consequences of the failure of 

neighbouring Councils to plan for this unmet need, in terms of the potential 

implications for the City itself: 

“If it becomes clear that progress is falling short of the level 

required, the Council will undertake a review of the reasons 

for this, and if this indicates that it is necessary to reassess 

the capacity for housing provision in Birmingham, a full or 

partial review of this Plan will be undertaken.” 

7.22 Finally, Policy TP48 sets out key indicators which would trigger this, including: 

“Failure of a relevant Council to submit a replacement or 

revised Local Plan, providing an appropriate contribution 

towards Birmingham’s housing needs, for examination within 

3 years of the adoption of this Plan.” 
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7.23 Following adoption of the BDP there is an increasing expectation that relevant 

Councils must address this issue through emerging Local Plans.  It is noted that 

North Warwickshire has included a commitment to providing an additional 620 

dwellings attributed to economic uplift in respect of the GBHMA. North Warwickshire 

Borough Council considers that this figure will include the 500 dwellings it has 

already committed to meeting unmet needs arising within Tamworth agreed 

through a separate tri-party MoU signed alongside Tamworth Borough Council and 

Lichfield District Council.  

7.24 In addition, in September 2016, Birmingham City Council and North Warwickshire 

Borough Council signed a MoU in respect of meeting a proportion of the unmet 

needs arising within the GBHMA. Within this MoU, North Warwickshire aspires to 

delivering 3,790 dwellings through the emerging Local Plan. The quantum aspired 

to equates to 10% of the identified shortfall that has been confirmed upon the 

adoption of the Birmingham Development Plan, with the 10% proportion 

understood to be based on migration and commuting patterns. 

7.25 However, it is of significant concern that North Warwickshire fall short of a firm 

commitment to delivering the additional 3,790 dwellings in the draft Submission 

Plan. Whilst Table 2 of the draft Submission Local Plan is stated to indicate “the full 

housing requirement that the Local Plan will seek to deliver over the Plan period,” 

Policy LP6 falls short of committing to the delivery of 3,790 to meet needs arising 

within Birmingham City – instead this element of the full housing requirement is 

set out as an additional ‘aspiration.’ Such an approach is not consistent with 

national policy and the firm commitment that should be made in order to satisfy 

the duty-to-cooperate.  

7.26 The Local Plan must provide certainty on this issue and the appropriate contribution 

must be included within a comprehensive housing requirement for the Borough. To 

be positively prepared, it is fundamentally important that Policy LP6 of the Local 

Plan be redrafted to explicitly commit the Council to deliver the additional 3,790 

homes (or any updated contribution based on more up to date housing need 

information, including the strategic Growth Study) through this Local Plan as part 

of a comprehensive housing requirement.  

7.27 The draft Submission Local Plan fails to evidence an appropriate housing 

requirement having regard to the OAHN of the Borough and in its commitment to 

meeting cross boundary requirements. The Local Plan should make a commitment 
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to delivering a housing requirement of a minimum of 9,598 dwellings between 2011 

and 2033.  

Local Housing Needs – Coleshill 

7.28 It is also important that, in order to deliver sustainable patterns of development 

and meet the needs of new and existing residents, the meeting of local housing 

needs should be a key consideration in the formulation of a Plan that is to direct 

growth in the Borough up to 2033. 

7.29 Richborough Estates has commissioned a study to provide an up-to-date 

assessment of future population growth and associated housing need in the 

settlement of Coleshill. The Study, prepared by Barton Willmore, is included at 

Appendix 7 to these representations. 

7.30 This Report has analysed local housing need in Coleshill (study area defined as the 

two electoral wards of Coleshill North and Coleshill South combined).  The analysis 

has been made in accordance with the NPPF objective of significantly boosting 

housing supply and ensuring that local demand is met, ensuring that sustainable, 

inclusive, and mixed communities are established. 

7.31 The draft Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan allocates 95 dwellings to the 

settlement of Coleshill as a Market Town.  In the context of this latest allocation, 

this Study has tested whether an additional 95 dwellings (2011-2033) will be 

sufficient to meet the local needs of Coleshill’s population in keeping with the Local 

Plan’s definition of a Market Town.  Barton Willmore’s analysis has concluded that 

the draft Local Plan’s allocation of 95 dwellings in Coleshill is not sufficient and, as 

such, should be increased significantly. 

7.32 The official ONS 2014-based Sub National Population Projections for North 

Warwickshire Borough have been used as the baseline demographic projection for 

this assessment.  According to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) section on 

Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), these 

projections should be used to represent the starting point for assessing housing 

need. 

7.33 The POPGROUP and DF forecasting model has been used to produce and equivalent 

ONS 2014-base SNPP scenario for Coleshill. The ONS 2014-based SNPP scenario 

with 2014-basr household information rates (HFRs) applied projects growth of 201 
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dwellings in Coleshill over the period 2011-2033 (including a 2.4% allowance for 

vacancy and second homes).  

7.34 However, the PPG HEDNA permits adjustments to be made to the official HFRs if 

there is evidence that past trends may have been suppressed due to undersupply 

and worsening affordability. An adjustment to the 2014 – based HFRs is deemed 

necessary in order to address suppressed household formation of younger people 

(aged 25-44 years) inherent in the 2014 HFRs for North Warwickshire Borough. 

Making this adjustment increases housing need for Coleshill to 218 dwellings over 

the period 2011-2033.  

7.35 The evidence therefore suggests a minimum level of housing need in 

Coleshill (218 dwellings, 2011-2033) that is in excess of the number of 

dwellings proposed for Coleshill in the draft Local Plan (95 dwellings, 

2011-2033). 

7.36 The PPG HEDNA states that official population and household projections should 

provide the starting point of housing need only and further uplifts may be required 

to address market signal issues and support economic growth. 

7.37 Barton Willmore’s analysis has identified that the starting point for North 

Warwickshire Borough is 3,270 dwellings (2011-2033) which is significantly below 

the minimum housing requirement of 5,808 dwellings that the draft Submission 

Local Plan makes provision for.  The draft Submission Local Plan’s minimum housing 

requirement has taken account of economic growth and provided an uplift to 

improve affordability in the Borough, in accordance with the PPG. 

7.38 For this reason, we have sensitivity tested the draft Local Plan minimum housing 

requirement and the implications this will have on housing need within Coleshill.  

Barton Willmore’s analysis has identified that housing need in Coleshill will 

increase to 453 dwellings (2011-2033).   

7.39 Without net migration to Coleshill, the settlement’s population would decline (as 

indicated by the results of the Natural Change scenario presented in this report).  

Nonetheless, even with higher net inward migration of people to Coleshill 

associated with the Dwelling-led scenario, who display a younger age profile, 

Coleshill is projected to no growth in the key working age population (16-64 years) 

over the period 2011-2033.  Nonetheless, a stable working age population will help 

maintain the sustainability of local services/shops and the status of Coleshill as a 

Market Town.  To plan for less housing would only jeopardise this position – 
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importantly, reducing the role of Coleshill does not form part of the Council’s 

Strategy.  

7.40 Net migrants to Coleshill will place the greatest demands on the future housing 

market in Coleshill.  As net migrants display a younger age profile this identifies a 

greater need for family housing in Coleshill.  Coleshill’s current housing stock tends 

to be smaller than the Borough average and, therefore, there is a need to increase 

3-4 bedroom properties to attract more young families to the town.  This will further 

support economic growth and the status of Coleshill as a Market Town. 

7.41 Furthermore, if there is an insufficient supply of family sized housing, it follows that 

the household formation suppression in younger age groups will be exacerbated. 

This will lead to younger families being unable to afford family sized housing (as 

demand will increase and affordability will worsen), resulting in them living with 

older relatives or friends as ‘concealed’ families. 

7.42 In the context of the conclusions set out above, it is considered that delivery of 218 

dwellings in Coleshill (2011-2033) established by the Barton Willmore report is 

based on demographic-led need only. This should be considered as a baseline level 

of growth.  Results of the Dwelling-led sensitivity scenario has indicated that 

Coleshill’s housing needs would increase to 453 dwellings (2011-2033) on the basis 

of the Local Plan delivering a minimum of 5,808 dwellings (2011-2033).  If the 

Local Plan’s aspirational housing target (9,598 dwellings) is achieved) this would 

increase Coleshill’s housings need even further to approximately 847 dwellings.  

7.43 The recently made Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2030) wants to ensure that 

the housing needs within Coleshill are realised and local demand is catered for, and 

expressed specific concern over high house prices and the lack of suitable homes 

for first time buyers (“Have your Say!”, Pg. 23).  The Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 

also wants to ensure that Coleshill maintains a strong local economy to preserve 

and enhance Coleshill as a focal point for business activity and employment in the 

area.  Barton Willmore’s analysis has identified that an additional 453 dwellings in 

Coleshill would keep the working age population of Coleshill stable, maintaining the 

role of Coleshill as a Market Town. 

7.44 The objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan together with the findings of the analysis, 

provide strong justification for building at least 453 dwellings in Coleshill (2011-

2033) to ensure the NPPF policies of delivering mixed and balanced communities 

are achieved along with maintaining/ enhancing the vitality of sustainable 
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communities.  To plan for a level of housing below this would only jeopardise this 

position. 

Affordable Housing Needs – Coleshill 

7.45 Richborough Estates has commissioned Tetlow King Planning to undertake a 

separate study to examine the affordable housing need in North Warwickshire 

Borough, as well as specifically within Coleshill Parish. This is attached at Appendix 

8 to these representations. 

7.46 This study makes reference to the Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan which provides part 

of the development plan within Coleshill. Policy HN3 of the Plan deals with 

affordable housing and states in its explanatory text that “whilst the wider need for 

social housing across North Warwickshire is accepted, the needs of Coleshill 

residents should also be taken into account.” It can be considered that the reason 

for this statement is that there is a perception that affordability is an issue within 

Coleshill. 

7.47 This is emphasised by the statement within the text of the Policy that “43% of 

questionnaire respondents thought that 40% affordable housing was about right 

for developments within Coleshill or too low.” 

7.48 Policy ICLENP1, which addresses employment use applications, also points towards 

a recognition that there is a problem with affordability within Coleshill. In the 

supporting text, it states that “many of the town’s working population commute to 

the larger, adjacent employment centres. Likewise, a large percentage of the 

people employed in Coleshill travel in from the surrounding area. Unless there is 

more social and affordable housing in the town, this balance is unlikely to be 

affected.” 

7.49 Information taken from the property website Zoopla (accessed 5th January 2018) 

shows that the settlement of Coleshill has current average house price values of 

£246,536, which is almost 27% higher than the average house price for North 

Warwickshire identified in the NHF Home Truths West Midlands Report 2016/17. 

7.50 Evidence shows that in the past 5 years, the average value of a property in Coleshill 

has risen by almost 33%. This means that today, average property values are 

£60,991 higher than five years ago. 
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7.51 Evidence from the Land Registry House Price Index demonstrates that, for North 

Warwickshire, house prices have risen by 2.7% over the past 12 months. The data 

obtained from Zoopla illustrates that over the same period house values in Coleshill 

have risen by almost double the Borough rate, at 4.9%. 

7.52 Based on the median average income of those in North Warwickshire for 2016, 

identified in ONS data as £26,370, the ratio of median average house prices 

(£214,737) to average incomes in Coleshill stands at 8.14; this is considerably 

higher than the ratio for North Warwickshire as a whole, which the data identifies 

as being 6.75. 

7.53 At the 2011 Census, the tenure profile of Coleshill Parish comprised predominantly 

of home ownership (74%) with a small proportion of private rented (14%) and an 

even smaller proportion of social/affordable rented (10%). Shared ownership 

tenure made up less than 1% of the tenure in the Parish. This demonstrates that 

homes ownership levels are considerably higher than the national average and 

suggests a need for greater numbers of affordable tenures. Results from a FOI 

request demonstrate that the level of affordable housing provision has actually 

diminished over the years with 47 Right to Buy losses in the Parish of Coleshill and 

only 1 addition to the affordable housing stock since 2000/01; resulting in a net 

loss of 46 affordable homes. 

7.54 The Council’s housing register currently identifies 340 households on the waiting 

list and 87 of those have stipulated Coleshill Parish as their preferred choice of 

location; this equates to over 25% of those households. Considering there has been 

a net loss of 46 affordable homes in the Parish of Coleshill since 2000 through Right 

to Buy, without allocating a greater number of housing sites, the needs of Coleshill 

Parish households will not be met and the affordability issues are unlikely to be 

addressed. As currently drafted, the draft Submission Local Plan, cannot address 

this issue through the meagre allocation of only 95 dwellings- and it is reasonable 

to anticipate that this position will worsen over the Plan period, given the unmet 

local needs and significant growth in employment opportunities that will both 

increase demand for housing in Coleshill.  

Distribution of growth in respect of settlement hierarchy 

7.55 Whilst the Settlement Hierarchy contained within Policy LP2 is supported as sound, 

there would appear to be a fundamental mismatch between the identified Spatial 

Strategy and the spatial distribution of housing identified through the proposed 
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housing allocations contained within Chapter 8 of the emerging Local Plan. The 

allocations proposed within the plan would result in the delivery of a very different 

Spatial Strategy; an unsound Strategy that would not be aligned to the Vision, with 

a significant proportion of development being spread around adjoining settlements 

and disproportionately to a number of lower tier settlements, failing to recognise 

the needs and opportunities available within the Market Town of Coleshill (a 

Category 1 Settlement). 

 

Figure 6.1: Spatial Distribution of housing allocations proposed within 

draft submission version of the Local Plan. 

7.56 It is also advised that the settlement hierarchy and the attendant distribution of 

development proposed (Policy LP39) fails to consider the functional relationship 

with adjoining settlements such as Birmingham.  

7.57 Within the Settlement Hierarchy, Category 2 Settlements are set out as being 

settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough where development for 

employment, housing, services and other facilities will be permitted directly 

adjacent to the built-up areas of the adjoining settlements if a number of criteria 

can be satisfied. This includes sites being: (a) outside of the Green Belt or an 
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identified Gap; (b) development that is clearly part of a wider sustainable 

development; (c) has a clear separation to an existing North Warwickshire 

settlement; and (d) linkages are made to existing North Warwickshire settlements 

to ensure connectivity between places. This tier of settlement is proposed to enable 

two strategic housing sites to come forward, namely, Land west of Robey’s Lane, 

Tamworth (proposed to be allocated for 1,270 new homes) and Lindridge Road adj. 

Langley SUE, Wishaw (proposed to be allocated for 141 dwellings).  

7.58 Again, there appears to be some internal inconsistency within the emerging Local 

Plan in that the proposed extension to Langley SUE lies within the designated Green 

Belt which is at odds with the identified criteria, in particular part (a) of Policy LP2, 

which sets out that development will be allowed adjoining settlements if the sites 

lie outside of the Green Belt.  

7.59 It should also be noted that Policy L39 seeks to allocate sites that would result in a 

significantly larger scale of growth being focused to the less sustainable Local 

Service Centres of Hartshill/Ansley Common and Baddesley Ensor. The level of 

growth proposed at Hartshill/Ansley Common is almost nine times that proposed 

within Coleshill. This is completely at odds with the Settlement Hierarchy contained 

within Policy LP2. The most appropriate strategy would be to realign much of this 

growth to Market Town of Coleshill and the remaining Local Service Villages. This 

is discussed further within Section 10 of this representation.  

7.60 Further consideration of the balance between housing and jobs growth is set out 

below. This utilises the proposed spatial distribution of growth, as set out within 

the Submission Local Plan, to provide the cumulative growth in each settlement 

across the Borough over the plan period from 2011 to 2033. 

7.61 Table 1 overleaf sets out the quantum of new homes within each settlement at 

2011 (Census), completions 2011-2016, committed supply and capacity within the 

proposed allocations: 
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Table 1: Housing Growth 2011-2033 

Settlement 
No. 

Dwellings 
2011 

Completions 

2011-2016 

Committed 

Supply 

Proposed 

Allocations 

TOTAL 
No. 

Dwellings 
2033 

% 
Growth 

2011 - 
2033 

Category 1 – Market Towns 

Atherstone 

& 

Mancetter 

4,824 190 263 1,859 7,136 48% 

Coleshill 2,834 140 31 95 3,100 9% 

Polesworth 

& Dordon 

3,976 11 163 2,071 6,221 56% 

Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements 

Tamworth N/A N/A N/A 1,191 1,191 N/A 

Sutton 

Coldfield 

N/A N/A N/A 141 141 N/A 

Category 3 – Local Service Centres 

Baddesley 

Ensor/ 

Grendon 

1,653 24 5 234 1,916 16% 

Hartshill/ 

Ansley 

Common 

2,076 53 34 850 3,013 45% 

Kingsbury 1,150 2 35 0 1,187 3% 

Water 

Orton 

1,441 28 0 48 1,517 5% 

Category 4 – Other Settlements with a development boundary 

Ansley 357 0 123 91 571 60% 

Newton 

Regis 

254 0 14 21 289 14% 

Shuttington 238 2 0 24 264 11% 

Warton 520 3 7 168 698 34% 

Wood End 656 4 7 28 695 6% 

TOTAL 19,979 457 682 6,821 27,939 40% 

7.62 The table above demonstrates that the proposed allocations would significantly 

increase the level of housing provision in both Atherstone with Mancetter (+48%) 

and Polesworth and Dordon (+56%) over the Plan period. By comparison, the 

growth within the remaining Market Town of Coleshill is insignificant (+9%). 

7.63 Regarding employment provision, the draft Submission Local Plan seeks to allocate 

57.2 hectares of additional employment land as follows: 

• Atherstone: 6.6 hectares 

• Polesworth/Dordon: 8.6 hectares 
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• Land adjacent adjoining settlements: 42 hectares (MIRA) 

7.64 The proposed allocations do not take account of completions since 2011 and 

significant further commitments which will have a significant influence on the 

distribution of jobs across the Borough. Table 2 overleaf seeks to set out the level 

of employment floorspace likely to be delivered between 2011 and 2033 and the 

number of jobs likely to be created. In calculating the number of jobs likely to be 

created, information from planning application submissions has been utilised. 

However, where this information is not available, assumptions have been utilised 

in line with the Council’s Employment Land Review prepared by GL Hearn. 

Table 2: Employment/Jobs Growth 2011 to 2033 

Settlement Site 

Site 

Area 
(Ha) 

Use 
Class 

Given Total 
Floorspace 

Or ELR 
Assumption 

(m2) 

Total 
Jobs 

Utilising 

ELR 
Jobs 

Density 
Ratios 

Total Jobs 
Utilising 
Planning 

Statements 
supplemented 
with ELR Jobs 

Density 

Ratios 

Category 1 – Market Towns 

Atherstone 

& Mancetter 

Land 

south of 

Rowlands 

Way east 

of Aldi 

(Alloc) 

6.6   648 648 

Coleshill 
Hams Hall 

(Comp) 

38.28 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

168,432 3,758 3,758 

Power 

Station B 

– Hams 

Hall Extn 

(Extant) 

20.9 B2, 

B8 

85,000 1,311 1,000 

Manor 

Business 

Park 

(Extant) 

16.36 B1 49,080 3,505 3,505 

Polesworth 

& Dordon 

Land west 

of Birch 

Coppice 

(Alloc) 

5.1   501 501 

Land/ 

Playing 

fields 

south of 

A5 (Alloc) 

3.5   343 343 
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Birch 

Coppice 

(Comp) 

70.65 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

223,459 5,861 4,696 

Birch 

Coppice 

(Extant) 

30.61 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

134,684 3,003 3,003 

St. 

Modwen 

East of 

JCN 10 

M42 

(Extant) 

25.4 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

80,000 2,099 1,170-1,550 

(Avg: 1,360) 

Category 2 – Adjacent adjoining settlements 

Tamworth 
Centurion 

Park Extn 

(Comp) 

8.5 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

19,500 512 421 

Rush 

Lane, 

Dosthill 

(Extant) 

3.38 B1, 

B2, 

B8 

14,196 332  

Nuneaton MIRA 

(Alloc) 

42   4,100 2,000 (ELR 

refined) 

Category 3 – Local Service Villages 

Baddesley 

Ensor/ 

Grendon 

Baddesley 

Colliery 

(Comp) 

36.33 B8 181,650 2,270 175 

TOTAL:  307.61    21,410 

7.65 The above table demonstrates an assumption that approximately 21,410 FTE 

additional jobs will be created within the Borough between 2011 and 2033, with 

the majority being focused to the Market Towns. Table 3 below provides a 

comparison between housing and jobs growth in each of these Market Towns.  

Within Coleshill, the proposed spatial development strategy is calculated to provide 

an additional 31 FTE jobs for every new home delivered.  

Table 3: Dwellings:Jobs Ratio of within Market Towns 2011-2033 

7.66 Table 4 overleaf sets out the overall housing/jobs balance that will be delivered by 

the proposed spatial strategy within the Market Towns at 2033. This demonstrates 

Market Town 
Dwellings 

(2011 -2033) 

Jobs (2011 – 

2033) 

Ratio 

Dwellings:Jobs 

Atherstone with 

Mancetter 

2,312 648 1:0.28 

Coleshill 266 8,263 1:31.1 

Polesworth with 

Dordon 

2,245 9,903 1:4.4 
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that, within Coleshill, there will be a ratio of 5.62 FTE jobs to each dwelling. This is 

significantly higher than the other two Market Towns. 

Table 4: Resultant Dwellings: Jobs Balance at 2033 for Market Towns 

 

Market 

Town 

Total 

Dwellings 

at 2033 

(2011 

Census) 

Jobs at 

2011 

(2011 

Census) 

Additional 

Jobs 2011 

-2033 

Total 

Jobs at 

2033 

Ratio 

Dwellings: 

Jobs 

Atherstone 

with 

Mancetter 

7,136 8,425 648 9,073 1:1.27 

Coleshill 3,100 9,150 8,263 17,413 1:5.62 

Polesworth 

with 

Dordon 

6,221 4,600 9,903 14,503 1:2.33 

7.67 Due to huge disparity between the number of local jobs available and the size of 

the constrained local population within Coleshill, it is inevitable that there are low 

levels of self-containment within the settlement, with jobs served by those that 

commute from other areas of the Borough or from outside the Borough. Existing 

employment commitments and the lack of proposed housing growth within Coleshill 

are likely to exacerbate levels of in-commuting over the Plan period to 2033, on 

the basis that the economically active population within Coleshill will be significantly 

below than the projected job growth over the Plan period. 

7.68 The Planning Practice Guidance states that “Where the supply of working age 

population that is economically active (labour force supply) is less than the 

projected job growth, this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns 

(depending on public transport accessibility or other sustainable options such as 

walking or cycling) and could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such 

circumstances, plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing 

or infrastructure development could help address these problems.” 

7.69 It is contended that this problem can only be addressed within Coleshill by 

significantly boosting the supply of new homes to rebalance the local economically 

active workforce with the committed jobs growth.  

Sustainable Travel Patterns 

7.70 PTB Transport Planning Ltd has been commissioned by Richborough Estates to 

undertake an analysis of the proposed areas of housing growth within the draft 
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Submission Local Plan and how they relate to the proposed and committed areas 

of employment growth in terms of travel by private car. The outcome of this work 

is set out in Appendix 6 to these representations. 

7.71 As set out earlier in this representation, the emerging Local Plan will result in a 

significant imbalance in the concentration of employment and housing growth; one 

implication expected to result is an increase in travel to work distances reflecting 

unsustainable travel patterns. 

7.72 The note prepared by the PTB provides analysis of the likely increase in CO2 

emissions due to the location of employment growth and housing growth currently 

proposed within the draft Submission Local Plan and considers the effect of 

redistributing elements of housing growth to Coleshill (500 and 1,000 homes). 

7.73 The technical note highlights the disparity between the employment and housing 

allocations in Coleshill, with a 1:5.62 dwelling to jobs ratio likely in 2033, compared 

to a ratio of 1:2.33 in Polesworth with Dordon and 1:1.27 in Atherstone with 

Mancetter. 

7.74 In addition, the analysis of the 2011 Census highlights that 9% of Coleshill residents 

travel to work by bus or by train, compared to 4% for Atherstone and 3% for 

Polesworth/Dordon. Therefore, in simplistic proportional terms, around three times 

as many residents currently travel to/from work by bus and train in Coleshill 

compared to Polesworth/Dordon. The modal split data would appear to correlate 

relatively well with the public transport availability for each of the settlements, 

which includes 5 bus services and regular train services within Coleshill. By 

comparison, Polesworth station only provides a single service per day and the Local 

Plan provides no firm commitment to increasing this service. 

7.75 The note demonstrates that by relocating 500 dwellings from Polesworth with 

Dordon and Atherstone to Coleshill, the overall net impact of the change in both 

internal and external journey to work trip distances (by private car) is that CO2 

emissions are forecast to reduce by 1.3 tonnes per annum. This reduction would 

increase to 2.6 tonnes per annum if 1,000 homes are relocated to Coleshill. 

7.76 In addition to this, it is clear that significant housing growth is identified in areas 

with limited public transport services, and for which service improvements are yet 

to be identified; whilst restricting growth around Coleshill, which is evidently a more 

sustainable settlement. 
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Investment and Expenditure 

7.77 Richborough Estates has commissioned work to consider how additional residential 

development within Coleshill, above the Local Plan allocation of 95 dwellings, will 

support and enhance the sustainability of the area. The Community Investment 

Statement, attached at Appendix 9, considers the implications of the following 

growth scenarios: 

• 95 dwellings (the proposed Local Plan allocation for Coleshill) 

• 254 dwellings (the proposed Local Plan allocation + further 159 homes on land 

east of Packington Lane) 

• 453 dwellings (the level of homes required to meet housing need in Coleshill 

according the work produced by Barton Willmore based on the minimum 

housing target). 

7.78 The Statement demonstrates that increasing the number of homes focused to 

Coleshill would assist in supporting a stable working age population within Coleshill, 

supporting Coleshill’s status as a Market Town, which the Council are reliant upon 

to meet the needs of its own residents and residents of a number of smaller 

settlements based in the southern part of the Borough.  

7.79 In addition, increasing the level of growth would not only provide additional market 

housing choice, but would support the provision of affordable homes which would 

be prioritised for residents with a local connection. This would assist in tackling the 

affordability challenges facing Coleshill. 

7.80 From an investment perspective, the delivery of an additional 159 homes would 

generate direct fiscal investment into the community, including financial 

contributions via site-specific contributions. The Statement identifies the following 

additional investment in respect of an additional 159 homes: 

• £304,600 of Council Tax generated per annum; 

• £1.1m in New Homes Bonus; 

• £286,200 of contributions towards transport infrastructure; 

• 8.94ha of high quality additional open space; 

• £31,800 contribution towards healthcare; and 
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• £556,500 contribution towards education 

7.81 From an expenditure perspective, the delivery of an additional 159 homes would 

generate multiple economic benefits, supporting sustainable growth within the local 

area, assisting in supporting the vitality and viability of Coleshill as a Market Town. 

The Statement identifies the following expenditure and employment benefits 

associated with an additional provision of 159 homes: 

• 68 direct jobs, 41 indirect jobs and GVA of £22.5m during the construction 

phase; 

• Additional 364 residents (of which 208 are economically active); 

• £9.4m GVA per annum generated by economically active population; 

• £1.1m of convenience expenditure per annum; 

• £785,700 of comparison expenditure per annum; and 

• £960,100 of leisure expenditure per annum. 

7.82 The Statement highlights that a level of growth equivalent to meeting housing 

needs within Coleshill would significantly increase the investment and expenditure 

within the area and maintain a stable working age population at 2033. 

Exceptional Circumstances 

7.83 The justification for such a low level of development being focused to Coleshill 

appears to be the presence of Green Belt wrapping around the settlement. Whilst 

it is recognised that Coleshill is constrained by Green Belt, there is a need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development which address the future housing, 

employment and the other development needs of these settlements. To be justified, 

the Local Plan must identify the most appropriate strategy, when considered 

against all reasonable alternatives.  

7.84 Richborough Estates has prepared a paper, attached at Appendix 5, that sets out 

the policy basis upon which judgements should be made in preparing Local Plans 

in areas affected by Green Belt having regard to experiences elsewhere in the 

Country where the consideration of Green Belt release has been appropriate, 

consistent with national policy and has resulted in the delivery of sustainable, plan-

led growth. 
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7.85 National policy, set out in Section 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) sets out the Government’s full position in respect of Green Belt and 

establishes the five purposes of Green Belt designation. Paragraph 83 is clear that 

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

through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.” The preparation of a new Local 

Plan for North Warwickshire Borough is therefore the appropriate mechanism by 

which to consider the release of land from the Green Belt, subject to the 

demonstration of exceptional circumstances. 

7.86 Paragraph 136 of the revised draft NPPF, published in March 2018, states that 

“Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green 

Belt boundaries, the strategic plan-making authority should have examined fully all 

other reasonable options for meeting its identified needs for development”. This 

consideration is reflective of text contained within the Government’s Housing White 

Paper, published February 2017. Since the publication of the White Paper, the term 

‘all reasonable options’ has been erroneously interpreted in some quarters as 

meaning that Green Belt release should be a last resort that should be avoided 

even if the restriction of Green Belt release would lead to dire outcomes against 

the achievement of wider sustainability objectives. 

7.87 The Courts have considered this matter and confirmed that the demonstration of 

exceptional circumstances is a less rigorous test than the demonstration of very 

special circumstances which are required to justify inappropriate development 

within the Green Belt through the development management process [R (Luton 

Borough Council) v Central Bedfordshire Council [2015] EWCA Civ 537 (longmore, 

Tomlinson, Sales LJJ)]. 

7.88 When considering Green Belt boundaries, the NPPF makes clear at paragraph 84 

that LPAs “…should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable development 

of channeling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, 

towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond 

the outer Green Belt boundary.” This is clear guidance that adhering to Green Belt 

boundaries should not be at the expense of sustainable patterns of growth. This 

guidance is also included within the revised draft NPPF at Paragraph 137. 

7.89 For the draft Submission Local Plan to put the retention of Green Belt above the 

achievement of sustainable development is therefore contrary to the Government’s 

guidance and cannot be considered ‘sound.’ 
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7.90 There are a number of cases, of which many are local to North Warwickshire, where 

Green Belt release has been fully tested through independent examination: 

• Warwick Local Plan: The Warwick Local Plan was adopted in September 2017; 

it is a LPA where 80% of the District lies within the Green Belt and represents 

an example where the Council and an Inspector tested the release of Green Belt, 

in the context of significant housing growth (including assisting in meeting the 

unmet needs of Coventry) and the need to distribute growth in a sustainable 

manner. Within Warwick District, Kenilworth is enclosed by Green Belt, however, 

the Local Plan allows for the settlement to prosper and meet the needs of existing 

and future residents over the Plan period. The Inspector clearly engaged with 

this matter fully and determined that Green Belt should not be utilised as a 

barrier to providing sustainable patterns of growth and that the release of Green 

Belt well related to sustainable settlements, whose needs cannot be met on non-

Green Belt land, is a clear demonstration of the requisite exceptional 

circumstances. In addition, the Inspector determined that unsustainable levels 

of growth in non-Green Belt locations which fail to conform with the spatial 

strategy for an area are not to be considered sound – demonstrating clearly that 

Green Belt release is not a last resort. 

Kenilworth and Coleshill are comparable in that they both sit atop their 

respective settlement hierarchy’s, reflecting their status as one of the most 

sustainable settlements in their respective local authority areas. It is, therefore, 

clear that, in the pursuit of sustainable development, Green Belt release should 

take place at Coleshill.     

• Cheshire East Local Plan: The Cheshire East Local Plan was adopted in July 

2017; it is a LPA where approximately 40% of the District lies within the Green 

Belt. In the main Inspector’s report at paragraph 94, the Inspector acknowledges 

that “proposals for releasing land from the Green Belt for development or 

Safeguarded Land around the main towns is very contentious.” However, he 

found that exceptional circumstances had been demonstrated, due in part to 

“…the need to allocate sufficient land for market and affordable housing and 

employment development, combined with the adverse consequences for 

patterns of sustainable development of not doing so…” The appointed Inspector 

deemed it necessary for further work to be undertaken to justify the proposed 

spatial distribution of development, particularly to address the development 

needs and opportunities of the Green Belt settlements. This resulted in the need 
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for further Green Belt release within the inset settlements to achieve a 

sustainable distribution of planned growth. 

• Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy:  The Lichfield District Local Plan 

Strategy was adopted in February 2015 and subject to a failed legal challenge. 

Approximately 50% of the District lies within the West Midlands Green Belt, 

including land that borders North Warwickshire to the south of Tamworth. The 

Inspector’s report deals expressly with a misinterpretation of national guidance, 

that Green Belt should only be considered as a last resort. The Inspector states 

at paragraph 200, that “…I can find no justification in the Framework, in Planning 

Guidance or indeed in the case of I M Properties for the proposition that Green 

Belt land should be released only as a last resort. This would be to accept that 

sustainability is the servant of Green Belt designation – which it is not. On the 

contrary, as has already been established, the duty in determining Green Belt 

boundaries is to take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development.” The Inspector goes on to note in terms of the demonstration of 

exceptional circumstances that, “…in my judgement the lack of more sustainable 

sites outside the Green Belt to meet the identified need for housing in a way that 

is consistent with the Plan’s urban and key centre strategy amount, in this 

instance, to the exceptional circumstances that justify the release of Green Belt.” 

The Inspector has clearly balanced a range of sustainability considerations in 

forming his view that the demonstration of exceptional circumstances and 

determination of Green Belt boundaries should take account of sustainable 

patterns of development – to approach this from an alternative perspective, that 

sustainability is secondary to the retention of Green Belt boundaries, would be 

wrong and inconsistent with national policy. 

7.91 It is also relevant to consider how other local planning authorities within the wider 

Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area have considered the release of 

Green Belt in achieving a ‘sound’ spatial strategy. These are considered below:  

• Coventry City Council – whilst Coventry had an unmet need of circa 18,000 

dwellings – the Local Plan adopted in December 2017 included several 

sustainable urban extensions that were located in the Green Belt, including at 

Keresley and Eastern Green.  Indeed 27% of total housing supply allocated in 

the new Local Plan will be delivered on land that was designated Green Belt 

prior to the new Plan. 
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• Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council – the Local Plan is currently being 

Examined, having been submitted in June 2017.  Policy DS7 of the Plan 

confirms that 7 sites are proposed to be released from the Green Belt in order 

to meet housing needs across the Borough.  As per the allocations included at 

Policy DS5, these sites will deliver 4,198 dwelling sin the Green Belt over the 

Plan period. 

• Rugby Borough Council – the Rugby Local Plan is also currently at 

Examnination.  Paragraph 4.31 states that allocations made in Policy DS3 will 

result in an alteration to the settlement boundaries of 7 of the 9 Main Rural 

Settlements in the Borough.  The Plan goes on to state at paragraph 4.32 that 

each of these Main Rural Settlements are located in the Green Belt. 

• Warwick District Council – Warwick’s Local Plan, adopted in September 2017 

contains significant Green Belt release.  Paragraph 2.73 details the Green Belt 

releases in this Plan – which in accordance with Policy DS11 would deliver over 

4,500 dwellings in land formerly allocated as Green Belt and safeguards land 

for over 1,000 extra dwellings beyond the Plan period. 

• Stratford–on-Avon District Council – the Stratford Core Strategy was 

adopted in July 2016 and did not propose Green Belt releases for residential 

development.  However, only circa 1/4 of the District is affected by Green Belt, 

and the highest tier of the settlement hierarchy can meet its needs without 

necessitating Green Belt release.  Of the main rural centres in the Green Belt: 

Alcester has non-Green Belt options to meet its needs; Henley-in-Arden is 

constrained by a range of other factors including a railway embankment to the 

west of the town and flood risk and an extensive scheduled ancient monument 

to the east, a further railway embankment lies to the north and school playing 

fields to the south (Para 6.4.12); and finally Studley also has settlement-

specific constraints, including proximity to Redditch (less than 600m) and 

significant traffic issues on the A435, which have resulted in an AQMA being 

declared. 

7.92 In addition, the Birmingham HMA Authorities have also released, or are proposing 

to release significant areas of Green Belt land.  Birmingham and Lichfield have 

adopted Plans which release Green Belt land for a significant level of housing 

growth; whilst South Staffordshire are currently at Examination for their Site 

Allocations DPD, which proposes Green Belt release; Bromsgrove are wedded to an 

early review of their Plan in order to plan for Green Belt release to meet unmet 
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needs; and finally, Solihull has an emerging Local Plan that is proposing to make 

substantial Green Belt allocations to meet housing needs.  Finally, whilst at an 

earlier stage, we note that the Black Country Core Strategy Issues and Options 

Paper (2017) accepts that Green Belt release will be required in the Black Country 

in order to achieve sustainable growth. 

7.93 By contrast, the distribution of growth set out in the draft Submission Local Plan 

would result in an unsustainable pattern of development across the Borough over 

the Plan Period which is not a reasonable option. Within Coleshill, the sustainability 

of the settlement appears to be a secondary consideration to the retention of 

existing Green Belt boundaries around this Category 1 settlement. Indeed, as 

stated earlier within this representation, paragraph 7.4 of the Local Plan confirms 

that this is the case, as development is provided in “the most sustainable way, 

without it stimulating pressure on the countryside, in particular, the Green Belt”.  

7.94 The inconsequential allocation of only 95 homes for Coleshill results in a skewed 

strategy that will exacerbate the existing imbalance between jobs and homes within 

the market town, promote increasingly unsustainable travel patterns, undermine 

the ability for Coleshill to meet local housing needs (including affordable) and 

sustain vital and vibrant services and facilities. 

7.95 The Borough Council is proposing to release land from the Green Belt elsewhere 

within the District for residential development (adjacent to Langley SUE, Water 

Orton and Coleshill) and, therefore, must consider that exceptional circumstances 

can be demonstrated. Richborough Estates consider there are clear exceptional 

circumstances for the release of Green Belt land around the Category 1 Market 

Town of Coleshill to ensure the continued sustainability of the settlement as part of 

a wider distribution of growth across the Borough. 

Safeguarded Land 

7.96 The NPPF states that it is crucial for Local Plans to “be drawn up over an appropriate 

time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon,” and “take account of longer term 

requirements”. The revised draft NPPF similarly indicates that strategic policies 

should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period from adoption (Paragraph 22). 

Therefore, it is necessary for the Local Plan to consider future development needs 

within the Borough beyond the proposed Plan period (currently 2033). 

7.97 Whilst there is currently no fixed guidance on the length of time beyond the Plan 

period an LPA should plan for through the plan making process, the NPPF at 
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paragraph 85 states that ‘safeguarded land’ should be identified in order to meet 

longer term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period. 

7.98 In determining the appropriate quantum of safeguarded land to identify within 

North Warwickshire, it is necessary to consider the local context, including: the 

opportunities for meeting longer term development needs outside of the Green Belt 

beyond the Plan Period; and, the likely level of future housing and employment that 

will be required to meet the needs of the Borough beyond the Plan period including 

cross boundary pressures. 

7.99 In terms of future development sites available or likely to become available within 

North Warwickshire Borough, it needs to be recognised that over two thirds of the 

Borough currently lies within the West Midlands Green Belt. The most sustainable 

settlements in the Borough, which according to the spatial strategy are to be the 

focus for development within the current Plan period, are those within the Category 

1 and 3 settlements as identified within the Settlement Hierarchy (Policy LP2). Of 

the eight settlements identified in these two categories, four of these settlements 

are completely encompassed by Green Belt; these are the Market Town of Coleshill 

and the Local Service Centres of New and Old Arley, Kingsbury and Water Orton. 

In these settlements there are no, or very few opportunities, that exist to meet 

longer term development needs outside of the West Midlands Green Belt.  

7.100 In the longer-term, settlements including Coleshill will need to retain a role in 

providing new homes to meet the objectively assessed housing needs of the 

Borough, including identified local needs for affordable homes. With the existing 

Green Belt drawn tightly around the existing settlement boundaries, it is necessary 

to release land from the Green Belt to ensure future needs can be met and the 

vitality of services and facilities can be maximised in the longer term. In addition, 

the pressures to identify further land to accommodate housing in the future will 

only be exacerbated by the likely continuation of pressures being placed on North 

Warwickshire from Tamworth, Coventry and the wider Greater Birmingham Housing 

Market Area. 

7.101 Whilst the draft Submission Local Plan proposes to safeguard land west of 

Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, this level of provision is ineffective in ensuring long 

term development needs can be met and the Green Belt boundaries will endure 

beyond the Plan Period.  
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8. HOUSING  

Housing Development  

8.1 Policy LP7 ‘Housing Development’ sets out policy in relation to housing mix, special 

needs housing, density of housing developments and infrastructure requirements. 

With regards to housing mix the policy sets out that housing sites will be expected 

to provide for a range of needs and opportunities to reflect the needs of the 

Borough. This approach is considered sound as it allows for flexibility to ensure that 

an appropriate mix of housing can be provided reflecting more local circumstances 

and changes over time. 

8.2 Policy LP7 states that the amount of special needs housing sought will be expected 

to amount to 10% of the total housing provision on the site concerned, but the 

precise quantity will be determined having regard to site size, suitability, the 

economics and provision and the need to achieve a successful development. It goes 

on to say that all or part of this provision may be absorbed within the 40% 

affordable housing requirements of the Plan. The Plan sets out the findings of the 

SHMA providing evidence that the Borough has an ageing population, however, 

there appears to be no clear evidential link between the evidence provided and the 

identification of a 10% special needs housing requirement.  It is also recommended 

that the Council defines ‘special needs housing’ as, again, this is not clear in the 

Plan as currently drafted.   

8.3 It is assumed that the Council will subject the housing requirements to viability 

testing alongside the cumulative impacts of any other proposed standard set to be 

applied to development sites. This work will need to be undertaken to satisfy the 

requirements set out at paragraph 174 of the NPPF. 

8.4 The proposed density for housing developments of no less than 30 dwellings per 

hectare is welcomed. A net density of 50 dwellings per hectare in town centres is 

also welcomed. The requirement for necessary infrastructure to be delivered 

alongside housing development is also considered acceptable. 

Windfall Allowance  

8.5 Policy LP8 includes a windfall allowance of 60 dwellings per annum between 2016 

and 2031. This amounts to a total of 900 dwellings over the next 15 years. 

Paragraphs 8.6 and 8.7 and Table 6 set out the analysis behind the determination 

of 60 windfall units per annum. Between 2011 and 2016, windfalls have totalled 
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541 at an average of 108 per annum. Paragraph 8.8 sets out that 60 units per 

annum is a conservative figure, expecting opportunities in a Plan-led system to 

reduce over time. 

8.6 The inclusion of a windfall allowance of 60 units per annum in the Plan is not 

supported. If the Council is promoting a fully Plan-led approach to delivering 

growth, then there is no need to include an allowance in the housing supply from 

windfall sites. The Local Plan should allocate sufficient land to meet the total 

housing requirement without any reliance on windfalls. Reliance upon windfalls 

does not allow the Council to appropriately plan for the provision of necessary 

supporting infrastructure and form a robust spatial strategy. Furthermore, there is 

a danger for overreliance on windfall sites within the supply with overly optimistic 

completions rates particularly when the larger allocated sites are expected to start 

delivering. Making an allowance for windfall development provides no certainty of 

delivery and a housing supply strategy based upon a heavy reliance of windfall sites 

cannot be deemed as sound.  

Affordable Housing Provision  

8.7 Policy LP9 sets out the affordable housing provision. For schemes of 10 or more 

dwellings it proposes a requirement for 30% affordable housing on-site, except in 

the case of Greenfield sites where 40% on site affordable provision will be required. 

This provision will be provided on site or through a financial contribution in lieu of 

providing affordable housing on site. The Policy then makes reference to an 

Affordable Housing Viability Report which outlines a methodology to determine the 

appropriate provisions. To date, as part of the evidence to the Local Plan, it appears 

that report is yet to be published. It is considered that until the viability testing has 

been untaken, having regard to the other local standards being proposed through 

the Local Plan, these figures cannot be relied upon. 

8.8 The Policy goes on to set out an affordable housing tenure mix of 85% affordable 

rent and 15% suitable intermediate tenure to be provided wherever practicable. 

These figures are derived from the evidence contained within the Coventry and 

Warwickshire SHMA, however, again, the tenure split sought should also be subject 

to viability testing and, at this moment in time, it is unclear as to whether this has 

been completed. 
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9. TRANSPORT  

9.1 Figure 3 contained within Chapter 12 is helpful in setting in context the transport 

network in North Warwickshire. However, there are a number of key transport 

facilities that should also be included on the Map, namely: 

• Coleshill Parkway Station; 

• Intermodal rail freight facilities at Hams Hall and Birch Coppice; and 

• The proposed HS2 route and the delta junction. 

9.2 Furthermore, in respect of the spatial distribution of development in relation to the 

identified transport network, a significant amount of development is proposed in 

the vicinity of Polesworth, the railway station for which is only considered to be 

‘open’ through the stopping of one train per day in a single direction.  

9.3 Whilst Policy LP26 includes provision for ‘feasibility work’ to be carried out to assess 

the possibility of re-opening or relocating Polesworth Station, it is far from certain 

that any improved service will ever be achieved. it is considered that the existing 

stations at Coleshill Parkway and Water Orton are significantly underutilised and 

are better placed to serve new residential development in terms of their 

connections to Birmingham.  
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10. ALLOCATIONS 

10.1 Policy LP39 sets out the Borough Council’s proposed housing allocations in 

Settlement Hierarchy order. A total of 28 sites are proposed to be allocated 

delivering a total of approximately 6,821 dwellings. In addition, Policy LP39(a) 

identifies two additional ‘reserve’ housing sites to provide flexibility in supply. 

Concerns have been raised within Section 6 of this representation in respect to the 

overall housing requirement.  

10.2 As set out in Section 6, the Borough Council has sought to distribute development 

in accordance with its Settlement Hierarchy contained in Policy LP2. Concerns have 

been raised in relation to failure of the Settlement Hierarchy to provide an 

appropriate distribution of development across all three of its Market Towns and, 

in particular, to provide an appropriate amount of development to Coleshill given 

its significant sustainability credentials.  

10.3 Chapter 7 of the Draft Local Plan sets out that the Spatial Strategy approach is to 

steer most development to the Main Towns and then in a cascade approach to other 

settlements with very little development appropriate within the countryside. As set 

out in section 7 of this representation, the allocations proposed within the draft 

Submission Local Plan will result in a very different spatial strategy which is not 

aligned to the Vision or the Objectives identified.  

10.4 Given the requirement to deliver housing to meet identified needs within the 

Borough Council, it is recognised that the settlement hierarchy does not become 

too restrictive to allow for a mix of types and sizes of sites to come forward in a 

range of locations in order to allow maximum delivery. This approach will also 

provide a level of flexibility and resilience to the Local Plan. This is particularly 

important in light of the uplift in delivery that will be required within North 

Warwickshire Borough. A strategy which relies on a number of large strategic 

allocations to deliver the housing requirement and to secure a rolling five-year 

housing land supply is risky, particularly if sites do not come forward as envisaged 

and no contingencies are identified. As such it is considered necessary that the 

Borough Council identifies additional deliverable land in various locations across the 

Borough, to ensure allocations are aligned to the spatial strategy and to provide 

the additional flexibility necessary to ensure the Spatial Strategy can be delivered.    
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Category 1 - Market Towns  

10.5 A significant proportion of development is proposed within two of the Market Towns, 

with Atherstone and Mancetter proposed to take 1,859 new dwellings and 

Polesworth and Dordon to take 2,071 dwellings. Coleshill, which is a highly 

sustainable location benefitting from excellent transport links including Coleshill 

Parkway, intermodal rail freight facilities at Hams Hall, a significant proportion of 

services, facilities and employment, is only proposed to accommodate 95 new 

dwellings. As set out in section 6, the level of proposed development for Coleshill 

represents just 2.4% of the total dwellings proposed to be allocated to the Market 

Towns and just 1.4% of the total dwellings to be allocated across the Borough 

within Policy L39.  This represents an unbalanced apportionment that will result in 

the delivery of an unsound strategy. Significantly more land is therefore required 

to be allocated within Coleshill given the sustainability credentials of Town and to 

support and maintain the important Market Town role it currently performs. 

10.6 In addition, concerns are raised in respect of a number of the proposed allocations 

identified within Coleshill, which give rise to issues of deliverability and suitability.  

10.7 The Allotment site adjacent to Memorial Park is allocated for 30 dwellings. This is a 

proposed allocation that has been identified following changes to the emerging 

Local Plan directed by Members at the 3rd August LDF Sub-committee. 

Unfortunately, the decision to include this site in place of Land East of Packington 

Lane does not appear to be evidenced. To be soundly based it must be 

demonstrated that the site is suitable and deliverable. 

10.8 To consider a site deliverable, there must be no insurmountable technical barriers 

preventing this site from coming forward. However, significant concerns are raised 

in respect of access to the site. 

10.9 This site is located to the east and adjacent to the A446 Stonebridge Road. In 

addition, the site is bounded to the north by the Warwickshire Police station 

building, to the east by playing fields and to the south by existing residential 

properties. It should be noted that the former police station site now has the benefit 

of detailed planning permission for a care home which would preclude access from 

being achieved to the allotment site. There appears to be no clear access solution. 

10.10 The allotments are currently poorly accessed via Stonebridge Road which is a dual 

carriageway and is subject to the national speed limit (70mph).  Due to the nature 
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and speed of the road, any access from the Stonebridge Road would be difficult to 

achieve in line with DMRB standards.  

10.11 The central verge along Stonebridge Road is approximately 5.0m in width.  In order 

to provide an all movements junction DMRB specifies that this would have to be at 

least 10m in width so it could harbour most large vehicles that may want to turn 

right out of the access junction.  Therefore, as this is not achievable without 

significant amendments to Stonebridge Road (which are likely to be cost 

preventative), the access would have to take the form of a left in left out junction. 

10.12 A left-in/left-out arrangement would lead to unsustainable travel patterns; as 

vehicles leaving the site to head northbound on the A446 would have to head south 

in the first instance and turn back at the A446/Coleshill Heath Road roundabout 

junction.  This would result in a round trip covering an additional 3.7km before they 

passed the site access junction going northbound.  Such an unsustainable solution 

would render this site unsuitable for allocation. 

10.13 Removal of this proposed allocation, would leave Coleshill, a sustainable Market 

Town, with the planned provision of 65 homes to 2033, further compounding the 

ability for Coleshill to maintain its important role within the settlement hierarchy as 

set out in Section 6 of these representations. 

10.14 Outside of Coleshill, Richborough Estates also wish to raise concerns regarding the 

proposal to allocate land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon for up to 2,000 new 

homes. This will represent a significant increase in the size of the Market Town and 

given the scale of this allocation will require significant infrastructure to bring 

forward. In addition, Richborough Estates is aware that the proposed allocation 

contains a patchwork of land that is under multiple ownerships; resulting in 

significant barriers to the deliverability of a comprehensive scheme. The provision 

of a distributor road is set out as a key requirement for this proposed allocation, 

however, the presence of multiple land ownerships on land between the A5 and 

B5000 puts in doubt the ability to secure this necessary infrastructure without a 

necessary collaboration agreement. In addition, Richborough Estates is aware of 

historic mining activities within the proposed allocation; increased costs to deal with 

any ground condition issues could give rise to further issues of deliverability. It is 

noted that the Local Plan as drafted fails to include a housing trajectory at this 

stage, however, due to the size of this proposal, the requirement for the delivery 

of significant infrastructure and the attractiveness of this location to the market, 

there can be no reliance on the delivery of this site, in full, by 2033. As set out in 
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section 7 of this representation, the scale of development proposed for Coleshill is 

disproportionate to its sustainability credentials, its geographical location close to 

key transport links and the functional relationship is shares with neighbouring 

Solihull and Birmingham. Given its Category 1 Market Town status, this should be 

remedied through the allocation of appropriate additional sites.  

10.15 The suitability of land off Packington Lane, Coleshill for residential development is 

fully discussed within section 10 of these representations. In addition, the suitability 

of land off Blythe Road, Coleshill for residential development is set out within 

section 11 of these representations. It is considered that the allocation of additional 

land for housing is necessary to ensure a sound spatial strategy by providing a 

more appropriate scale of development for Coleshill, meeting the needs of the 

Borough and being perfectly placed to meet the unmet needs arising within 

Birmingham and the wider GBHMA. 

10.16 There will be strong demand for new housing in Coleshill which should be 

adequately addressed with an appropriate level/ number of housing allocations. 

Land at both Packington Lane and Blythe Road are suitable, sustainable, viable and 

deliverable locations for housing development.  

10.17 As has been set out above, the scale of development proposed for Coleshill is not 

considered to be sufficient to accord with the Spatial Strategy of the draft 

Submission Local Plan and additional land should be identified that is deliverable 

given the sustainability advantages of this location.  

Category 2 – Adjacent Adjoining Settlements  

10.18 It is noted that the draft Local Plan is directing a significant proportion of new 

housing to sites on the outer borders of the Borough; namely Land West of Robey’s 

Lane, Tamworth proposed for 1,191 dwellings and Lindridge Road SUE, proposed 

to be released from the Green and allocated for 141 dwellings. As set out at earlier 

within this representation, the proposed extension of Langley SUE which lies in the 

Green Belt appears to be at odds with the identified criteria, in particular, part (a) 

of Policy LP2, which sets out that development will be allowed adjoining settlements 

if the sites lies outside of the Green Belt. 

10.19 In addition, the proposed allocation at Robey’s Lane, Tamworth should be seen in 

the context of the adjacent Tamworth Golf Club Sustainable Urban Extension, 

contained within the adopted Tamworth Local Plan. This SUE in the west of Robey’s 

Lane has outline planning permission for up to 1,100 homes, of which 472 dwellings 
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now have the benefit of detailed consent. The Tamworth Local Plan Housing 

Trajectory assumes that this site will complete in 2028. The proposed allocation to 

the west of Robey’s Lane is proposed to form an extension to this existing SUE and, 

therefore, is unlikely to be delivered until land within Tamworth Borough is nearing 

completion. In addition, the site includes an existing business currently on a long-

term lease rendering part of the site undeliverable within the Plan period.  

10.20 Furthermore, Tamworth Borough Council has been clear within their 

representations to the draft Submission Local Plan that a suitable access to the site 

may not be achievable due to the need to acquire third party land which is beyond 

the control of both authorities.  

10.21 In light of the housing trajectory contained within the examined and adopted 

Tamworth Local Plan, the assumption that 1,191 dwellings can be delivered to the 

east of Robey’s Lane by 2031 is, therefore, wholly unrealistic. 

Category 3 – Local Service Villages  

10.22 The draft Local Plan proposes a total of 1,023 new dwellings to Hartshill/Ansley 

Common and 98 dwellings to Baddesley Ensor/ Grendon, which are both Category 

3 Local Service Centres. The scale of development proposed for these Category 3 

settlements which amounts to 16% of the overall housing allocations is not 

considered to be in accordance with the proposed spatial strategy. Furthermore, 

the proposed housing development at Hartshill/ Ansley and Baddesley Ensor/ 

Grendon will not provide homes in the right place at the right time.  

10.23 It is not clear how the provision of 1,023 dwellings in Hartshill/Ansley Common will 

constitute sustainable development. The draft Local Plan acknowledges that there 

has been considerable development in the village over the past 40 years which has 

resulted in two large estates either side of the village. The draft Local Plan proposes 

four additional sites in total for Hartshill/Ansley Common, three of which are of a 

significant strategic scale being over 250 dwellings. The overall scale of 

development proposed for Hartshill/Ansley Common is not considered to be 

appropriate for its Category 3 status and is unsound.  

Five-Year Housing Land Supply 

10.24 Policy LP39 identifies the proposed allocated sites for housing totalling 6,824 units. 

There is a heavy reliance upon a small number of large sites, notably Land to the 

North-West of Atherstone off Whittington Lane (1,282 units), Land to the East of 
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Polesworth and Dordon (2,000 units) and Land West of Robey’s Lane adjacent to 

Tamworth (1,191 units). Together these three sites amount to near half of the 

Borough’s overall housing requirement (5,280 dwellings plus a further 3,790 

dwellings). 

10.25 There are concerns with such a reliance upon these sites in relation to the Borough’s 

ability to maintain a rolling five-year housing land supply position. There are 

currently 14 years remaining until the end of the plan period (2031) and, on this 

basis, these larger sites will need to deliver in excess of 100-200 units per annum 

each. Given approximate lead-in times for the commencement of development 

(allowing time for planning and delivery of infrastructure) the delivery of the 

stipulated number of units by 2031 is considered overly optimistic and provides for 

no flexibility in the five-year housing land supply position should the delivery of 

these sites not come forward as expected. Furthermore, there is concern that if 

such sites, for example Land to the East of Polesworth and Dordon (2,000 units) 

requires a delivery of 200 units per annum, this will require a number of sales 

outlets in an area which could be argued does not experience such demand. 

10.26 In order to ensure that a five-year supply position can be maintained throughout 

the Plan Period, there should be a wider range of allocations across the Borough, 

to avoid an overreliance on a few larger sites and instead ensure a healthy housing 

market in order to deliver the housing requirements established through the Local 

Plan. This includes additional allocations in the sustainable settlements such as 

Coleshill. 
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11. LAND AT PACKINGTON LANE, COLESHILL 

11.1 The site is located to the east of Packington Lane, Coleshill and comprises 12.46ha 

of land. It comprises of a number of agricultural fields and a small cluster of 

buildings known as ‘the Piggeries’. A site location plan is provided in Appendix 1. 

11.2 To the north the site is bordered by established residential development and 

agricultural land; and to the east by further agricultural fields and Southfields Farm, 

which is connected to Packington Lane via Pound Lane. 

11.3 To the south is Hawkeswell Lane, four of whose properties immediately border the 

site. Further to the south is Coleshill Town Football Club. To the west is Packington 

Lane, beyond which are The Coleshill School, St Edward’s Catholic School, 

Woodlands Junior and Secondary School and Coleshill Leisure Centre. There is also 

some existing housing fronting Packington Lane opposite the site.  

11.4 Adjoining existing established built form, the site benefits from a sustainable 

location which presents a logical urban extension to accommodate some of the 

future housing needs of the area.  

11.5 An indicative masterplan has been produced (Appendix 10), which illustrates how 

the site has capacity to accommodate circa 159 dwellings within a first phase and 

circa 118 dwellings within a future phase. Dwellings have been indicatively plotted, 

to allow for a mix of housing types and mixes which would be delivered on site. 

The initial design concept illustrates how two vehicular access points could be 

provided off Packington Lane, in addition to a potential emergency access along 

Pound Lane and a potential pedestrian crossing to facilitate links with existing 

educational infrastructure. A network of pedestrian footpaths could circulate the 

development to facilitate pedestrian access within the site. 

11.6 The indicative masterplan illustrates how on average a net density of 33 dwellings 

per hectare could be achieved on site. Where necessary, development could be 

sufficiently setback and soft edges could be utilised in development parcels to 

protect existing residential amenity. The indicative masterplan also illustrates how 

a high quality residential frontage can be achieved along Packington Lane, matching 

existing house types in the area, most notably the existing dwelling which 

immediately borders the site on this frontage (Birchover).  

11.7 The masterplan shows how development immediately to the north and south of 

Pound Lane could be lower in density, to reflect the existing character of this area.  
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11.8 The indicative masterplan also shows how there are plentiful opportunities to 

provide green infrastructure on site. There are opportunities for green spaces to be 

dispersed across the site. A central green corridor/ ‘green lung’ could permeate 

through the site, which would utilise existing hedgerows and would extend to the 

northern development parcel of the site, allowing visual connectivity between the 

parcels of land either side of Pound Lane. The corridor would also act as an 

important green edge and ecological area, which encompasses the existing water 

course, ponds and localised vegetation.  

11.9 A corridor of public open space could be achieved along the eastern boundary, 

which retains the existing hedgerow and mature trees which define the two fields 

to the east of the site boundary. The masterplan illustrates how a number of ponds 

and swales could be located across the site, which have taken into consideration 

the varying topography of the site.  

11.10 Notably, the indicative masterplan has adopted a landscape-led approach, and 

shows how public open space could be provided on site in excess of the ‘6 acre 

standard’ and illustrates how green infrastructure could achieved on site with its 

associated environmental benefits. 

Transport 

11.11 A Transport Appraisal has been undertaken by PTB Transport Planning Ltd, to 

provide an initial review of transport matters at the site. This appraisal is included 

at Appendix 11. 

11.12 The appraisal presents TRICS data which suggests that the development of 277 

dwellings at the site will generate 138 two-way, AM peak hour trips and 150 two-

way, PM peak hour trips. 

11.13 The forecast traffic generation indicates peak hour two-way traffic generation of 

approximately two to three vehicles per minute at the development access. In any 

single direction, the traffic generation is less than two vehicles per minute. This 

forecast level of traffic associated with the residential development is not 

considered to be significant, whilst the impact will be determined by further 

transport assessments.  

11.14 The appraisal indicates safe and suitable access can be provided to the site with 

precise details of the junction layout and visibility splays to be informed by traffic 

surveys undertaken at the planning application stage. 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 58  

 

11.15 The appraisal acknowledges that peak hour congestion at the Coleshill Crossroads 

has been identified as a problem. This issue has been identified locally as a barrier 

to growth within the Coleshill, however, further work undertaken by PTB considers 

how this issue can be resolved, providing a wider benefit to residents of Coleshill. 

11.16 The Harworth Estates outline planning application for the redevelopment of the Daw 

Mill Colliery site (ref. PAP/2014/0339) concluded, as part of their Transport 

Assessment work, that the Coleshill Crossroads (Blythe Road/Birmingham 

Road/High Street junction in the centre of Coleshill) was already over capacity and 

that additional background traffic growth would exacerbate the existing congestion 

and delays on this part of the highway network; the subsequent addition of the 

Daw Mill development traffic, that congestion would get worse. 

11.17 The Daw Mill application proposed improvements in the vicinity of the crossroads 

junction, primarily concentrating on the use of Church Hill as a diversionary route 

to remove traffic from the problem junction; however, that scheme only served to 

mitigate the impact of the proposed development at Daw Mill – essentially, a ‘nil-

detriment’ solution, as would reasonably be expected here. 

11.18 A Technical Note report was produced by ADC Infrastructure (ADC) in September 

2015 in respect of the proposed improvements, within which they state: 

“It is accepted that the proposed mitigation scheme does not resolve 

congestion at the crossroads – it is not the developer’s responsibility to 

solve existing problems.  To do that, a more comprehensive scheme will 

be required and WCC are exploring options.  This report also explains how 

Harworth Estates could contribute to a more comprehensive scheme.” 

11.19 It should be noted that figure A2 in the ADC report highlights the extent of the 

congestion problems at the Coleshill Crossroads junction – their 2021 scenario 

indicating that without the proposed mitigation, maximum queue lengths along 

Blythe Road in the AM peak hour (08:00-09:00) are shown as reaching 182 

vehicles, or 162 vehicles with the proposed Daw Mill development (and mitigation) 

in place. 

11.20 The reference to the “more comprehensive scheme” is clarified in sections 16 to 19 

and detailed in Appendix C of the ADC report; the scheme proposed being a 

gyratory that could potentially be introduced around Church Hill and the Coleshill 

Crossroads.  Reference is made to WCC studying the potential for such a scheme 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 59  

 

and, therefore, Harworth Estates contributing towards further modelling to 

determine a more comprehensive solution. 

11.21 Appendix C of the ADC report details how the gyratory system could work, either 

as a priority-controlled junction at Blythe Road/Birmingham Road/High Street, or 

with the implementation of a signals at this junction. 

11.22 PTB, on behalf of Richborough Estates, has considered the initial proposal put 

forward by WCC in more detail; and identified the following observations: 

• The introduction of signals at the junction requires the stopline on Birmingham 

Road to be set back to a position directly outside No.2 Birmingham Road – this 

is to allow for large vehicles (4-axle large refuse or large rigid HGVs) to be able 

to turn left into Birmingham Road from the High Street (S) approach; the stop 

line position shown on the WCC drawing would not allow for this and would 

therefore cause the junction to fail, as left-turning vehicles would not be able 

to pass those waiting at the stopline on Birmingham Road. 

• Testing of the layout with this modification demonstrates that whilst the 

Birmingham Road and High Street (N) approaches to the junction would 

operate well within capacity in both peak hours, the High Street (S) ahead & 

left-turn lane would queue back beyond the Church Hill junction in the AM peak 

hour, with subsequent impacts on the operation of the ‘free-running’ lanes 

within the gyratory system – eventually, this is likely to lead to blocking back 

issues and, in all likelihood, gridlock during peak periods around the Blythe 

Road/Church Hill/High Street loop (and, therefore, also along High Street (S) 

through Coleshill). 

• The reason for the above is the significant imbalance in flows between the left 

lane on the High Street (S) approach to the crossroads, and the right ‘free-

running’ lane around the gyratory. 

• Therefore, it was clear from initial testing that the lane configuration needed 

to change on the High Street (S) approach to the junction and, as such, the 

design was amended to provide a dedicated left-turn only lane, alongside an 

ahead & right-turn lane – both of which would then be signalised.  In order to 

ensure that the junction could still operate under a two-stage signal 

arrangement, the High Street (N) approach was given the ‘free-running’ lane, 

and the Birmingham Road approach from the west was realigned so that traffic 

entered Blythe Road in the offside lane (rather than the nearside). 
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• Testing of the new junction configuration in LinSig demonstrates a significant 

capacity improvement at the crossroads (please note we have tested the 

junction under a 2023 future year scenario with the Daw Mill traffic on the 

network) – queues and delays are significantly reduced, with a 60 second cycle 

time and c.25% spare capacity (PRC) within the junction as a whole, which 

allows for significant further scope for additional traffic growth and/or flexibility 

in the signal timings, potential use of MOVA, etc. 

• PTB are proposing to submit the revised scheme to WCC as LHA to obtain their 

initial views on the proposal and, of course, the scheme will need to go through 

the usual Road Safety Audit (RSA) process. 

• Therefore, the scheme is likely to be refined further once RSA comments have 

been received and detailed discussions have taken place with WCC; however, 

PTB’s view at this stage is that the proposed scheme is a viable solution to 

resolving a significant traffic problem in the centre of Coleshill, and that the 

scheme design proposed could deliver significant highway benefits in this 

location. 

11.23 The site is, therefore, considered to be accessible and in a sustainable location for 

development and has the opportunity to deliver wider benefits above and beyond 

those required to mitigate the impact of the development, including wider highways 

improvements to Coleshill. A revised viable road improvement scheme will be 

submitted to Warwickshire County Council in due course to demonstrate how the 

perceived barrier of existing congestion in Coleshill can be effectively overcome.  

Green Belt 

11.24 The site is currently within the Green Belt. Stage 2 of the Coventry and 

Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study was published in April 2016, and assesses the 

Green Belt within North Warwickshire Borough. The site is identified in a wider, 

large parcel of Green Belt land (CH5) in the assessment. 

11.25 What is noticeable about the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact 

that it only assesses relatively broad parcels of land. This does not allow for 

assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and the local 

context which defines them. Parcel CH5 covers a significant area of the entire 

eastern side of the town and it does little to help inform individual areas of land 

that may be considered as urban extensions. 
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11.26 For example, CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding 

the countryside from encroachment. This score appears to have been based on the 

fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is free from development and is very 

open agricultural land.” Quite clearly this sweeping statement fails to reflect sites 

such as East of Packington Lane, which has residential and other urban form 

influences e.g. educational facilities.  

11.27 It is debateable as to the extent that the broad brush Green Belt Study can inform 

development options when looking at individual land parcels. Of course, looking at 

individual parcels is exactly what the Borough Council need to do when assessing 

land as future development allocations. Green Belt is only one factor in the 

consideration of development locations. As outlined below, there are a range of 

reasons as to why this site would deliver sustainable development and as such 

could be released from the Green Belt for future housing development. 

11.28 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note prepared by Tyler Grange is attached at 

Appendix 12. This concludes that it is evident that the site represents a logical 

release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the settlement 

fringe context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, the degree 

of visual separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  A sensitive 

development response for the site would not result in any obvious sense of 

coalescence. 

11.29 The site is both physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, with no 

real inter-visibility with Maxstoke to the east.  The sequential users of the central 

PRoW and Hawkeswell Lane will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two 

settlements.  Instead, local receptors will experience the settlement context in the 

form of the established residential edge.  Additional housing would be visible, but 

the depth of vision is already limited for road users by hedgerow vegetation.  

Importantly, the sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to another 

will not be lost and the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

11.30 Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of 

the existing Green Belt between Coleshill and Maxstoke (approximately 350m), 

there is scope to create additional separation through the retention and 

enhancement of the framework of boundary vegetation, and the delivery of 

characteristic development response would further limit the extent to which any 

proposed built form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the landscape, 
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thus any sense of visual encroachment into the wider open countryside would be 

negligible. 

Social Infrastructure & Accessibility 

11.31 The site is well located in relation to a number of local facilities which could be used 

by future residents of the site. This is reflective in the positive scores (++ and ++) 

provided within North Warwickshire’s Draft Submission Local Plan Sustainability 

Appraisal, December 2017, of which the site covers parcels PS153 and COL13 (and 

additional land to the north). 

11.32 These facilities are discussed further within the Transport Appraisal at Appendix 

11, however, in summary, include a church, nursery, leisure centre, pub, general 

store, butchers, restaurants, schools, doctors, pharmacy, hairdressers, local 

convenience store, takeaways and veterinary centre. 

11.33 Four schools are in close proximity to the proposed development; The Coleshill 

School, St Edwards RC Primary School and Woodlands School are all located 

immediately opposite the site within the ‘desirable’ or ‘acceptable’ walking distance 

of 500m and 1000m respectively, whilst Coleshill C of E Primary School is well 

within the ‘preferred maximum’ walking distance (all as recommended in Table 3.2 

of the IHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot). 

11.34 The Coleshill School currently has pupil capacity, and capacity continues to be 

forecast for the foreseeable future. As well as the schools above being very well 

located to the site, Coleshill Leisure Centre is also located on the opposite side of 

Packington Lane.  

11.35 In terms of medical facilities, the nearest doctor’s surgery is the Hazelwood Group 

Practice, located on Parkfield Road which is approximately 1.13 km to the north of 

the site and can be accessed within an approximate 15-minute walk. A Lloyds 

Pharmacy is also located within close proximity to this doctor’s surgery.  

11.36 The site is well located in relation to Coleshill’s main High Street, which can also be 

accessed via the number 70 bus service operating along Coventry Road. A number 

of shops such as hairdressers, local convenience stores and takeaways are located 

on the High Street, providing a range of choice to future local residents. There are 

also a number of potential employment opportunities in the local area, with the 

Hams Hall industrial Park located about 3.4km to the northwest of the site.  
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11.37 In addition to the site being sustainably located in walking distance terms from 

existing key social infrastructure, the site also benefits from close proximity to local 

bus stops. The nearest bus stops to the site are located on the B4117 Coventry 

Road at the George and Dragon bus stop, within a 380m walk of the centre of the 

proposal site, and provides access to the 18A, 70, 75, 75A and 223 bus services, 

details of which are provided further in Appendix 11. 

11.38 The number 70 service operates along Coventry Road, which provides access 

through Coleshill in addition to other destinations such as Chelmsley Wood and 

Birmingham City Centre at a frequency of two services per hour. The number 75 

service also operates along Coventry Road and provides access to Sutton Coldfield, 

Birmingham International and City Centre in addition to Coleshill Parkway, which 

is the nearest railway station to the site, at an hourly frequency.  Coleshill Parkway 

is located 3.2km to the north of the site, where trains operate at a bi-hourly 

frequency to Birmingham New Street (westbound) and to Nuneaton and Leicester 

(eastbound).  

11.39 There is a Public Right of Way (M80) located along Pound Lane in the central section 

of the site, which connects to a number of other PRoWs to the north-east of the 

site. This would be retained and incorporated into the proposals. A number of 

pedestrian links would be created on site to link to this public footpath.  

11.40 As mentioned in the previous section, two vehicular access points could be 

constructed off Packington Lane. Additionally, there is also potential to provide 

pedestrian crossings to link the development with the existing educational 

facilitates to the immediate west of the site. 

11.41 There are very real and genuine opportunities to utilise non-car modes of travel as 

part of everyday journeys to work and the proposals could make a significant 

contribution towards achieving the objective of reducing use by the private car. 

This is particularly assisted by the site’s sustainable location and good access to 

the nearby services and facilities. With reference to the SA, this is duly noted, and 

the site understandably scores well in relation to services and facilities (++ and 

++) and sustainable transport (+ and ++), for the reasons discussed above. It is, 

however, contested why both sites are not scored ++ in relation to sustainable 

transport given their adjacent locations. 

11.42 It is also noted the site is perceived to have ‘no impact’ in developing and 

supporting vibrant and active communities. The site is considered to be well located 
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to encourage integration and a sense of community, particularly given the existing 

community facilities within walking distance of the site and its proximity to 

Coleshill’s main High Street. Given the number of community opportunities within 

this distance, it is considered the impact on developing vibrant communities should 

be positive.  

Natural Environment 

11.43 There are no statutory designations within the site. The existing field patterns will 

form the basis of a development framework and this is illustrated on the enclosed 

indicative masterplan. 

11.44 A comprehensive ecological assessment will be undertaken in due course but there 

is nothing on-site to indicate that there are any issues that would prevent the site 

coming forward. 

11.45 Any localised ecological considerations will be incorporated into the development 

as part of the reiterative process as the proposals continue to emerge. 

Furthermore, there is a great opportunity to enhance the current biodiversity on 

the site, as demonstrated on the illustrative masterplan at Appendix 10. This 

could be argued to provide a positive impact in relation to the scoring set out within 

the SA, which is currently scored as ‘no impact’ with respect to both parcels. 

11.46 The consideration with respect to waste, which is considered negative (- and --), is 

also disputed. Whilst some waste is inevitable in all construction projects, the level 

of impact cannot purely be based upon the size of the site and the fact it is on 

greenfield land. If anything, it could be argued that a brownfield site, where existing 

buildings and built plateaus are to be demolished would create more waste, and 

pollution than a greenfield site.  

Landscape 

11.47 The site is located partially with the 'higher sensitivity' landscape 'Zone B' and the 

Blythe Valley Parkland Landscape Character Area (LCA8).  

11.48 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note prepared by Tyler Grange is attached at 

Appendix 12. This concludes that the character of the landscape is neither rare 

nor unique and a classified within the Landscape SPG, it is clearly typical of its type, 

has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban context; and, the historic 

field pattern has been influenced by modern enclosure and some loss of historic 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 65  

 

hedgerow features.  At a site-specific level, the landscape is more likely to be 

considered as ‘Medium Sensitivity’ rather than the ‘Higher Sensitivity’ rating 

attributed to the wider assessment area.  In response, the site is considered to 

have greater capacity to absorb characteristic change, particularly when 

considering the established residential backdrop and the lack of inter-visibility 

associated with the Conservation Area. 

11.49 Further opportunities also exist to maintain and improve public access to the site; 

to introduce planting that could better reflect the characteristics of the local 

landscape; and, to conserve and enhance historic hedgerow features as directed 

through the LCA objectives for the area. 

11.50 Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location 

are predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or 

uncharacteristic.  Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure 

would be a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation and improved 

biodiversity/habitat potential. 

11.51 The LCA management guidelines have been taken into consideration into the 

formation of the indicative masterplan for the site. Distinct bands of development 

(three main parcels) have been created on the masterplan, which have utilised and 

enhanced existing hedgerows to provide sufficient landscape buffers.  

11.52 A landscaped edge has been illustrated along the eastern boundary of the site, to 

show how the views of any development could be contained and limit the perception 

of development encroachment into the valley. 

11.53 A lower density of development could be provided in close proximity to the existing 

Southfields Farm complex, in addition to a proposed recreation area, to illustrate 

how development could be sympathetically designed around the farm. 

11.54 There is a significant green buffer provided at the south-eastern extremity of the 

site, where development has been sufficiently set back to maintain the rural 

character of Hawkeswell Lane to the south. 

11.55 As mentioned previously, a central green corridor/’green lung’ is shown on the 

indicative masterplan, which demonstrates the abundance of green infrastructure 

which could be provided on site. Additionally, a significant quantum of public open 

space could be provided on site, which as well as recreational value could provide 

a number of environmental benefits. 
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11.56 The negative scores (--? and --?) that are concluded within the SA are, therefore, 

disputed. It is noted the SA assessment is merely based upon the size of site and 

whether the site is greenfield; the assessment makes no reference to site specifics 

such as the site’s visual envelope, its sensitivity or its capacity to accommodate 

development (now and with potential future baseline change). This is considered a 

major flaw of the assessment of this objective.  

11.57 Furthermore, it is considered the design of the development site should be 

considered within the SA score. It is envisaged development on the site east of 

Packington Lane will create an attractive residential environment, driven primarily 

by the landscape and visual context of the site, with due consideration given to the 

distinct parcels and existing hedgerow network.  A landscape strategy for the site 

has been derived and it incorporates important landscape features characteristic of 

the site and its setting. This is reflected in the illustrative masterplan included at 

Appendix 10 to this representation. The negative (--?) scores set out within the 

SA are, therefore, contested. 

Cultural Heritage 

11.58 There are no listed buildings within the site. There are also no listed buildings in 

the immediate vicinity of the site i.e. joining its boundary. 

11.59 The nearest listed building to the site is Pound Cottage, which is located to the west 

of the site on Pound Lane and is Grade II Listed. Green space would be provided 

on the parcel of land nearest to this dwelling, therefore, it is not considered that 

development would have any adverse impact on this listed building. 

11.60 The nearest conservation area to the site is Coleshill Coventry Road, and a short 

length of its boundary is adjacent to the site (at the central, western section of the 

site which abuts the Blythe Heights residential development).   

11.61 With the heights/scale of development proposed and the inclusion of abundant 

open space on site, it is not considered that there are any heritage constraints that 

prevent the site coming forward for residential development.  

11.62 It is, therefore, surprising to see the SA assesses the site as having an uncertain 

impact on the built environment (in the context of cultural heritage); it is 

considered there is likely to be a negligible impact. 
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Flood Risk 

11.63 The site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1. The indicative masterplan shows 

how the residential element of the proposals could accommodate a sustainable 

drainage scheme (SuDS).  

Sustainable Development Credentials 

11.64 It is considered that a residential-led scheme on the site will deliver sustainable 

development. The benefits of a first phase of 159 dwellings and an increased 

housing allocation within Coleshill are set out in the Community Investment 

Strategy at Appendix 9. 

11.65 The site benefits from being in a sustainable location. A range of services and 

facilities are within walking and cycling distance. There are also significant 

employment opportunities in and around Coleshill, which could be reached via 

public transport. Regular bus services allow access to nearby opportunities and 

importantly into the Birmingham conurbation with its vast range of jobs, shops, 

leisure and social infrastructure. 

11.66 The site has the ability to provide a mix of housing (both open market and 

affordable). The site is large enough so that both the quantum and mix can be 

flexible so as to help identified future housing needs. 

11.67 In terms of economic sustainability, jobs could be created during the construction 

phase of housing (including indirect employment through the construction supply 

chain) and residents could take advantage of the various employment opportunities 

which could be available at the Hams Hall. When occupied, there will be new 

financial spend into the local Coleshill economy and this could result in induced 

employment being created.  

11.68 Maintaining and enhancing employment opportunities is acknowledged within the 

SA by the virtue of its positive score (+ and +). It is, however, contested that the 

SA states the propose development would have a negligible impact in relation to 

the objective of creating a modern, healthy and diverse economy; it is considered 

this would bring a positive impact through the increased financial spend and 

support to local retail facilities and to maintain a working age population within 

Coleshill.  
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11.69 The indicative masterplan shows how a mix of green corridors and abundant open 

space can be provided on site as part of a significant green infrastructure 

framework. This would contribute towards achieving environmental sustainability, 

whilst at the same time working within the natural features of the site. 

11.70 Coleshill is a sustainable settlement. Notwithstanding current Green Belt 

boundaries, it can accommodate some new residential development as part of the 

future housing requirement for North Warwickshire. It is clear the site provides a 

good opportunity for a sustainable development, and one which should be used 

efficiently so to meet the housing needs of the area. The negative score                      

(-- and --) which the SA concludes in relation to efficient use of land is, therefore, 

disputed. 

11.71 Land East of Packington Lane is a site that has the physical and environmental 

capacity to deliver some of Coleshill’s future housing needs. When a sustainable 

development balancing exercise is undertaken to assess the proposals, including 

the mixture of housing and abundant open space to be delivered, any minor 

negative aspects such as a loss of greenfield land are outweighed. 

11.72 The site should, therefore, be removed from the Green Belt and allocated in the 

Council’s forthcoming emerging Local Plan for residential-led development. Officers 

have previously recommended the inclusion of the phase 1 element of this site 

within the emerging document, only for it to be removed by Members. 

Illustrative Masterplan 

11.73 The Illustrative Masterplan set out at Appendix 10 to this representation has been 

informed by the key constraints and opportunities highlighted through technical 

evidence prepared to date. 

11.74 The proposal is based on the following key design principles: 

• Proposed vehicular and pedestrian access via Packington Lane; 

• Potential for emergency vehicle access via Pound Lane; 

• Soft development edge set behind existing landscape; 

• Principal street running from the junction with Packington Lane, providing 

access to shared surface ‘looped’ secondary residential streets; 
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• Potential central location for recreation area; 

• Provision of storm water attenuation pond within the lowest element of the 

site, to southern and eastern boundaries; 

• Provision of a pedestrian/cycleway link through the west of the site linking the 

site with Packington Lane and beyond; and 

• Provision of a central landscaped corridor. 

11.75 Richborough Estates also has an interest in land to the west of Packington Lane. 

This would complement the residential development to the east and could be used 

to provide a mix of public open space, sports provision and land for any potential 

school expansion. A location plan is included at Appendix 2.  

10.77 This would provide an opportunity to secure enhanced community infrastructure, 

including indoor and outdoor sports facilities and education facilities. Together the 

two sites can enhance the overall offer by providing an element of North 

Warwickshire’s future housing need in a sustainable location, further outdoor sports 

provision dovetailing with that already available at The Coleshill School and the 

Football Club, and (if required) land to facilitate school expansion. Both sites are 

within the same landownership and consequently both are available to come 

forward at the same time.  
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12. LAND NORTH OF BLYTHE ROAD, COLESHILL 

12.1 Richborough Estates also has an interest in Land North of Blythe Road, Coleshill. 

The site comprises five agricultural fields, with a site area of 16.20 ha. To the north 

and east the site is bordered by agricultural land, to the south by Blythe Road and 

residential development and to the west existing by existing residential and 

employment development along Station Road. A site location plan is provided at 

Appendix 3. 

12.2 Adjoining existing established built form, the site benefits from a sustainable 

location which presents a logical urban extension to accommodate some of the 

future housing needs of the area.  

12.3 An indicative masterplan has been produced (Appendix 13), which illustrates how 

the site has capacity to accommodate circa 195 dwellings (at an average 33 dph) 

in the eastern section of the site and a riverside park in the western section. 

Dwellings have been indicatively plotted, to allow for a range of housing types and 

mixes which would be delivered on site.  

12.4 The initial design concept illustrates how two vehicular access points could be 

provided off Blythe Road, which would be linked together via an internal, loop street 

layout. The northernmost access point off Blythe Road utilises an existing track on 

site. The indicative masterplan shows how a network of residential streets could be 

provided on site which work within existing field patterns.  

12.5 A system of pedestrian footpaths could also be incorporated which would provide 

access to large area of public open space on site, as well as linking into the existing 

footpath network.  

12.6 The indicative masterplan illustrates that development could be sufficiently setback 

and soft edges could be utilised in development parcels to protect existing 

residential amenity. The indicative masterplan illustrates how a high quality 

residential frontage could be provided along Blythe Road which would extend the 

existing streetscape. The new frontage could be set behind the existing hedgerow 

and open space on site, which would facilitate a transition from the wider landscape 

into the urban area and provide an attractive approach into Coleshill.  

12.7 The masterplan has been designed to show how development zones could follow 

the existing field patterns. Housing development would be concentrated on the 
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eastern section of the site to ensure that the properties are built within Flood Zone 

1 only. 

12.8 The masterplan is based on an average density of 33 dph but a higher density could 

be focused in the core of the development, with lower levels of housing density on 

the boundaries of the site to protect existing residential amenity. In particular, the 

section of the site close to the northern boundary could accommodate a lower 

density of housing, which would help to assist in achieving a transition between 

built form and the woodland to the north of the site.  

12.9 The indicative masterplan also shows how there are significant opportunities to 

provide green infrastructure on site. Most notably, a riverside park is proposed on 

the western section of the site, which encompasses the River Cole and associated 

floodplain. This comprises of a large amount of open space, and the site would also 

deliver an equipped children’s play area. 

12.10 In total the indicative masterplan shows in excess of 10 hectares of open space. 

This provision is in excess of the ‘6-acre standard’ and illustrates how green 

infrastructure could be achieved on site, with its associated environmental benefits.  

12.11 Existing hedgerows would be retained and incorporated into a network of green 

corridors to be overlooked by housing. Additional landscaping would also be 

provided along the northern and eastern boundaries to provide sufficient landscape 

buffers to the open land beyond. The use of open areas would ensure that important 

views of the nearby Grade I Listed Parish Church spire would be protected. 

Transport 

12.12 A Transport Appraisal has been undertaken by PTB Transport Planning Ltd, to 

provide an initial review of transport matters at the site. This appraisal is included 

at Appendix 15. 

12.13 The appraisal presents TRICS data which suggests that the development of 195 

dwellings at the site will generate 98 two-way, AM peak hour trips and 106 two-

way, PM peak hour trips. 

12.14 The forecast traffic generation indicates peak hour two-way traffic generation of 

between one and two vehicles per minute at the development access. In any single 

direction, the traffic generation is around one vehicles per minute. This forecast 
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level of traffic associated with the residential development is not considered to be 

significant, whilst the impact will be determined by further transport assessments. 

12.15 The appraisal indicates safe and suitable access can be provided to the site with 

precise details of the junction layout and visibility splays to be informed by traffic 

surveys undertaken at planning application stage. 

12.16 The site is considered to be accessible and in a sustainable location for development 

and has the opportunity to deliver wider benefits, particularly with regards to 

highways improvements, to Coleshill. A revised viable road improvement scheme 

will be submitted to Warwickshire County Council in due course to demonstrate 

how the perceived barrier of current congestion in Coleshill can be effectively 

overcome. 

Green Belt 

12.17 The site is currently within the Green Belt. Stage 2 of the Coventry and 

Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study was published in April 2016, and assesses the 

Green Belt within North Warwickshire Borough. The site is identified in a wider, 

large parcel of Green Belt land (CH5) in the assessment. 

12.18 What is noticeable about the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact 

that it only assesses relatively broad parcels of land. This does not allow for 

assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and the local 

context which defines them. Parcel CH5 covers a significant area of the entire 

eastern side of the town and it does little to help inform individual areas of land 

that may be considered as urban extensions. 

12.19 For example, CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding 

the countryside form encroachment. This score appears to have been based on the 

fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is free from development and is very 

open agricultural land”. Quite clearly this sweeping statement fails to reflect sites 

such as North of Blythe Road which has both residential and commercial urban 

influences. Furthermore, in terms of the assessment’s conclusions on defensible 

boundaries, it suggests that the River Cole is such a boundary but the same could 

also be said of other permanent features such as roads.   

12.20 It is debateable as to the extent that the broad brush Green Belt Study can inform 

development options when looking at individual land parcels. Of course, looking at 

individual parcels is exactly what the Borough Council need to do when assessing 
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land as future development allocations. Green Belt is only one factor in the 

consideration of development locations. As outlined below, there are a range of 

reasons as to why this site would deliver sustainable development and as such 

could be released from the Green Belt for future housing development.   

12.21 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note has been prepared by Tyler Grange and is 

attached at Appendix 16. This concludes that it is evident that both sites represent 

a logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the 

settlement fringe context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, 

the degree of visual separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  This is 

evident in the Council’s own analysis of landscape capacity for the northern site, 

which is only considered to be of ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  A sensitive development 

response for both sites would not result in any obvious sense of coalescence and 

would not result in the loss of notable, rare or valuable landscape features. 

12.22 The sites are physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, existing built 

form and topography, with no real inter-visibility with Shustoke to the north-east.  

The sequential users of Blythe Road will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the 

two settlements and the limited number of local receptors will experience the 

settlement context in the form of a slightly extended but characteristic edge.  The 

sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to another will not be lost and 

the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

12.23 Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of 

the existing Green Belt between Coleshill and Shustoke (approximately 150m), the 

delivery of a characteristic development response would limit the extent to which 

any proposed built form would result in a sense of visual encroachment into the 

wider open countryside. 

Social Infrastructure & Accessibility 

12.24 The site is well located in relation to a number of local facilities which could be used 

by future residents of the site. These facilities are discussed further within the 

Transport Appraisal at Appendix 16, however, in summary, include a church, pub, 

cricket club, veterinary centre, restaurants, schools, doctor’s surgery and 

pharmacy.  

12.25 The nearest schools to the site are Coleshill C of E Primary School located 1.3km 

to the south, and High Meadow Infant School which is located approximately 1.4km 

to the north. Both of these schools can be accessed within an approximate 15-
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minute walk from the site.  The nearest secondary school, The Coleshill School, is 

located at the southern side of Coleshill and can be reached via the bus service 

number 70. It can also be accessed within an approximate 25-minute walk or 

alternatively easy cycling distance from the site. The Coleshill School currently has 

pupil capacity, and capacity continues to be forecast for the foreseeable future. 

12.26 In terms of medical facilities, the nearest doctor’s surgery is the Hazelwood Group 

Practice, located on Parkfield Road which is approximately 800m to the south west 

of the site and can be located within an approximate 10-minute walk. A Lloyds 

Pharmacy is also located within close proximity to this doctor’s surgery. 

12.27 The site is well located in relation to Coleshill’s main High Street, which is within 

walking distance. A number of shops such as hairdressers, local convenience stores 

and takeaways are located on the High Street, providing a range of choice to future 

local residents. There are also a number potential employment opportunities in the 

local area, with the Hams Hall Industrial Park located about 1.5km to the north-

west of the site.  

12.28 In addition to the site being sustainably located in walking distance terms from 

existing key social infrastructure, the site also benefits from close proximity to local 

bus stops. Bus services can be accessed on Coleshill High Street at the Swan Hotel 

bus stop, within a 1.0km walk of the centre of the proposal site. This stop provides 

transport access to the 18A, 70, 75, 75A, 216, 223, 228 and 232 bus services. 

12.29 The nearest stops are located on the High Street. The number 70 and 75 bus 

services operate from the bus stops along the High Street, with number 70 

providing access to a number of locations such as Birmingham City Centre at a 

frequency of two services per hour. 

12.30 The number 70 service operates along Coventry Road, which provides access 

through Coleshill in addition to other destinations such as Chelmsley Wood and 

Birmingham City Centre at a frequency of two services per hour. The number 75 

service also operates along Coventry Road and provides access to Sutton Coldfield, 

Birmingham International and City Centre in addition to Coleshill Parkway, which 

is the nearest railway station to the site, at an hourly frequency. Coleshill Parkway 

is located 2.2km to the north of the site, where trains operate at a bi-hourly 

frequency to Birmingham New Street (westbound) and to Nuneaton and Leicester 

(eastbound).  
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12.31 There is a public right of way (M65) along the southern boundary of the site linking 

Blythe Road to Lichfield Road. This would be retained and incorporated into the 

proposals. The southern part of the riverside park would link into this PROW and 

the route would also provide a connection from the new dwellings. 

12.32 The potential exists for the development to help facilitate further highway 

improvements in addition to those at Coleshill Crossroads. Options could see 

localised improvements within the highway network, for example, the signalisation 

of Coleshill Bridge or the removal of some of the turning movements at the Blythe 

Road/Birmingham Road/High Street junction and directional changes to some of 

the road system in that location. 

12.33 Richborough Estates’ highway engineers will investigate all the options and each 

will be assessed.  

Natural Environment 

12.34 There are no statutory designations within the site. The existing field patterns will 

form the basis of a development framework and this is illustrated on the enclosed 

indicative masterplan. 

12.35 A comprehensive ecological assessment will be undertaken in due course but there 

is nothing on-site to indicate that there are any issues that would prevent the site 

coming forward. 

12.36 Any localised ecological considerations will be incorporated into the development 

as part of the reiterative process as the proposals continue to emerge.  

Landscape 

12.37 The site is designated as being located within the ‘lower sensitivity’ landscape ‘Zone 

C’ and within the Tame Valley Washlands Landscape Character Area (LCA11). 

12.38 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note has been prepared by Tyler Grange and is 

attached at Appendix 16. This concludes that the character of the landscape is 

neither rare nor unique and a classified within the Landscape SPG, it is clearly 

typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban context; 

and, the historic field pattern has been influenced by modern enclosure and some 

loss of historic hedgerow features.  Further opportunities also exist to maintain and 

improve public access to the sites; to introduce planting that could better reflect 

the characteristics of the local landscape; and, to conserve and enhance historic 
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hedgerow features as directed through the LCA objectives for the area.  Views 

towards Coleshill Parish Church would also be safeguarded. 

12.39 Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location 

are predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or 

uncharacteristic.  Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure and 

a new riverside park would be a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation 

and improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 

12.40 The indicative masterplan demonstrates how green corridors could be provided, 

which utilise the field patterns to define development parcels.  

12.41 In terms of size and scale, any new development will work with the topography of 

the site and maintain any important views on the approach to the town from the 

northeast. As shown on the indicative masterplan development would also be set 

back from the Blythe Road frontage with the aim of creating a high-quality 

development edge and new residential gateway into Coleshill.  

12.42 The proposals will include the delivery of a publicly accessible riverside park. This 

will provide significant green infrastructure. From the east there are views of the 

Coleshill Parish Church spire and these will be maintained across the riverside park.  

Cultural Heritage 

12.43 There are no listed buildings within the site. There are also no listed buildings in 

the immediate vicinity of the site i.e. joining its boundary. 

12.44 Coleshill Parish Church to the southwest of the site is Grade I Listed and as noted 

above any development will maintain important views of its spire. 

12.45 To the southwest Coleshill Bridge (which is located at the crossing over the River 

Cole on Lichfield Road) is Grade II* Listed and is also a Scheduled Ancient 

Monument.  

12.46 The nearest conservation area to the site is Coleshill and a short length of its 

boundary is adjacent to the site (at the southwestern end of the proposed riverside 

park).   

12.47 With the heights/scale of development proposed and the inclusion of the riverside 

park (which will maintain important views), it is not considered that there are any 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 77  

 

heritage constraints that prevent the site coming forward for residential 

development.   

Flood Risk 

12.48 The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and Flood Zone 3. However, as shown on 

the indicative masterplan, no built development will be located within Flood Zone 

3 and land within this Zone will be utilised as part of the site’s green infrastructure, 

principally comprising of the riverside park.  

12.49 Due to the size of the site, the development in Flood Zone 1 will be supported by a 

comprehensive flood risk assessment and drainage strategy. The area of land 

within Flood Zone 1 is large enough to deliver significant housing development and 

retain areas required to accommodate sustainable drainage systems. 

Sustainable Development Credentials 

12.50 It is considered that a residential-led scheme on the site will deliver sustainable 

development.  

12.51 The site benefits from being in a very sustainable location. A range of services and 

facilities are within walking and cycling distance. There are also significant 

employment opportunities in and around Coleshill, again within genuine walking 

and cycling distance. Public transport also allows access to nearby opportunities 

and importantly into the Birmingham conurbation with its vast range of jobs, shops, 

leisure and social infrastructure. 

12.52 The site has the ability to provide a mix of housing (both open market and 

affordable). The site is large enough so that both the quantum and mix can be 

flexible so as to help identified future housing needs. 

12.53 In terms of economic sustainability, jobs could be created during the construction 

phase of housing (including indirect employment through the construction supply 

chain) and residents could take advantage of the various employment opportunities 

which could be available at Hams Hall. When occupied, there will be new financial 

spend into the local Coleshill economy and this could result in induced employment 

being created. 

12.54 The indicative masterplan shows how a mix of green corridors, open spaces and a 

riverside park can be provided on site as part of a significant green infrastructure 
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framework. This would contribute towards achieving environmental sustainability, 

whilst at the same time working within the natural features of the site. 

12.55 Coleshill is a sustainable settlement. Notwithstanding current Green Belt 

boundaries, it can accommodate some new residential development as part of the 

future housing requirement for North Warwickshire. 

12.56 Land North of Blythe Road is a site that has the physical and environmental capacity 

to deliver some of Coleshill’s future housing needs. When a sustainable 

development balancing exercise is undertaken to assess the site, including the 

potential for it to facilitate improvements to the local highway network, the benefits 

outweigh any minor negative aspects such as loss of greenfield land. 

12.57 The site should, therefore, be removed from the Green Belt and allocated in the 

Council’s forthcoming emerging Local Plan for residential-led development. 
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13. LAND SOUTH OF BLYTHE ROAD, COLESHILL 

13.1 Richborough Estates also has an interest in Land South of Blythe Road, Coleshill. 

The site comprises an agricultural field, with a site area of 2.49 ha. To the north, 

the site is bordered by Blythe Road, and to the east and south by further 

agricultural fields. To the west, the site is bordered by residential land use. A site 

location plan is provided in Appendix 4. 

13.2 Adjoining existing established built form, the site benefits from a sustainable 

location which presents the opportunity for a small urban extension to 

accommodate some of the future housing needs of the area.  

13.3 An indicative masterplan has been produced (Appendix 14), which illustrates how 

the site has capacity to accommodate circa. 50 dwellings.  

13.4 The indicative design illustrates how a single vehicular access could be taken via 

Blythe Road. Development on site could follow a simple cul-de-sac arrangement 

and a looped pedestrian route could also be provided on site to facilitate pedestrian 

access throughout the site. 

13.5 The indicative masterplan shows an average a net density of 35 dwellings per 

hectare. Development would be set back from Blythe Road (via the provision of 

public open space) in order to maintain important southerly views towards the 

nearby Grade I Listed Parish Church spire. Higher density housing would be located 

within the central core of the site, with lower density housing provided further out 

to taken into consideration the local landscape/properties in the area. 

13.6 The indicative masterplan also shows how there are opportunities to provide green 

infrastructure on site. The western edge of the site is proposed as public open 

space, which as explained above has been purposely designed to take into 

consideration the preservation of views towards the Parish Church to the south.  

13.7 It is also proposed that a new area of woodland could be planted at the south-

eastern extremity of the site. This would extend the existing vegetation and would 

provide a landscape buffer which would soften views of the housing from the 

adjacent agricultural field. The indicative masterplan also shows how new 

landscaping could be planted along the length of the cul-de-sac, to provide 

distinctiveness within the site.   

13.8 The indicative masterplan illustrates the relationship of the site with Richborough 

Estates’ proposals on the land to the north of Blythe Road. Both proposals are set 
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back to varying degrees from Blythe Road and this would provide a high quality 

new entrance to the town along this stretch of highway.  

13.9 The land north of Blythe Road is the subject of a separate submission to the Council. 

In that submission a consideration has been given to the potential options for 

improving the local highway network. If the land south of Blythe Road also came 

forward (alongside the northern land), it too could assist in the delivery of local 

highway improvements.  

Transport 

13.10 The site is considered to be accessible and in a sustainable location for development 

and has the opportunity to deliver wider benefits to Coleshill. A revised viable road 

improvement scheme will be submitted to Warwickshire County Council in due 

course to demonstrate how the perceived barrier of current congestion in Coleshill 

can be effectively overcome. 

Green Belt 

13.11 The site is currently within the Green Belt. Stage 2 of the Coventry and 

Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study was published in April 2016, and assesses the 

Green Belt within North Warwickshire Borough. The site is identified in a wider, 

large parcel of Green Belt land (CH5) in the assessment. 

13.12 What is noticeable about the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact 

that it only assesses relatively broad parcels of land. This does not allow for 

assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels of land within the Green Belt, and 

the local context which defines them. Parcel CH5 covers a significant area of the 

entire eastern side of the town and it does little to help inform individual areas of 

land that may be considered as urban extensions. 

13.13 For example, CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding 

the countryside form encroachment. This score appears to have been based on the 

fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is free from development and is very 

open agricultural land”. Quite clearly this sweeping statement fails to reflect sites 

abutting the existing built-up area and their urban influences, such as south of 

Blythe Road.  

13.14 It is debateable as to the extent that the broad brush Green Belt Study can inform 

development options when looking at individual land parcels. Of course, looking at 



Richborough Estates  
Representations to the Publication North Warwickshire Local Plan 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 | NCO | BIR.5373 Page | 81  

 

individual parcels is exactly what the Borough Council need to do when assessing 

land as future development allocations. Green Belt is only one factor in the 

consideration of development locations. As outlined below, there are a range of 

reasons as to why this site would deliver sustainable development and as such 

could be released from the Green Belt for future housing development.   

13.15 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note has been prepared by Tyler Grange and is 

attached at Appendix 17. This concludes that it is evident that both sites represent 

a logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the 

settlement fringe context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, 

the degree of visual separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  This is 

evident in the Council’s own analysis of landscape capacity for the northern site, 

which is only considered to be of ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  A sensitive development 

response for both sites would not result in any obvious sense of coalescence and 

would not result in the loss of notable, rare or valuable landscape features. 

13.16 The sites physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, existing built 

form and topography, with no real inter-visibility with Shustoke to the north-east.  

The sequential users of Blythe Road will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the 

two settlements and the limited number of local receptors will experience the 

settlement context in the form of a slightly extended but characteristic edge.  The 

sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to another will not be lost and 

the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

13.17 Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of 

the existing Green Belt between Coleshill and Shustoke (approximately 150m), the 

delivery of a characteristic development response would limit the extent to which 

any proposed built form would result in a sense of visual encroachment into the 

wider open countryside. 

Social Infrastructure & Accessibility 

13.18 The site is well located in relation to a number of local facilities which could be used 

by future residents of the site. This is reflective in the positive score (++) provided 

within North Warwickshire’s Draft Submission Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal, 

December 2017, of which the site covers parcel SLA59. 

13.19 These facilities include a church, pub, cricket club, restaurants, schools, doctors, 

pharmacy, and veterinary centre. 
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13.20 The nearest schools to the site are Coleshill C of E Primary School located 1.2km 

to the south, and High Meadow Infant School which is located approximately 1.6km 

to the north. Both of these schools can be accessed within an approximate 15-

minute walk from the site.  The nearest secondary school, The Coleshill School, is 

located at the southern side of Coleshill and can be reached via the bus service 

number 70. It can also be accessed within an approximate 25-minute walk or 

alternatively easy cycling distance from the site. The Coleshill School currently has 

pupil capacity, and capacity continues to be forecast for the foreseeable future. 

13.21 In terms of medical facilities, the nearest doctor’s surgery is the Hazelwood Group 

Practice located on Parkfield Road, which is approximately 800m to the southwest 

of the site and can be located within an approximate 10-minute walk. A Lloyds 

Pharmacy is also located within close proximity to this doctor’s surgery. 

13.22 The site is well located in relation to Coleshill’s main High Street, which is within 

walking distance. A number of shops such as hairdressers, local convenience stores 

and takeaways are located on the High Street, providing a range of choice to future 

local residents. There are also a number potential employment opportunities in the 

local area, with the Hams Hall Industrial Park located about 1.5km to the northwest 

of the site.  

13.23 In addition to the site being sustainably located in walking distance terms from 

existing key social infrastructure, the site also benefits from close proximity to local 

bus stops. Bus services can be accessed on Coleshill High Street at the Swan Hotel 

bus stop, within a 1.0km walk of the centre of the proposal site. This stop provides 

transport access to the 18A, 70, 75, 75A, 216, 223, 228 and 232 bus services. 

13.24 The number 70 service operates along Coventry Road, which provides access 

through Coleshill in addition to other destinations such as Chelmsley Wood and 

Birmingham City Centre at a frequency of two services per hour. The number 75 

service also operates along Coventry Road and provides access to Sutton Coldfield, 

Birmingham International and City Centre in addition to Coleshill Parkway, which 

is the nearest railway station to the site, at an hourly frequency. Coleshill Parkway 

is located 2.2km to the north of the site, where trains operate at a bi-hourly 

frequency to Birmingham New Street (westbound) and to Nuneaton and Leicester 

(eastbound).  

13.25 There are very real and genuine opportunities to utilise non-car modes of travel as 

part of everyday journeys to work and the proposals could make a significant 
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contribution towards achieving the objective of reducing use by the private car. 

This is particularly assisted by the site’s sustainable location and good access to 

the nearby services and facilities. With reference to the SA, this is duly noted, and 

the site understandably scores well in relation to services and facilities (++) and 

sustainable transport (++), for the reasons discussed above.  

13.26 It is also noted the site is perceived to have ‘no impact’ in developing and 

supporting vibrant and active communities. The site is considered to be well located 

to encourage integration and a sense of community, particularly given the existing 

community facilities within walking distance of the site and its proximity to 

Coleshill’s main High Street. Given the number of community opportunities within 

this distance, it is considered the impact on developing vibrant communities should 

be positive.  

Natural Environment 

13.27 There are no statutory designations within the site. The existing field patterns will 

form the basis of a development framework and this is illustrated on the enclosed 

indicative masterplan. 

13.28 A comprehensive ecological assessment will be undertaken in due course but there 

is nothing on-site to indicate that there are any issues that would prevent the site 

coming forward. 

13.29 Any localised ecological considerations will be incorporated into the development 

as part of the reiterative process as the proposals continue to emerge. 

Furthermore, there is a great opportunity to enhance the current biodiversity on 

the site, as demonstrated on the illustrative masterplan at Appendix 14. This 

could be argued to provide a positive impact in relation to the scoring set out within 

the SA, which is currently scored as having a negative impact (-?). 

Landscape 

13.30 The site is designated as being located within the 'higher sensitivity' landscape 

'Zone B' and within the Blythe Valley Parkland Landscape Character Area (LCA11). 

13.31 A Landscape and Visual Technical Note has been prepared by Tyler Grange and is 

attached at Appendix 17. This concludes that the character of the landscape is 

neither rare nor unique and a classified within the Landscape SPG, it is clearly 

typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban context; 
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and, the historic field pattern has been influenced by modern enclosure and some 

loss of historic hedgerow features.  Further opportunities also exist to maintain and 

improve public access to the sites; to introduce planting that could better reflect 

the characteristics of the local landscape; and, to conserve and enhance historic 

hedgerow features as directed through the LCA objectives for the area.  Views 

towards Coleshill Parish Church would also be safeguarded. 

13.32 Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location 

are predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or 

uncharacteristic.  Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure and 

a new riverside park would be a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation 

and improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 

13.33 The indicative masterplan has taken into consideration the LCA management 

guidelines. Notably, as previously discussed, public open space has been provided 

along the Blythe Road frontage, which sets back development. This is to ensure 

that the important views of the spire of the Grade I Listed Parish Church are 

preserved. 

13.34 As explained above, new woodland could also be provided at the south-eastern 

extremity of the site.  

13.35 In terms of size and scale, any new development will work with the topography of 

the site and maintain any important views on the approach to the town from the 

northeast.  

13.36 The negative score (-) that is concluded within the SA are therefore disputed. It is 

noted the SA assessment is merely based upon the size of site and whether the 

site is greenfield; the assessment makes no reference to site specifics such as the 

site’s visual envelope, its sensitivity or its capacity to accommodate development 

(now and with potential future baseline change). This is considered a major flaw of 

the assessment of this objective.  

13.37 Furthermore, it is considered the design of the development site should be 

considered within the SA score. It is envisaged development on the site south of 

Blythe Road will create an attractive residential environment, driven primarily by 

the landscape and visual context of the site, with due consideration given to the 

location of public open space and existing landscape features.  A landscape strategy 

for the site has been derived and it incorporates important landscape features 

characteristic of the site and its setting. This is reflected in the illustrative 
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masterplan included at Appendix 14 to this representation. The negative (-) score 

set out within the SA is therefore contested. 

Cultural Heritage 

13.38 There are no listed buildings within the site. There are also no listed buildings in 

the immediate vicinity of the site i.e. joining its boundary. 

13.39 As noted, Coleshill Parish Church to the southwest of the site is Grade I Listed and 

any development will maintain current views of its spire. 

13.40 The nearest conservation area to the site is Coleshill, however, the site shares no 

boundaries with it. 

13.41 With the heights/scale of development proposed and the protection of views 

towards the spire of the Parish Church, it is not considered that there are any 

heritage constraints that prevent the site coming forward for residential 

development.    

13.42 The SA assesses the site as having a negligible impact on the built environment (in 

the context of cultural heritage); this is agreed. 

Flood Risk 

13.43 The site is located within Flood Zone 1. The indicative masterplan shows how 

sustainable drainage methods could be utilised on site.   

Sustainable Development Credentials 

13.44 It is considered that residential development on site would deliver sustainable 

development.  

13.45 The site benefits from being in a very sustainable location. A range of services and 

facilities are within walking and cycling distance. There are also significant 

employment opportunities in and around Coleshill, again within genuine walking 

and cycling distance. Public transport also allows access to nearby opportunities 

and importantly into the Birmingham conurbation with its vast range of jobs, shops, 

leisure and social infrastructure. 

13.46 The site has the ability to provide both open market and affordable housing.  
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13.47 In terms of economic sustainability, jobs could be created during the construction 

phase of housing (including indirect employment through the construction supply 

chain) and new residents could take advantage of the various employment 

opportunities e.g. at the Hams Hall. When occupied, there will be new financial 

spend into the local Coleshill economy and this could result in induced employment 

being created. 

13.48 Maintaining and enhancing employment opportunities is acknowledged within the 

SA by the virtue of its positive score (+). It is, however, contested that the SA 

states the propose development would have a negligible impact in relation to the 

objective of creating a modern, healthy and diverse economy; it is considered this 

would bring a positive impact through the increased financial spend and support to 

local retail facilities and assist in maintaining the working age population within 

Coleshill.  

13.49 The indicative masterplan shows how a mix of new landscaping, open spaces and 

new woodland planting can be provided on site as part of a green infrastructure 

framework. This would contribute towards achieving environmental sustainability, 

whilst at the same time working within the natural features of the site. 

13.50 Coleshill is a sustainable settlement. Notwithstanding current Green Belt 

boundaries, it can accommodate some new residential development as part of the 

future housing requirement for North Warwickshire. It is clear the site provides a 

good opportunity for a sustainable development, and one which should be used 

efficiently so to meet the housing needs of the area. The negative score                      

(-) which the SA concludes in relation to efficient use of land is therefore disputed. 

13.51 Land South of Blythe Road is a site that has the physical and environmental 

capacity to deliver some of Coleshill’s future housing needs. When a sustainable 

development balancing exercise is undertaken, the benefits of bringing forward the 

site outweigh any minor negative aspects such as loss of greenfield land. This is 

further demonstrated by the virtue that the site scores higher in a number of 

objectives within the SA, than those ‘preferred sites’. 

13.52 The site should therefore be removed from the Green Belt and allocated in the 

Council’s forthcoming emerging Local Plan for residential-led development. 
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14. CONCLUSIONS 

14.1 There are a number of concerns that have been set out within these representations 

that question the overall soundness of the emerging Local Plan.  

14.2 These are mainly in respect of identifying an appropriate dwelling requirement 

taking into account unmet need arising from Coventry and Birmingham, the 

delivery of housing land to meet the appropriate housing requirement and the 

location of the proposed allocations, and the appropriate spatial distribution of this 

growth.  

14.3 Richborough Estates raises significant concerns with the fundamental mismatch 

between the identified settlement hierarchy and the spatial distribution of housing 

that would result from the identified housing allocations. The proposed housing 

allocations would result in the delivery of a spatial strategy which would not 

constitute sustainable development, resulting in: a significant imbalance in jobs 

and homes within a number of settlements, including Coleshill; failure in local 

housing needs (both market and affordable) being met; and, the promotion of 

unsustainable travel patterns, placing greater strain on infrastructure. To resolve 

this unsoundness, it is necessary to direct significantly more development to the 

Category 1 Market Town of Coleshill.  

14.4 It is recognised that focusing a greater proportion of housing growth to Coleshill 

would require the removal of land from the Green Belt, however, this is the only 

option that would allow for a sustainable distribution of growth across the Borough 

over the Plan Period. There are a number of clear exceptional circumstances to 

support the removal of land from the Green Belt around this Category 1 Market 

Town, including: 

• Coleshill is the second most sustainable standalone settlement within the 

Borough and Green Belt release is the only option to allow it to accommodate 

growth in line with the identified settlement hierarchy; 

• Further development at Coleshill is the only reasonable option available to 

ensure the Spatial Objective 1 of securing a sustainable pattern of development 

can be met; 

• Additional growth is required to support the maintenance of the working age 

population within Coleshill. This is important to ensure a relative balance 
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between jobs and workers that can assist in meeting the Council’s vision of 

reducing out commuting and unsustainable travel patterns; 

• Additional growth is required to allow local housing needs (market and 

affordable) to be met within Coleshill, to ensure existing issues of affordability 

are not perpetuated and exacerbated. 

14.5 In relation to neighbouring need, it is noted that North Warwickshire has agreed to 

accommodate the unmet need it has been asked to take from Coventry, and this is 

supported. Further, in relation to housing need arising from Birmingham, there is 

a need for the Local Plan to explicitly commit to the delivery the 3,790 dwellings 

that have been identified within the GBHMA to be delivered in North Warwickshire 

Borough.   

14.6 The draft Submission Local Plan fails to acknowledge that sites which fall within the 

Green Belt, on the edge of existing Main Towns and Settlements may be the most 

sustainable options.  

14.7 In relation to Safeguarded Land, is considered that is it necessary to release 

additional land from the Green Belt to ensure future housing needs can be met and 

the vitality of services and facilities can be maximised in the longer term. This will 

also ensure the Green Belt boundary is capable of enduring well beyond the Plan 

period. 

14.8 The inclusion of a windfall allowance of 60 dwellings per annum, which relates to a 

total of 900 dwellings over the Plan period is not supported. The draft Local Plan 

should allocate sufficient land to meet the total housing requirement without any 

reliance on windfalls.  

14.9 With regards to the proposed allocations, the draft Submission Local Plan fails to 

recognise that the Market Town of Coleshill performs an important function for the 

Borough and its geographical location adjacent to both Solihull and Birmingham is 

such that it can play a role in meeting the needs of both the Borough and those 

arising within the wider GBHMA.  The scale of development proposed for Coleshill 

does not reflect the placement of these settlements within the settlement hierarchy 

set out in Policy LP2. 

14.10 A lack of housing development within Coleshill will result in local housing needs not 

being met. In addition, the lack of proposed housing will result in a significant 

imbalance between the jobs available and the economically active local population 
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to support sustainable economic growth. This mismatch between the provision of 

jobs and homes will inevitably lead to unsustainable commuting patterns, placing 

increasing strain on local infrastructure. 

14.11 Land off Packington Lane, Coleshill and Land off Blythe Road, Coleshill are suitable 

and sustainable locations for residential development and represents deliverable 

and developable propositions, with both locations being available now and providing 

every prospect that a significant number of homes can be delivered within the next 

five years. The suitability of these sites for residential development are fully 

detailed within sections 11, 12 and 13 of these representations. 

14.12 If the Council are unwilling to accept the allocation of the promoted sites at present, 

there can be no doubt that Coleshill and Water Orton will require further land to be 

developed prior to 2033. The Local Plan in its current form would prevent any such 

land from coming forward. This demands that the Council allocate land as 

safeguarded land (in accordance with NPPF 85) to provide for longer-term 

development needs. Indeed, failing to identify safeguarded land would force 

piecemeal planning applications at Coleshill and Water Orton on Green Belt land. It 

is preferable that the Local Plan identifies sites now to achieve that required 

development. Thus, in the event that it is not accepted that the proposals ought to 

be allocated in the Local Plan, there can be no sensible argument that they should 

not be allocated as safeguarded land. 

14.13 Finally, in respect of more detailed policy provisions, it is important that specific 

policy requirements (i.e. housing mix, affordable housing and affordable housing 

mix, infrastructure requirements, environment, services and facilities and 

development management policies) remain flexible to allow for site specific 

considerations and are subject to the necessary viability assessment.  
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Introduction and purpose of this paper 

1.1 This document has been produced by Richborough Estates in order to set out our position on 

the interpretation of the Government’s Green Belt policy in the formulation of new Local Plans 

across the country.   

 

1.2 As a national land promoter, we experience a range of approaches to Green Belt from Local 

Planning Authorities (LPAs).  The variation in approaches to the treatment of Green Belt is as 

a consequence of it being one of the most emotive and politically-driven aspects of planning.   

 

1.3 Indeed, the sensible consideration of Green Belt has been to a degree further hampered by the 

Government’s Housing White Paper (HWP) (February 2017), which stated that: “Maintaining 

existing strong protections for the Green Belt, and clarifying that Green Belt boundaries should 

be amended only in exceptional circumstances when local authorities can demonstrate that 

they have fully examined all other reasonable options for meeting their identified housing 

requirements” (Pg. 18).  

 

1.4 The term ‘all other reasonable options’ has been erroneously interpreted in some quarters as 

meaning that Green Belt release has become a last resort that should be avoided even if the 

restriction of Green Belt release will lead to dire outcomes against the achievement of wider 

sustainability objectives.  Such an approach is the antithesis of sound and robust planning, and 

if we are to tackle the housing crisis in a sustainable manner then it is a mindset and approach 

that must not be allowed to perpetuate. 

 

1.5 This document seeks to set out the policy basis on which judgements should be made in 

preparing Local Plans in areas effected by Green Belt, and then moves on to set out a number 

of case studies where the consideration of Green Belt has been appropriate, consistent with 

national policy and has led to the delivery of sustainable, Plan-led growth.   



EXCEPTIONAL CIRMSTANCES AND THE ACHIEVEMENT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT     3  

 
 
 
 

 

National Policy position 

2.1 Section 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s full 

position on Green Belt, which is a designation to which they attach ‘great importance’.   

 

2.2 Paragraph 80 sets out the five purposes of Green Belt as follows:  

- to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

- to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

- to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

- to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

- to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land. 

 

2.3 Paragraph 83 then sets out that: ‘Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 

circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.’  Clearly, this sets out that 

the mechanism to release Green Belt is through the Local Plan process, provided that 

exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.   

 

2.4 Furthermore, paragraph 84 of the NPPF says: “When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt 

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

patterns of development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable development 

of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards 

towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt 

boundary.” 

 

2.5 This is clear guidance that adhering to Green Belt boundaries should not be at the expense of 

sustainable patterns of growth.  This should come of no surprise, after all, the opening words 

of the Ministerial foreword of the NPPF are: ‘The purpose of planning is to help achieve 

sustainable development.’   

 

2.6 These paragraphs have been considered in several judgments. 

 

2.7 In R. (Luton Borough Council) v Central Bedfordshire [2015] EWCA Civ 537 (Longmore, 

Tomlinson, Sales LJJ) (excerpts enclosed at Appendix 1), the Court of Appeal held that the 

demonstration of exceptional circumstances is a less rigorous test than the demonstration of 

very special circumstances, stating that “…paras. 87-88 of the NPPF provide guidance 

regarding the approach to be adopted if there is a proposal for development of an area within 

the Green Belt set out in a local plan: “very special circumstances” have to be shown. This is a 

stricter test than that in para. 83 in respect of changing the boundaries of the Green Belt in the 

local plan.” [54] 

 

2.8 In IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin) (excerpts 

enclosed at Appendix 2), Patterson J held as follows: 

 
“96. What is clear from the principles distilled in the case of Gallagher is that for 

revisions to the green belt to made exceptional circumstances have to be 

demonstrated. Whether they have been is a matter of planning judgment in a local plan 

exercise ultimately for the Inspector. 

… 
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98. [Paragraph 84] is clear advice to decision makers to take into account the 

consequences for sustainable development of any review of green belt boundaries. As 

part of that patterns of development and additional travel are clearly relevant.” 

 

2.9 For Local Plans to put the retention of Green Belt above the achievement of sustainable 

development is therefore contrary to the Government’s guidance and should not be considered 

‘sound’ in Local Plan Examinations.  However, this requires tough and pragmatic decisions to 

be made at both the officer and political levels during the production of Local Plans; or extensive 

delays during the Examination process whilst Local Plans are re-engineered so as to be found 

‘sound’. 
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Case studies 

Warwick Local Plan 

3.1 The Warwick Local Plan was adopted in September 2017; it is a LPA where 80% of the District 

is covered by Green Belt and thus it is an example where the Council and the Inspector had to 

wrestle with the release of Green Belt and how significant housing growth, including the meeting 

of unmet needs from the neighbouring Coventry City Council, could be sustainably distributed; 

whilst sustainable towns such as Kenilworth which are enclosed by Green Belt could still be 

allowed to prosper and meet the needs of existing and future residents over the Plan period. 

 

3.2 Below we draw out the most pertinent points from the Inspector’s Report (excerpts enclosed at 

Appendix 3) in terms of the conclusions on the approach to Green Belt: 

- Para 92 – the Inspector makes clear here that when there are sustainable opportunities on 

non-Green Belt sites to meet the needs of a specific settlement, then the exceptional 

circumstances to meet those needs on Green Belt land are not demonstrated; 

- Para 97 – here the Inspector refers to the re-distribution of development to meet the unmet 

needs of Coventry outside of the District.  Confirming that the provision of growth that is 

Coventry-facing, in the Green Belt, is “justified and necessary”; 

- Para 206-209 – referring to Kenilworth, the Inspector notes that it “provides an appropriate 

and sustainable location for significant housing growth within the District” but that “There 

are very limited opportunities for housing development on any scale within the built up 

area”, factors which contribute to him concluding that there are the requisite exceptional 

circumstances for releasing Green Belt adjacent to Kenilworth; and 

- Para 316 – the Inspector is at this point considering an additional allocation proposed by 

the Council at Barford (H47) – a non-Green Belt village.  He states that: “Barford is not 

affected by the Green Belt and is rightly identified as a Growth Village. Furthermore, as 

noted above, the indicative capacity should not be seen as a strict limit on the number of 

dwellings. However, these factors do not mean that there is necessarily potential to 

accommodate additional housing in Barford and they must be balanced against the need 

to ensure that development remains in keeping with the scale and character of the village 

and the impacts of specific sites. The consideration of additional sites also needs to take 

account of the ability to meet the District’s housing requirements at other locations in the 

District in line with the spatial strategy.” The Inspector therefore deletes site H47, whilst 

retaining Green Belt releases so as not to over develop in a non-Green Belt area at the 

expense of sustainably distributing growth across the District in accordance with the spatial 

strategy. 

 

3.3 The Inspector of the Warwick Local Plan has clearly engaged with the matter fully and 

demonstrated that Green Belt should not be used as a barrier to providing sustainable patterns 

of growth, and that releasing Green Belt that is well-related to sustainable settlements, whose 

needs cannot be met on non-Green Belt land, is a clear demonstration of the requisite 

exceptional circumstances; and, equally importantly, that unsustainable levels of growth in non-

Green Belt areas which fail to conform with the spatial strategy for an area are not to be 

considered sound – demonstrating clearly that Green Belt release is not a last resort. 

Cheshire East Local Plan 

3.4 In the main Inspector’s Report (excerpts enclosed at Appendix 4) at paragraph 94, the 

Inspector acknowledges that “proposals for releasing land from the Green Belt for development 

or Safeguarded Land around the main towns is very contentious.”  However, he found that 

exceptional circumstances had been demonstrated due in part to “… the need to allocate 
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sufficient land for market and affordable housing and employment development, combined with 

the adverse consequences for patterns of sustainable development of not doing so…” 

 

3.5 The final Inspector’s report followed two earlier interim views from the Inspector, which are 

appended to the report.  These set out the amendments that were required in order to make 

the Plan suitable for adoption during the Examination process. 

 

3.6 In appendix 1 (excerpts enclosed at Appendix 5)  – ‘Inspector’s interim views and clarification 

(6 & 28/11/14)’ we note the following: 

- Para 76 and 80 – The Inspector notes that, ‘These settlements are confined by the existing 

Green Belt, but there is also a need to promote sustainable patterns of development, which 

address the future housing, employment and other development needs of these 

settlements… It therefore seems to me that although the settlement hierarchy is 

appropriate, justified and soundly based, some further work may be required to justify the 

proposed spatial distribution of development, particularly to address the development 

needs and opportunities of the Green Belt settlements in the north of the district.’  This 

again demonstrates that, where Green Belt has been used as a constraint to such a degree 

that the needs of settlements are not being met, that it is necessary to make additional 

allocations in order to render the Plan sound. 

 

3.7 In appendix 2 (excerpts enclosed at Appendix 6) – ‘Inspector’s further interim views (11/12/15)’ 

– we note that, following amendments to the spatial distribution of development:  

- Para 68 – the reconsideration of the spatial distribution of development, ‘considers 

alternative options, and recognises that channelling too much development to areas 

beyond the North Cheshire Green Belt to the south of the borough would result in 

unsustainable patterns of development and commuting, and would not address the 

development needs of the northern settlements. There is a need for a reasonable balance 

of development throughout the borough, and the allocation of more development to the 

northern settlements would almost inevitably result in the loss of some Green Belt land. ‘  

The Inspector here acknowledges that without releasing appropriate levels of Green Belt 

in sustainable locations and in order to meet the needs of settlements there would be 

unsustainable patterns of development and that there is a need to balance development 

across the Borough; even if that necessitates the release of Green Belt land. 

Lichfield Local Plan 

3.8 The Inspector’s Report (excerpts enclosed at Appendix 7) deals expressly with one of our 

primary concerns with the interpretation of national policy, particularly post-HWP, of Green Belt 

being a last resort.  The Inspector considers this point at paragraph 200, noting that: “… I can 

find no justification in the Framework, in Planning Guidance or indeed in the case of I M 

Properties for the proposition that Green Belt land should be released only as a last resort. This 

would be to accept that sustainability is the servant of Green Belt designation – which it is not. 

On the contrary, as has already been established, the duty in determining Green Belt 

boundaries is to take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development.” 

 
3.9 The Inspector goes on to note in terms of the demonstration of exceptional circumstances that, 

“In my judgement the lack of more sustainable sites outside the Green Belt to meet the identified 

need for housing in a way that is consistent with the Plan’s urban and key centre strategy 

amounts, in this instance, to the exceptional circumstances that justify the release of Green Belt 

land…” [207]. 
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3.10 The Inspector has clearly balanced a range of sustainability considerations in forming the view 

that the demonstration of exceptional circumstance and determination of Green Belt boundaries 

should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development – to approach 

this from the alternate perspective that sustainability is secondary to retaining Green Belt 

boundaries would be wrong and inconsistent with national policy. 
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Conclusion 

4.1 This report sets out the national policy context for the consideration of Green Belt release, 

including how exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated at a District or settlement-level 

and how the consideration of Green Belt release should be done to support the overarching 

purpose of planning: to help to achieve sustainable development.   

 

4.2 Government guidance, particularly the wording of the HWP has undoubtedly introduced a 

degree of confusion and uncertainty in the understanding of how the achievement of 

sustainable development should be balanced against the consideration of ‘all other reasonable 

options’ and the demonstration of exceptional circumstances. 

 

4.3 However, the above case studies demonstrate clearly that sustainability is not the servant of 

Green Belt designation; on the contrary, the duty in determining Green Belt boundaries is to 

take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. 

 

4.4 Consequently, whilst we appreciate that the decision to release Green Belt is often controversial 

politically and with local communities, to avoid significant delays during the Examination of 

Local Plans it is imperative that LPAs do not shy away from considering the need to release 

Green Belt in order to deliver a sustainable overall distribution of growth or to meet the specific 

needs of individual settlements, and the consequences of delivering a lack of growth in 

settlements that are constrained by the Green Belt.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 – 

Excerpts of R. (Luton Borough Council) v Central Bedfordshire [2015] 
EWCA Civ 537 (Longmore, Tomlinson, Sales LJJ)  



The Queen on the application of Luton Borough Council v Central
Bedfordshire Council v Houghton Regis Development Consortium, Lands
Improvement Holdings Limited, Landmatch Limited, Friends Life Limited, St

Albans Diocesan Property Company Limited

Case No: C1/2015/0091

Court of Appeal (Civil Division)

20 May 2015

[2015] EWCA Civ 537

2015 WL 2369975

Before: Lord Justice Longmore Lord Justice Tomlinson and Lord Justice Sales

Date: Wednesday 20th May 2015

On Appeal from the Queens Bench Division Administrative Court

Mr Justice Holgate

Hearing date: 6 May 2015

Representation

Mr Peter Village QC & Mr Andrew Tabachnik (instructed by Winckworth Sherwood LLP ) for
the Appellant.

Ms Saira Sheikh QC (instructed by Central Bedfordshire Council ) for the Respondent.

Mr Martin Kingston QC & Mr Hugh Richards (instructed by King & Wood Mallesons LLP ) for
the Interested Parties.

Judgment

Lord Justice Sales:

Introduction

1 This is an appeal in relation to a judgment of Holgate J – [2014] EWHC 4325 (Admin) (“the
judgment”) – in which he refused an application by the appellant (“Luton BC”) for judicial review
of a grant of planning permission by Central Bedfordshire Council (“CBC”). The planning
permission was formally granted by CBC on 2 June 2014, pursuant to a decision made by its
planning committee at a meeting on 4 September 2013.

2 The permission granted by CBC is for outline planning permission for a major development on
262 ha of open fields immediately to the north of the Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis
conurbation, lying between the existing conurbation and a major road, the M1-A5 link road. The
grant of planning permission was conditional on, and accompanied by, an agreement with the
interested party developers under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (“the
section 106 agreement”) in which the developers agreed, among other things, to make financial
contributions to the infrastructure in respect of the development and to provide a degree of
affordable housing within the development. It is because Luton BC is concerned that the amount
of affordable housing agreed to be provided is too low that these judicial review proceedings
have been brought.
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weight to be attached to such policies depends upon the stage of preparation or review,
increasing as successive stages are reached. For example:

• Where a DPD is at the consultation stage, with no early prospect of submission for
examination, then refusal on prematurity grounds would seldom be justified because of the
delay which this would impose in determining the future use of the land in question.

• Where a DPD has been submitted for examination but no representations have been
made in respect of relevant policies, then considerable weight may be attached to those
policies because of the strong possibility that they will be adopted. The converse may
apply if there have been representations which oppose the policy. However, much will
depend on the nature of those representations and whether there are representations in
support of particular policies.

19. Where planning permission is refused on grounds of prematurity, the planning
authority will need to demonstrate clearly how the grant of permission for the
development concerned would prejudice the outcome of the DPD process.”

49 This was the relevant guidance at the time of the meeting of CBC's planning committee on 4
September 2013, as set out in Luton BC's letter of 27 August 2013. This guidance has since
been replaced by “The Planning System: General Principles”, which was the guidance in place
when the planning permission for development of HRN1 was granted in June 2014. But there has
been no material change in the guidance on the question of prematurity in deciding applications
for planning permission.

50 It was common ground that a planning authority may refer to emerging development plans as
material considerations relevant to determination of applications for planning permission, within
the meaning of section 38(6) of the 2004 Act.

Discussion

Ground 1: paragraph 83 of the NPPF

51 By Ground 1, Luton BC submits that CBC failed properly to take into account para. 83 of the
NPPF when deciding to proceed to grant planning permission and in rejecting Luton BC's
contention that it was premature for it to do so. The judge rejected this ground of challenge at
paras. [100]-[110] of the judgment. In my view, he was right to do so.

52 Mr Village submitted that the judge erred, because he failed to give proper weight to what he
described as “the injunction” in para. 83 of the NPPF that Green Belt boundaries should only be
altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.
According to Mr Village, para. 83 gives clear priority to the process for development and adoption
of local plans when issues of changing Green Belt boundaries arise; the practical effect of a grant
of planning permission in this case was to change the boundary of the Green Belt; and so it was
premature for CBC to grant planning permission before the designation of the Green Belt in the
relevant local plan had been changed (if that ever happened) through the adoption of the
Development Strategy to amend the local plan. Or, at the very least, if the planning committee
wished to depart from the guidance in para. 83 it should have considered that paragraph directly
and identified good reasons for doing so. But the August 2013 OR did not advise committee
members of the injunction in para. 83, and did not identify any good reason for departing from it.
Mr Village says that CBC's officers should have drawn the attention of committee members to
para. 83 even though at the time of the meeting on 4 September 2013 no-one, including Luton
BC, had referred to it in representations made in relation to CBC's consideration of the
application; alternatively, once CBC's officers saw para. 83 referred to in support of Luton BC's
prematurity argument in its letter dated 7 October 2013 to the Secretary of State, they had a duty
to draw the attention of the planning committee to it before planning permission was formally
granted on 2 June 2014 (and in that regard he relied upon Kides v South Cambridgeshire DC
[2002] EWCA Civ 1370; [2003] 1 P&CR 19 ).

53 In my judgment, Mr Village's submission confuses two different processes and seeks to attach
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greater weight to para. 83 than it can bear in the present context.

54 The second sentence of para. 83 of the NPPF provides guidance regarding the approach to
be adopted if there is a proposal to alter the boundaries of the Green Belt in a local plan:
exceptional circumstances have to be shown to justify such a course. But paras. 87-88 of the
NPPF provide guidance regarding the approach to be adopted if there is a proposal for
development of an area within the Green Belt set out in a local plan: “very special circumstances”
have to be shown. This is a stricter test than that in para. 83 in respect of changing the
boundaries of the Green Belt in the local plan.

55 Paragraph 83 does not lay down a presumption or create a requirement that the boundaries of
the Green Belt must first be altered via the process for changing a local plan before development
may take place on the area in question. Paragraphs 87-88 plainly contemplate that development
may be permitted on land within the Green Belt, without the need to change its boundaries in the
local plan, provided “very special circumstances” exist.

56 Nor does para. 83 somehow create a presumption that the boundaries of the Green Belt must
first be altered by changes to the local plan (effected through the local plan development
process, which includes independent examination by an inspector) before permission for
development can be given, in a case where (as here) there is a parallel proposal to alter the
boundaries of the Green Belt set out in the local plan. Whilst it may be easier to proceed in
stages, by changing the local plan to take a site out of the Green Belt (according to the less
demanding “exceptional circumstances” test) and then granting permission for development
without having to satisfy the more demanding “very special circumstances” test, there is nothing
in para. 83 (read in the context of the entirety of section 9 of the NPPF) to prevent a planning
authority from proceeding to consider and grant permission for development on the land in
question while it remains within the designated Green Belt, provided the stringent “very special
circumstances” test is satisfied.

57 The August 2013 OR properly emphasised to members of the planning committee that they
could only grant planning permission for development of HRN1 if they were satisfied that the
“very special circumstances” test was satisfied. There was no misdirection or material error as a
result of the omission of a reference to para. 83 of the NPPF in the officer's report. In the
particular circumstances of this case, there was a proper basis on which the planning committee
could lawfully and rationally conclude that “very special circumstances” existed to the requisite
standard to justify the grant of planning permission for development of HRN1.

58 There was, of course, an issue regarding the interaction of the local plan development
process and the application for planning permission which required consideration, namely
whether it would be premature to grant planning permission in respect of the development of
HRN1 in a manner which might well in practice pre-empt (by development on the ground) the
decision to be taken in the context of the development of the local plan through review of the
Development Strategy proposals to alter the boundary of the Green Belt so as to remove HRN1
from it. However, this issue was properly drawn to the attention of the committee and discussed
in the August 2013 OR and the September 2013 OR. Their attention was drawn to the relevant
policy guidance in paras. 17-19 of the “Planning System General Principles” and para. 216 of the
NPPF. As the judge correctly held, the prematurity issue was addressed in sufficient depth in the
reports before them: paras. [109]-[110] of the judgment. The planning committee were lawfully
and rationally entitled to decide, in the particular circumstances of the case, that there was no
sound prematurity objection to the grant of planning permission.

Ground 3: challenge to paragraph 5.35 of the August 2013 OR and the weight given to
CBC's pre-submission draft Development Strategy

59 Under this Ground, Mr Village argues that CBC's planning committee failed to take into
account and apply para. 216 of the NPPF, set out above. In particular, he says that the August
2013 OR failed to draw attention to the fact that there were significant unresolved objections by
Luton BC to the draft Development Strategy which remained for examination through the
independent review process pursuant to section 20 of the 2004 Act. The committee were misled
into attaching too much weight to the draft Development Strategy and/or reached an irrational
view as to the weight to be attached to it.

60 The judge dismissed this ground of challenge at paras. [120]-[136]. In my view, he was right to
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Appendix 2 – 

Excerpts of IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC  

[2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin)  



I.M. Properties Development Limited v Lichfield District Council v Taylor
Wimpey (UK) Limited, Persimmon Homes Limited

Case No: CO/1049/2014

High Court of Justice Queen's Bench Division Planning Court Birmingham District Registry

18 July 2014

[2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin)

2014 WL 3535440

Before: Mrs Justice Patterson

Date: Friday 18th July 2014

Hearing dates: 1st and 2nd July 2014

Representation

Anthony Crean QC (instructed by Shoosmiths LLP ) for the Claimant.

Gary Grant (instructed by Democratic, Development and Legal Services ) for the Defendant.

Morag Ellis QC and Hereward Phillpot (instructed by Berwin Leighton Paisner LLP ) for the
First Interested Party.

Jeremy Cahill QC , Satnam Choongh and James Corbet Butcher (instructed by Squire Patton
Boggs (UK) LLP ) for the Second Interested Party.

Judgment

Mrs Justice Patterson:

Introduction

1 This is an application by the claimant for judicial review of a decision by the defendant dated
28th January 2014 to endorse the main modifications to the draft Lichfield Local Plan Strategy.
The claimant seeks a quashing order of the decision.

2 The main modifications endorsed by the defendant include proposals to release areas of land
known as Deans Slade Farm and Cricket Lane from the Green Belt. The former site is subject to
an interest by Taylor Wimpey UK Limited, the first interested party, and the latter site is subject to
an interest by Persimmon Homes Limited, the second interested party. Both Deans Slade Farm
and Cricket Lane lie to the south of Lichfield and are close to the urban area.

3 Throughout the local plan process the claimant has been interested in, and has promoted, a
new village concept on land to the North East of Lichfield known as land to the north east of
Watery Lane, Curborough. In January 2014 the claimant submitted a planning application for up
to 750 dwellings, primary school, care village, local neighbourhood facilities to facilitate retail
development, community building, parking, comprehensive green infrastructure and landscaping,
new access points to Watery Lane and Netherstone lane and improvements to Netherstone
Lane. That was refused by the defendant, the Local Planning Authority on the 20th May 2014 for
seven reasons (including one that referred to the site being outside the settlement boundaries
and not being allocated in the emerging local plan strategy). The Watery Lane site is not within
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a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general
planning concepts to justify an alteration.”

91 From that review it can be seen that there is no test that green belt land is to be released as a
last resort. It is an exercise of planning judgment as to whether exceptional circumstances
necessitating revision have been demonstrated.

92 The interested parties emphasise the importance of section 39 of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which imposes a duty upon the defendant and the inspector
when exercising their functions under part 2 of the Act in relation to local development
documents. The section demonstrates that the achievement of sustainable development is an
ongoing duty upon any body exercising its function under part 2 of the Act. Sustainable
development is a concept which is an archetypal example of planning judgment.

93 The duty to contribute to sustainable development imports a concept which embraces
strategic consideration about how best to shape development in a district to ensure that proper
provision is made for the needs of the 21st century in terms of housing and economic growth and
for mitigating the effects of climate change. Inevitably, travel patterns are important. Both the
SEA and the sustainability appraisal are important components in forming a judgment to be made
under Section 39(2) .

94 As a result it is submitted that the green belt designation is a servant of sustainable
development.

Discussion and conclusions

95 In my judgement to refer to a falsification doctrine is to take the words of Simon Brown LJ out
of context. To elevate the words that he used into a doctrine is to overstate their significance.

96 What is clear from the principles distilled in the case of Gallagher is that for revisions to the
green belt to be made exceptional circumstances have to be demonstrated. Whether they have
been is a matter of planning judgment in a local plan exercise ultimately for the inspector. It is of
note that in setting out the principles in Gallagher there is no reference to a falsification doctrine
or that any release of green belt land has to be seen as a last resort.

97 The only statutory duty is that in Section 39 (2) (supra). In that regard the contents of
paragraph 84 of the NPPF are relevant. That says,

“84. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities
should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling
development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and
villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt
boundary.”

98 That is clear advice to decision makers to take into account the consequences for sustainable
development of any review of green belt boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and
additional travel are clearly relevant.

99 Here, the release from the green belt is proposed in Lichfield which is seen by the defendant
as consistent with the town focused spatial strategy. The further releases have been the subject
of a revised sustainability appraisal by the defendant. That found that no more suitable
alternatives existed for development.

100 The principal main modifications endorsed by the defendant expressly referred to the green
belt review and to the supplementary green belt review as informing the release of green belt
sites. They contained advice as to the relevant tests that members needed to apply. Both
documents were available to the decision making committees and were public documents.
Ultimately, the matter was one of planning judgment where the members had to consider
whether release of green belt land was necessary and, in so determining, had to be guided by
their statutory duty to achieve sustainable development.
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101 The members were aware that they had originally been presented with the Deans Slade and
Cricket Lane sites as directions of growth at a much earlier stage of the local plan development.
As the sites were to the south of Lichfield members were advised that development there would
have little impact on the setting of the city overall and there were few limitations beyond the
policy constraint of green belt. However, the extent of concern about loss of green belt at that
time meant that the plan was revised to reduce the amount of growth in that direction. The
inspector had found that the defendant had failed to produce a sound plan with that approach. An
alternative strategy of a new village had been considered by the inspector as a first stage of the
examination process and he had found that that failed to outperform the council's preferred
strategy. The members were entitled to take all of those factors into account in concluding
whether there was a necessity to propose to release sites from the green belt.

102 In my judgment, the members were aware of the test which they had to apply through the
content of the documents before them together with their experience and knowledge as members
of a council where a significant amount of its land was within the green belt. They were entitled to
take into account the genesis of the plan and the inspector's findings in concluding that in their
view there were exceptional circumstances for a green belt revision. The main modifications
endorsed show, in my judgment, that the defendant grappled with matters set out in the NPPF,
their duty under Section 39 and the request by the Inspector to remedy shortcomings in their
Development Plan.

103 Further, the letter from Deloitte of the 6th January 2014 which was sent to members of the
Environment and Development (Overview and Scrutiny) Committee, albeit on the part of the
claimants, was absolutely clear as to the correct approach to adopt. It rightly said that exceptional
circumstances had to be demonstrated. It is odd, in those circumstances, for the claimant to
make the submission that the defendant throughout misunderstood, misinterpreted and/or was
misled as to the relevant test to apply. This ground fails.

Issue Four – Fairness of the process adopted by the defendant

104 The claimant submits that deliverability of a development site is a central concern. The
process that the defendant has embarked upon is geared up to the resolution of a housing
shortfall identified by the inspector in the order of 900 units. It is clearly material for the local
authority, in those circumstances, to have regard to land outside the green belt. That is especially
the case when such land as is suggested is supported by experienced developers.

105 It was unfair, therefore, in the circumstances, to tell the members of the defendant that the
information on the claimant's proposal was too vague. That is especially the case as a planning
permission was submitted accompanied by an EIA. That members were not informed was as a
result of the guillotine on receipt of information after the 10th July 2013. It is contended that that
is an unfair approach especially as that date has been applied selectively. It is apparent from the
supplementary sustainability appraisal and the habitats regulations assessment that information
has been provided after the 10th of July which is favourable for other sites, in particular, to Deans
Slade Farm and Cricket Lane.

106 Further, the Parliamentary Statement of the 17th January 2014 should have been brought to
members attention. That is a further example of unlawfulness. There was no attempt to bring it to
the notice of the relevant decision making committee. The statement made it clear that unmet
housing need could not amount to an exceptional circumstance.

107 The defendant submits that the guillotine was applied ruthlessly in relation to all prospective
development sites. There was no unfairness as it applied to all of those who were promoting a
site. It was the logical place to apply a guillotine as the defendant had thought that was the end of
the evidence process. It did not know when the date was set about the contents of the interim
report on the part of the inspector.

108 The progress of the claimant's planning application was entirely a matter for the claimant.
The claimant wanted to rely on later information from December 2013 and January 2014. It would
not be fair to take that into account for the claimant's site but not for others.

109 The Ministerial Statement was directed towards decision taking as opposed to plan making.
The defendant was engaged in the process of plan making. The statement was, in any event,
primarily directed towards traveller sites.
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Excerpts of Warwick Local Plan Inspector’s Report (28/7/17)  



 
 

 
 
 
 

Report to Warwick District Council  

by Kevin Ward BA (Hons) MRTPI 
 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government  

Date 28 July 2017 

  
 
 

 

 
 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

(as amended) 

Section 20 

 

 

Report on the Examination of the 

Warwick District Local Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Plan was submitted for examination on 28 January 2015 

The examination hearings were held between 6 and 12 May 2015 and between  
27 September and 15 December 2016 
 

File Ref: PINS/T3725/429/5 
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Abbreviations used in this report 
 
  
CE Cambridge Econometrics 
CWLEP Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership 
HMA Housing Market Area 
LDS Local Development Scheme 
MM Main Modification 
MoU Memorandum of Understanding 
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 
OAN Objectively assessed need 
ONS Office for National Statistics 
PPG Planning Practice Guidance 
SA Sustainability Appraisal 
SCI Statement of Community Involvement 
SEP Strategic Economic Plan 
SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
SHMA Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Warwick District Council Warwick District Local Plan, Inspector’s Report July 2017 
 
 

3 
 

 
Non-Technical Summary 

 
This report concludes that the Warwick District Local Plan provides an appropriate 
basis for the planning of the District, provided that a number of main 
modifications are made to it.  Warwick District Council has specifically requested 
me to recommend any main modifications necessary to enable the Local Plan to 
be adopted. 
 
The main modifications all concern matters that were discussed at the 
examination hearings.  The Council has provided the detailed wording for the 
main modifications, many of which are based on suggestions it put forward during 
the examination.  Following the hearings, the Council carried out sustainability 
appraisal of the main modifications and they were subject to public consultation 
over a seven-week period.  I have recommended their inclusion in the Local Plan 
after considering all the representations made in response to consultation on 
them and the sustainability appraisal.  
 
The main modifications can be summarised as follows: 

• Increase the housing requirement for the plan period to 16,776 dwellings 
(an average of 932 per year), clarify that this is to be regarded as a 
minimum and make clear that this includes a commitment to meet unmet 
needs from Coventry (an average of 332 dwellings per year); 

• Establish an annual average housing requirement of 600 dwellings per year 
between 2011/12 and 2016/17 and 1,098 dwellings per year from 2017/18 
onwards; 

• Amend the spatial strategy to also focus growth on the southern edge of 
Coventry in addition to the urban areas of Warwick, Leamington Spa, 
Whitnash and Kenilworth; 

• Add a number of additional housing site allocations to ensure sufficient 
housing land is available; 

• Add an area of safeguarded land at Westwood Heath on the edge of 
Coventry; 

• Delete the housing site allocation at Red House Farm, Lillington; 
• Delete a number of housing site allocations where development is already 

well progressed and amend the estimated capacity on a number of others 
to reflect up to date evidence; 

• Set out a realistic and justified housing trajectory including a significantly 
reduced windfall allowance; 

• Include clear commitments to review the Local Plan; 
• Add site allocations for outdoor sports at Kenilworth; 
• Add new policies in relation to self-build housing and electronic 

communications; 
• Delete a number of policies that are not effective, justified or consistent 

with national policy or are unnecessary; 
• Amend the wording of a number of policies to ensure that they are 

effective by providing necessary clarity and/or flexibility, that they are 
justified and are consistent with national policy; and 

• Include a list of policies in the extant Warwick District Local Plan that will 
be superseded by policies in this Local Plan. 
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geographical area would also raise concerns over deliverability, given potential 
competition between sites.  There are also environmental constraints, not 
least the potential effect on the significance of heritage assets.  In addition 
there is a need to avoid coalescence with the villages of Bishop’s Tachbrook 
and Radford Semele.  

91. In other directions the built up area of Warwick and Leamington Spa is 
bounded by the Green Belt. To the west and north-west of Warwick is the 
strong physical barrier of the A46.  There is also a need to maintain the 
separate identity of surrounding villages such as Leek Wootton and 
Cubbington and avoid significant reductions in the gap to Kenilworth. 

92. I return to the issue of specific site allocations and exceptional circumstances 
for altering the Green Belt in more detail later in my report.  However, given 
the significant scale of committed and proposed housing sites within the urban 
areas of Leamington Spa, Warwick and Whitnash and to the south of the urban 
areas outside of the Green Belt, along with the constraints identified above, I 
do not consider that it is appropriate or indeed necessary to allocate housing 
sites on land which is currently in the Green Belt around these urban areas.  
Exceptional circumstances for altering the Green Belt in this part of the District 
do not exist.     

93. Compared with other parts of the District, Kenilworth has seen limited new 
development in recent years and in principle it provides the opportunity to 
accommodate further growth given that it is well related to Coventry in terms 
of accessibility and functional links.  However, in addition to being surrounded 
by the Green Belt, the capacity to accommodate growth is also affected by the 
need to retain a distinct identity for the town with a clear gap to the edge of 
the urban area of Coventry to the north.  There is also a need to maintain the 
separate identity of Leek Wootton to the south and to avoid significant 
reductions in the gap to Warwick and Leamington Spa.  The potential for the 
expansion of the urban area is also affected by the strong physical barrier 
provided by the A46, the proposed route of HS2 and environmental constraints 
to the west of the town including the potential effect on the significance of 
Kenilworth Castle.    

94. Whilst the Growth Villages offer scope for some additional development, above 
that proposed in the submitted Local Plan, the amount of growth needs to take 
account of existing commitments, reflect the level of services available and 
consider the potential impact on the scale and character of the villages 
concerned.  Seven of the Growth Villages are within that part of the District 
covered by Green Belt.  The three that are not, Barford, Bishop’s Tachbrook 
and Radford Semele are in the south of the District and the functional 
relationship with Coventry is clearly affected by this. 

95. The Council put forward the concept of a direction for growth in an area of 
Green Belt land immediately to the south of the urban area of Coventry but 
within Warwick District as part of its suggested modifications during the 
suspension of the examination.  This included two substantial housing site 
allocations and an area of safeguarded land.  These were alongside other 
additional suggested site allocations at Leamington Spa, Warwick and 
Whitnash, Kenilworth and a number of the Growth Villages.  The Council’s 
approach is supported by Coventry City Council and there have been 
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considerable efforts to co-ordinate work on the respective Local Plans and 
continue co-operation to address the strategic issue of housing needs and 
related infrastructure provision.   

96. I discuss the merits of individual site allocations and alterations to the Green 
Belt in detail below.  However, taking account of the above analysis, the scale 
of additional housing sites required and the agreement to contribute towards 
meeting housing needs from Coventry, I consider that the Council’s suggested 
strategic approach in relation to the edge of Coventry is appropriate and 
justified.   

97. However, the submitted Local Plan was not prepared on the basis of significant 
growth on the edge of Coventry and as noted above it did not contain an 
explicit commitment to addressing some of Coventry’s unmet housing needs.  
Whilst I consider that the proposed direction for growth is justified and 
necessary to ensure that the Local Plan is effective and consistent with 
national policy in terms of meeting housing needs, it would involve a change 
to the spatial strategy.     

98. Main modification MM2 is necessary to ensure that Policy DS4 sets out an 
effective and justified revised spatial strategy and to make clear the approach 
of focussing significant growth on the urban areas and the southern edge of 
Coventry whilst promoting some development in Growth Villages.  It is also 
necessary to clarify the approach to the development of greenfield sites and to 
ensure that the detailed wording in relation to heritage assets and to the 
Green Belt is fully consistent with national policy. 

99. In relation to Policy DS19, main modification MM15 is required to ensure 
clarity on the application of national policy to development within the Green 
Belt and to reflect other modifications in terms of site allocations.  Main 
modification MM17 would introduce a new policy (DSNEW1) which is 
necessary to provide clarity on the scope, purpose and policy approach to the 
direction for growth south of Coventry.  Main modification MM34 is required to 
ensure that Policy H1 effectively reflects the spatial strategy and provides 
sufficient clarity, flexibility and consistency with national policy with regard to 
the approach towards housing development within and adjacent to settlements 
and in the open countryside.   

100. Subject to these main modifications the spatial strategy is justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy.     

Issue 3 – Whether the proposed housing site allocations are justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy 

101. Before dealing with individual settlements and housing site allocations, it is 
appropriate for me to address the overall scale of allocations needed across 
the District and the approach to annual average housing requirements 
including the calculation of a five year housing requirement.  Along with the 
context provided by the modified spatial strategy discussed above, these are 
key factors which influence my consideration of housing site allocations across 
the District and in addressing them first I aim to avoid undue repetition.    
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205. The three sites put forward at Blackdown, at Loes Farm and on additional land 
at Red House Farm are all in the Green Belt.  For the reasons set out above 
exceptional circumstances to justify altering the boundary of the Green Belt in 
these locations do not exist.  The site at Goggbridge Lane, although not in the 
Green Belt, forms part of the supply of identified employment land.  It is a 
narrow site adjacent to the A46 which is elevated on this stretch and housing 
on the site would be affected by noise from the road.  There may be some 
potential for development on land at Asps Cottage (adjacent to the larger Asps 
site) although this is affected by the presence of the listed building.  In any 
case the potential capacity of the site is below that suitable for an allocation in 
the Local Plan.   

Housing site allocations – Kenilworth 

206. Although Kenilworth is smaller than the combined urban area of Leamington 
Spa, Warwick and Whitnash it provides employment opportunities and a range 
of retail and other main town centre uses and social and community facilities.  
It is well connected to the wider road network, has good public transport links 
and is well related to Coventry in terms of accessibility and functional links. 

207. Kenilworth therefore provides an appropriate and sustainable location for 
significant housing growth within the District including meeting some of 
Coventry’s unmet housing needs.  

208. There are very limited opportunities for housing development on any scale 
within the built up area.  Other than one area of land at Crackley (see below), 
there is no potential to allocate housing sites on the edge of the urban area 
without altering the boundary of the Green Belt.  

209. These factors, along with the scale of housing requirements and limited 
opportunities outside of the Green Belt elsewhere in the District, amount to 
exceptional circumstances which justify altering the boundaries of the Green 
Belt around Kenilworth.      

210. As discussed in relation to the spatial strategy, there are physical and 
environmental constraints which affect the options for growth on the edge of 
the town.  

211. The submitted Local Plan proposed four housing site allocations at Kenilworth.  
These included land currently in the Green Belt at Thickthorn (H06) and land 
partly in the Green Belt at Kenilworth Sixth Form College (H12).  During the 
suspension of the examination the Council proposed two additional housing 
site allocations on land east of Kenilworth (H40) and East of Warwick Road 
(H41).  In both cases the land is currently in the Green Belt.  It included these 
proposals in its suggested modifications. 

212. Along with the sites proposed in the submitted Local Plan, I consider these 
additional proposals from the Council in the context of the need for further site 
allocations to ensure an adequate supply of housing land.  

213. The development of the proposed housing site allocations in Kenilworth would 
significantly increase traffic volumes and impact on the transport network in 
the immediate locality and further afield.  The Council, along with the County 
Council is again taking a holistic and comprehensive approach and has set out 
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315. Taking account of completions, existing commitments and the other proposed 
site allocations referred to above, the supply of housing land in Barford would 
total some 177 dwellings.  This would be only just below the indicative 
capacity of 181 dwellings and represents an increase of nearly 30% in the 
number of dwellings in the village (606 in 2011). 

316. Barford is not affected by the Green Belt and is rightly identified as a Growth 
Village.  Furthermore, as noted above, the indicative capacity should not be 
seen as a strict limit on the number of dwellings.  However, these factors do 
not mean that there is necessarily potential to accommodate additional 
housing in Barford and they must be balanced against the need to ensure that 
development remains in keeping with the scale and character of the village 
and the impacts of specific sites.  The consideration of additional sites also 
needs to take account of the ability to meet the District’s housing 
requirements at other locations in the District in line with the spatial strategy.  

317. It is not necessary to allocate the site south of Wasperton Lane (H47) in order 
to ensure sufficient housing growth in the village or to meet the overall 
housing requirements for the District.  The adverse impacts of development 
would outweigh the benefits.  

318. For the above reasons the proposed site allocations south of Barford House 
(H20) and on land off Bremridge Close (H22) are justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  Also for these reasons the proposed further 
site allocation on land south of Westham Lane (H48) put forward by the 
Council is required to ensure that the Local Plan is justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.   

319. To ensure that the Local Plan is effective in reflecting the progress with 
planning permission and development, the proposed site allocation at the 
former Sherbourne Nursery (H21) should be deleted.  

Other housing sites put forward in Barford  

320. Other potential housing sites were put forward in representations and 
discussed at the hearing sessions.  There is no need to allocate sites in 
addition to the three referred to above in order to ensure sufficient housing 
growth in the village or to meet the overall housing requirements for the 
District.   

321. Land east of Wellesbourne Road and south of Barford House was subject to 
appeals in 2013 and 2014 which were both dismissed due to the impacts on 
the significance of the listed building at Barford House, its setting and the 
Conservation Area.  Notwithstanding the lack of need for additional sites, the 
allocation of this land would be inappropriate for this reason.   

322. Whilst development on additional land south of Westham Lane (to the west of 
site H48) would sit within the area contained by the bypass and would be seen 
in the context of the recent development on the former Sherbourne Nursery 
site, there is insufficient evidence to suggest that it could be accessed 
satisfactorily.  The promoter of the site also accepts that there are still land 
ownership issues to resolve and the site is not currently available.  
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Abbreviations used in this report 
 

A6MAAR A6 Manchester Airport Relief Road 

CBLP  Congleton Borough Local Plan 
CSC  Cheshire Science Corridor 
CEC  Cheshire East Council 
CELPS  Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 
CELPS-SD Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy – Submission Draft (May 2014) 
CELPS-PC Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy – Proposed Changes (March 2016) 
CIL  Community Infrastructure Levy 

CLR  Congleton Link Road 
C&NLP  Borough of Crewe & Nantwich Local Plan 
CW&CLP Cheshire West & Chester Local Plan   
DCLG  Department for Communities & Local Government  
DPD  Development Plan Document 
DtC  Duty to Co-operate 
dw; dw/yr dwellings; dwellings/year 

EA  Environment Agency 
EZ  Enterprise Zone 
GBAU  Green Belt Assessment Update 
GMCA  Greater Manchester Combined Authority  

GMSF  Greater Manchester Spatial Framework  
GTAA  Gypsy & Travellers Accommodation Assessment 

ha  hectares 
HDS  Housing Development Study 
HRA  Habitats Regulations Assessment  
IDP/IDPU Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update 
HS2  High Speed 2 rail proposal 
KSC  Key Service Centre 
LDS  Local Development Scheme 

LEP  Local Enterprise Partnership 
LSC  Local Service Centre 
LTP  Local Transport Plan 
LWS  Local Wildlife Site 
MBLP  Macclesfield Borough Local Plan  
MEB  Middlewich Eastern By-Pass 
MM  Main Modification 

MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 

MSA  Mineral Safeguarding Area 
MWMS  Municipal Waste Management Strategy 
NCGV  North Cheshire Growth Village 
NPA  National Park Authority 
NPPF  National Planning Policy Framework 

NPPW  National Planning Policy for Waste 
OAN  Objective Assessment of Housing Need 
¶/para  paragraph 
PPG  Planning Practice Guidance 
PPTS  Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
PRR  Poynton Relief Road 
SA; SIA  Sustainability Appraisal; Sustainability (Integrated) Appraisal  

SAC  Special Area of Conservation 
SADPDPD Site Allocations & Development Policies DPD 
SCGV  South Cheshire Growth Village 
SDUR  Spatial Distribution Update Report 
SEA  Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SEMMMS South East Manchester Multi-Modal Study 
SEP  Strategic Economic Plan 

SHMA  Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
SLTA  Safeguarded Land Technical Appendix 
SMBC  Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council 
SMDA  South Macclesfield Development Area 
SOCG  Statement of Common Ground 
SSSI  Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SWMDA  South West Macclesfield Development Area 
UPS  Urban Potential Study 
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Non-Technical Summary 

This report concludes that the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy provides an 
appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough providing a number of Main 
Modifications are made to the Plan.  Cheshire East Council (CEC) has specifically 
requested me to recommend any Main Modifications necessary to enable the Plan 
to be adopted.  All the Main Modifications to address this were proposed by the 
Council, and were subject to public consultation over a 6-week period.  I have 
recommended their inclusion after considering all the representations made in 
response to consultation on them.   

The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows: 

 Replace the Submitted Plan with the Proposed Changes (March 2016) version; 

 Amend the Vision to refer to “identified” housing and employment needs; 

 Amend Policy PG1 and the accompanying text and tables to refer to the 2014-
based DCLG household projections and update the components of housing supply, 
including windfall allowance; 

 Amend the Vision and strategy for Local Service Centres and the status of North 
Cheshire Growth Village in Policy PG2; 

 Update the list of sites released from the Green Belt and Safeguarded Land in 
Policies PG3 & PG4 and in the accompanying figures; 

 Clarify the criteria for development in the Strategic Green Gaps in Policy PG4A and 
amend the accompanying figure showing the broad extent of such areas; 

 Clarify the strategy for development in the open countryside in Policy PG5; 

 Confirm that the figure for Local Service Centres will be disaggregated in the Site 
Allocations & Development Policies DPD in Policy PG6; 

 Update and clarify the strategy for sustainable development in Policies SD1 & SD2; 

 Delete Figures 11.1 & 11.2 showing the High Growth City Concept Plan and the 
Science & Technology Corridor; update the strategy for Alderley Park set out in 
Policy EG3, and confirm that the sequential approach will not be applied to small-
scale developments in Policy EG5; 

 Clarify and update the policy for leisure and recreation in Policies SC1 & SC2; 
include a reference to the role of Neighbourhood Plans in Policy SC4; and amend 
and clarify the threshold for seeking affordable housing in Policy SC5; 

 Add a reference to Sport England’s Active Design principles in Policy SE1; redraft 
the policy for protecting biodiversity and geodiversity in Policy SE3; clarify and 
update the policy for trees, hedgerows and green infrastructure in Policies SE5 & 
SE6; update the policy for renewable and low-carbon energy and energy efficient 
development in Policies SE8 & SE9; and update the evidence base for waste 
management in Policy SE11; 

 Update and clarify the policy for enabling business growth through transport 
infrastructure by referring to the HS2 Safeguarding Directions and the SEMMMS 
study refresh in Policy CO2; 

 Amend and update the Crewe Town Map and refer to the HS2 Safeguarding 
Directions, including at Site CS2; 

 Update the individual Town Maps for Macclesfield and the Key Service Centres, as 
a result of amendments to the scale and location of proposed development; 

 Confirm the role, status, purpose and funding of the Congleton Link Road; 

 Update and clarify the criteria and principles of development, the amount of 
development, development and infrastructure requirements and planning status, 
where necessary, in the strategic site allocations and strategic locations; 

 Amend the strategic site allocations, including amended site extent and areas 
(Sites CS32, CS50) and deletion of Site CS64 (Cheshire Gateway); 

 Make consequential amendments to the text, tables, figures and diagrams 
resulting from the Main Modifications; 

 Update and amend the content of the appendices, including monitoring and 
implementation, housing distribution, amended housing trajectory, components of 
housing supply (including windfalls), and 5-year housing land supply (including the 
“Sedgepool 8” approach).  
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    Other Settlements and Rural Areas 

91. The CELPS-PC allocates 2,950 new homes and 69ha of new employment land to 

the Other Settlements and Rural Areas, including development at the Alderley Park 
Opportunity Site and Wardle Employment Improvement Site, which I deal with 
later in my report.  In terms of the number (110+) and small size of these rural 

settlements, this seems to be a reasonable and proportionate allocation, which 
accords with CEC’s SDUR and reflects the need to provide some homes and jobs  

to meet local needs, as well as their lower position in the hierarchy and local 
constraints.  Since some new development has occurred in the recent past, the 
balance of development (1,250 homes and 4ha of employment land) would be 

identified in the SADPDPD and forthcoming Neighbourhood Plans.   No further 
modifications are therefore needed to settlements in this category of the hierarchy. 

92. Consequently, with the recommended modification, I conclude that the Spatial 
Distribution of Development and Growth to the various towns and settlements is 
appropriate, effective, sustainable, justified with robust evidence and soundly 

based, and fully reflects the overall strategy of the Plan.  I deal with specific issues 
relating to particular settlements on a town-by-town basis, later in my report. 

MATTER 2.4:  PLANNING FOR GROWTH – GREEN BELT, SAFEGUARDED LAND, 
STRATEGIC GREEN GAPS AND OPEN COUNTRYSIDE 

Key issue:    

Is the approach to the Green Belt, Safeguarded Land, Strategic Green Gaps and 
the Open Countryside appropriate, effective, positively prepared, justified, soundly 
based and consistent with national policy? 

Green Belt 

93. Policy PG3 sets out the purposes of the Green Belt and the approach to 

development within it, and also lists the sites which are proposed to be removed 
from the Green Belt for development or Safeguarded Land.  The general policy is 
unchanged from that included in the CELPS-SD, other than updating the list of 

sites and deleting the reference to a new Green Belt around Crewe as a result of 
new evidence and in response to my Interim Views (Appendix 1).  The general 

approach to the Green Belt reflects current national policy (NPPF; ¶ 79-92), but 
the outcome of more recent consultations on proposed amendments to the NPPF 
relating to the Green Belt and the implications of the recent Housing White Paper 

are not yet known; it will be for CEC to consider the implications of any changes to 
national planning policy, including the Green Belt, in future reviews of the CELPS 

and in preparing the SADPDPD.   

94. CEC’s proposals for releasing land from the Green Belt for development or 
Safeguarded Land around the main towns is very contentious, especially for many 

local communities.  However, in my earlier Interim Views, I considered that CEC 
has provided sufficient evidence to establish the exceptional circumstances needed 

to justify altering Green Belt boundaries; this is essentially based on the need to 
allocate sufficient land for market and affordable housing and employment 

development, combined with the adverse consequences for patterns of sustainable 
development of not doing so, since it is not practicable to fully meet the assessed 
development needs of the area without amending Green Belt boundaries.   

95. At submission stage, there was some concern that the justification for releasing 
land from the Green Belt was inadequate and inconsistent.  In my initial Interim 

Views (Appendix 1), I considered that the process and evidence relating to the 
proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundary in the north of the district 
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seemed flawed, particularly the release of sites from the Green Belt and the 

provision of Safeguarded Land; there was also insufficient justification for the 
proposed new area of Green Belt around Crewe.  However, during the suspension 
of the examination, CEC undertook more work to address these matters.   

96. In my Further Interim Views (Appendix 2), I considered that the approach and 
content of CEC’s updated Site-Selection Methodology and Green Belt Assessment 

(GBAU) [RE/F010; PS/E034] reflected national policy and other guidance in the NPPF & 
PPG; it provided a set of objective, comprehensive and proportionate evidence to 
inform CEC’s selection of Green Belt land, which addressed most of the earlier 

shortcomings of the previous Green Belt assessment without “retro-fitting” the 
evidence.  It not only addressed the need to demonstrate exceptional 

circumstances, but also considered alternative options to releasing Green Belt 
land, assessed sites against the purposes of the Green Belt, and considered the 
selection of sites in a sequential manner, prioritising non-Green Belt sites before 

considering Green Belt sites based on their contribution to Green Belt purposes; 
this included assessing their contribution to urban regeneration and took account 

of the assessment of the potential of brownfield/windfall sites likely to come 
forward within the urban areas [PS/E039].   

97. The GBAU included a strategic assessment of 44 general areas in the Green Belt 
throughout Cheshire East, as well as a more detailed assessment of over 400 
smaller parcels of land, to provide a key input into the site-selection process.   

CEC also updated and clarified the final assessment of some sites in response  
to criticisms of others.  No other evidence has comprehensively assessed the 

opportunities for releasing Green Belt land and no new evidence or information 
was presented at the later hearings or in further representations to alter these 
conclusions.  I deal with the site-specific aspects of proposed releases of land from 

the Green Belt on a general and town-by-town basis, later in my report; I also 
understand that the SADPDPD will consider the possibility of identifying further 

smaller scale releases of land from the Green Belt, if exceptional circumstances 
can be demonstrated, in line with the site-selection methodology.  I deal with the 
issue of the new Green Belt originally proposed around Crewe later. 

98. Consequently, and having considered all the evidence and discussions on the 
Green Belt issue, I consider that CEC’s general approach to the Green Belt and  

the selection of sites is appropriate, fully justified, effective, soundly based and 
consistent with national policy.  However, the list of sites in the policy and the 
general extent of the existing Green Belt (Fig 8.1) need to be amended to reflect 

CEC’s latest proposals, including the deletion of Sites CS51 & 64 [MM05].  With 
these recommended modifications, the overall approach to the Green Belt set out 

in Policy PG3 is soundly based and consistent with national policy. 

Safeguarded Land 

99. Policy PG4 sets out CEC’s approach to identifying Safeguarded Land, confirming 

that development will not be permitted in such areas unless it is justified through  
a review of the CELPS, and designating the sites identified as Safeguarded Land.  

The Policy remains unchanged from that in the CELPS-SD, apart from updating the 
list of sites and deleting the reference to identifying further Safeguarded Land in 
Poynton, and its approach is consistent with national policy (NPPF; ¶ 85).  The 

CELPS-PC proposes to release some 200ha of land from the Green Belt for 
Safeguarded Land in the north of the Borough, which is justified in the supporting 

evidence (SLTA) [PS/E031a.5]; various options for the distribution of Safeguarded 
Land were also considered by CEC [RE/F010; Appx 2].  The overall amount of 
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APPENDIX 1 – INSPECTOR’S INTERIM VIEWS & CLARIFICATION (6 & 28/11/14) 
 

CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
EXAMINATION OF THE CHESHIRE EAST LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY 

 

INSPECTOR’S INTERIM VIEWS ON THE LEGAL COMPLIANCE AND SOUNDNESS  
OF THE SUBMITTED LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY 

 

1. Following the adjournment of the hearing sessions on 3 October 2014, I confirmed 
that I would inform Cheshire East Council (CEC) about the future progress of the 
examination.  On 22 October 2014, I indicated that I would let CEC have my interim 
views on the legal compliance and soundness of the submitted Cheshire East Local 
Plan Strategy (LPS) on the basis of the evidence and discussions so far during the 
examination.  CEC has confirmed that it would welcome such communications  
with the Inspector. 

2. Having considered the submitted LPS, the representations, submission documents, 
background evidence, hearing statements, legal submissions and the discussions  
and material submitted so far during the course of the examination, I outline my 
interim views on the legal compliance and soundness of the submitted plan below.  
These views are without prejudice to any final conclusions on the legal compliance  
and soundness of the submitted plan when the examination is completed.  

3. The purpose of these interim views is to inform CEC about whether they have met  
the legal requirements, including the Duty to Co-operate, and whether the approach 
to the overall strategy, including the economic and housing strategy, objective 
assessment of housing needs, settlement hierarchy and spatial distribution of 
development, approach to the Green Belt and Safeguarded Land, and other strategic 
policies, seems soundly based.  These interim views also identify those matters of 
soundness on which further assessment and evidence is needed before the 
examination can continue. 

A.    Summary of interim views  
 

4. In summary, my interim views are that: 

   The Council has met the minimum legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate; 
   The economic strategy is unduly pessimistic, including the assumptions about economic 

growth and jobs growth, and does not seem to fully reflect the proposals and initiatives  
of other agencies and the extent of site allocations proposed in the submitted plan; 

   There is a serious mismatch between the economic strategy and the housing strategy of the 
submitted plan, particularly in the constrained relationship between the proposed level of 
jobs and the amount of new housing; 

   There are shortcomings in the Council’s objective assessment of housing needs, both in 
terms of establishing an appropriate baseline figure and failing to specifically take into 
account and quantify all relevant economic and housing factors, including market signals 
and the need for affordable housing; 

   The proposed level of future housing provision seems inadequate to ensure the success of 
the overall economic, employment and housing strategy; 

   The proposed settlement hierarchy seems to be justified, effective and soundly based,  
but further work is needed to justify the spatial distribution of development, including 
addressing the development needs of settlements in the north of the district; 

   The process and evidence relating to the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundary 
in the north of the district seem flawed, particularly the release of sites from the Green Belt 
and the provision of Safeguarded Land, and there seems to be insufficient justification for 
establishing a new Green Belt in the south of the district; 

   Most of the concerns about the content and soundness of other strategic policies can 
probably be overcome by detailed amendments to the wording of the policies and 
accompanying text.   
 

B.    Legal and Procedural requirements, including the Duty to Co-operate  

5. Section 19 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires 
development plans to be prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme, 
to have regard to national policies and guidance and to the Sustainable Community 
Strategy, and to comply with the Statement of Community Involvement.  It also 
requires the Council to carry out a sustainability appraisal of the proposals in the plan 
and prepare a report of the findings of the appraisal. 
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Settlement hierarchy and spatial distribution of development  

70. The settlement hierarchy set out in Policy PG2 comprises Principal Towns, Key Service 
Centres, Local Service Centres and other rural settlements, and is largely justified in 
the supporting evidence58.  The determining factors include population, the number of 
households and retail units and amount of employment, along with services, transport 
and accessibility, reflecting the existing role and function of the centre; these factors 
have been tested and updated.  Minor changes to the text of the policy and the 
accompanying text, as suggested59, including more accurately reflecting the growth 
strategy for individual settlements, would clarify the situation.   

71. There is no dispute that the largest towns in Cheshire East, Crewe and Macclesfield, 
are appropriately designated as Principal Towns in the hierarchy.  Similarly, most of 
the towns designated as Key Service Centres (KSC) and Local Service Centres (LSC) 
are appropriate and justified.  Some parties consider Congleton should be elevated  
to the status of a principal town, but it is considerably smaller than Crewe and 
Macclesfield and has fewer retail units and employment.  Others consider there  
should be an upper tier of KSCs, including the larger towns of Congleton, Wilmslow, 
Sandbach & Nantwich, but there is no clear differentiation in the role and function of 
these settlements and this would unduly complicate the hierarchy.   

72. Some question whether Handforth should be designated as a KSC, but given the range 
of existing facilities, this is the function it performs (which has little to do with the 
proposals for the NCGV).  Others consider settlements such as Alderley Edge and 
Holmes Chapel should be KSCs, but these are smaller in size and do not have the full 
range of facilities.  Similar factors apply to smaller settlements, such as Wybunbury 
and Rode Heath, which some contend should be designated as LSCs.  Earlier versions 
of the plan had a separate category of “sustainable rural villages”, but it is difficult  
to differentiate between these smaller settlements and it makes the hierarchy too 
complicated60.  These settlements contain few services, with limited access to public 
transport and few employment opportunities; their ability to accommodate further 
development will be considered at the Site Allocations stage.  Consequently, the 
settlement hierarchy seems to be justified, effective and soundly based. 

73. The proposed spatial distribution of development set out in Policy PG6 is justified with 
a range of evidence61, and has evolved during the preparation of the plan.  Various 
alternative spatial options and levels of development were considered when the Issues 
& Options, Town Strategies and Development Strategy were prepared and assessed 
through the SA process, and the allocation of development to specific towns was a 
major feature at the consultation stage of the Town Strategies.  The main factors 
influencing the spatial distribution of development include the settlement hierarchy, 
development opportunities, infrastructure capacity, policy constraints (including Green 
Belt), physical constraints, sustainable development, deliverability and viability, 
sustainability appraisal, vision and strategic priorities, consultation responses and 
other material factors.  The main issue is whether the proposed distribution of 
development properly reflects these factors. 

74. There is little dispute about directing most new development to the principal towns  
of Crewe and Macclesfield; indeed, some suggest that more development should be 
directed to these towns.  Crewe has the lion’s share of new development, but any 
greater amounts could raise deliverability issues given the infrastructure constraints, 
particularly access and roads; although the inclusion of site allocations outside Crewe 
at Shavington within the figures for Crewe is questionable.  Further development at 
Macclesfield could be limited by Green Belt and infrastructure constraints.  Higher 
levels of development are generally directed to those towns which are unaffected by 
Green Belt constraints, and some imbalances between new housing and employment 
allocations are mainly explained by existing development opportunities/commitments.     

75. The main concern is the limited amount of development which is directed to the towns 
in the north of the area, particularly Handforth, Poynton, Knutsford and Wilmslow, but 
this is largely explained by Green Belt constraints; but even here, there are significant 

                                       
58  BE046; PS B006b 
59  PS D003.012 
60  PS D003.013 
61  including PS B006b; SD003; SD015; SD18-19; SD007; BE005; BE046; BE054; BE056-76; BE083-099; BE100  
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releases of land from the Green Belt (including the NCGV).  Development in other 
Green Belt settlements (like Congleton and Alsager) is largely directed away from the 
Green Belt.  However, although an almost endless list of permutations of the spatial 
distribution of development could be drawn up, I am concerned that the proposed 
distribution may not fully address the development needs and opportunities at all  
the towns and settlements, particularly those in the north of the district.   

76. These settlements are confined by the existing Green Belt, but there is also a need  
to promote sustainable patterns of development62, which address the future housing, 
employment and other development needs of these settlements.  The limited amount 
of new housing proposed in Green Belt settlements such as Poynton, Knutsford and 
Wilmslow is very contentious; the proposed levels of housing at these settlements will 
not meet their needs, and insufficient consideration seems to have been given to how 
these needs will be met.  Many potential sites were assessed during the preparation of 
the LPS, but specific options which envisage the development of smaller sites within 
the built-up area or on the fringes of these settlements do not seem to have been fully 
considered.  Whilst this could be reconsidered at the Site Allocations stage, it may 
have unduly influenced decisions to release larger Green Belt sites in the LPS.   

77. It is also unclear as to whether CEC considered a spatial distribution option related  
to the existing population distribution and future housing needs of each settlement.  
Moreover, in some cases, the total amount of housing development proposed at some 
settlements has already been exceeded by existing commitments and proposals in the 
LPS, leaving little room to make further allocations at the Site Allocations stage63.     

78. Consequently, some further work may need to be undertaken to review and fully 
justify the proposed spatial distribution of development.  Although the LPS is 
essentially a strategic plan, focusing on strategic allocations, such work may need to 
examine the possibility of releasing smaller-scale sites in and around the fringes of 
existing towns and settlements, including those in the Green Belt, to inform further 
work at the Site Allocations stage.     

79. Some parties consider that the overall amount of development for the LSCs should  
be apportioned between each of the settlements.  However, this is a matter more 
appropriately considered in greater detail at the Site Allocations stage, particularly 
given the relatively limited amount of development which is likely to occur at these 
smaller centres.  Others consider that higher levels of development should be directed 
to the smaller rural settlements, and possibly disaggregated to each of these 
settlements.  However, some of these settlements are very small, there are many of 
them, and they will probably only accommodate a limited amount of development; 
these matters are best considered at the Site Allocations stage.   

80. It therefore seems to me that although the settlement hierarchy is appropriate, 
justified and soundly based, some further work may be required to justify the 
proposed spatial distribution of development, particularly to address the development 
needs and opportunities of the Green Belt settlements in the north of the district. 

Green Belt & Safeguarded Land 

81. The approach to the Green Belt and Safeguarded Land, particularly the release of  
such land to accommodate new development, is a contentious element of the LPS.  
The submitted plan proposes to release 16 sites, mainly in the north of the district, 
from the Green Belt, either for housing and/or employment development (over 200ha) 
or as Safeguarded Land (over 130ha), as well as establishing a new area of Green Belt 
to the west, east and south of Crewe.  Detailed Green Belt boundaries will be defined 
on the Local Plan Policies Map, either in the LPS or the Site Allocations Local Plan. 

82. The NPPF (¶ 82-85) confirms that once established, Green Belt boundaries should  
only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation and review  
of the Local Plan; it also advises that new Green Belts should only be established  
in exceptional circumstances and sets out the factors to be considered.  CEC has 
provided evidence to justify its approach64; this identifies that the exceptional 
circumstances needed to justify altering Green Belt boundaries are essentially the 

                                       
62  NPPF (¶ 84) 
63  PS B025c 
64  SD015; BE011; BE012; PS B006b 
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APPENDIX 2 – INSPECTOR’S FURTHER INTERIM VIEWS (11/12/15) 
CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 

EXAMINATION OF THE CHESHIRE EAST LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY 
 

INSPECTOR’S FURTHER INTERIM VIEWS ON THE ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE 
PRODUCED BY THE COUNCIL DURING THE SUSPENSION OF THE EXAMINATION 

AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SUBMITTED LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY  
 

1. Following the first round of hearings of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 
examination in September-October 2014, I published my Interim Views on the legal 
compliance and soundness of the submitted Plan1.  Cheshire East Council (CEC)  
then asked me to formally suspend the examination to enable further work to be 
undertaken2.  This involved reassessing the economic strategy, housing need and 
employment land requirements, aligning the economic and housing strategy, updating 
the Green Belt Assessment, reviewing the amount of Safeguarded Land and the need 
for a new Green Belt in the south of the borough, and revising the Spatial Distribution 
of Development.  CEC also undertook Urban Potential/Edge of Settlement Assessments 
and set out a Site-Selection Methodology, commissioned further highway studies,  
outlined suggested revisions to the submitted Plan and updated the Sustainability 
Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment.  During this period, technical 
workshops and meetings with stakeholders and other interested parties were held  
to discuss the additional evidence.     

2. On 21 July 2015, CEC’s Cabinet3 endorsed the additional evidence and suggested 
revisions to the submitted Plan for publication, additional stakeholder engagement and 
submission to the examination.  On 31 July 2015, CEC asked me to formally resume 
the examination4, which I confirmed on 14 August 20155, and later invited participants 
to submit brief statements addressing the main matters and issues raised by the 
additional evidence. 

3. Following a Procedural Meeting on 6 October 2015, I resumed the hearing sessions  
of the examination on 21-30 October 2015.  The purpose of these hearings was to 
review the additional evidence produced during the suspension period, assess its 
implications for the submitted Local Plan Strategy, and consider whether it had 
addressed the concerns set out in my earlier Interim Views.  Following these hearings, 
CEC asked me to set out my Further Interim Views on these matters. 

4. CEC would undoubtedly wish me to fully endorse the key elements and conclusions of 
the additional evidence produced during the suspension of the examination.  However, 
this is not possible for several reasons.  Firstly, the scope, nature and content of the 
additional evidence has significant and wide-ranging implications for the submitted 
Local Plan Strategy (LPS), not only for the overall amount of housing, the economic 
strategy and employment land requirements, but also the replacement of a proposed 
new area of Green Belt in the south of the borough with a Strategic Green Gaps policy 
and a reassessment of the amount of Safeguarded Land.  In addition, it will require the 
identification of additional or amended strategic site allocations to meet the revised 
development requirements, which will probably include releasing land from the Green 
Belt, particularly in the north of the borough; CEC has not yet made any decisions on 
the revised selection of strategic sites to meet these needs.   

5. Furthermore, although CEC has informed and engaged with stakeholders and other 
interested parties about the additional evidence during the suspension period, this 
evidence has not been subject to wider-ranging formal public consultation.  Many 
divergent views were expressed during the engagement process and at the resumed 
hearings, but there is little common ground, and there may be other views expressed 
by those outside the current examination process.  I would not wish to pre-judge,  
pre-empt or circumscribe any further views expressed as a result of any future public 
consultation about the amendments to the submitted LPS and the supporting evidence. 
Any views given in this interim report are entirely without prejudice to my 
final conclusions on the soundness and legal compliance of the submitted or 
any amended Plan. 

                                       
1  PS/A017a/b-A018 
2  PS/B033 
3  PS/E031/a.1-6 & PS/E032-E043  
4  PS/E030 
5  PS/A037 
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of the borough.  However, CEC may wish to consider publicising the final list of selected 
site allocations before public consultation, so that stakeholders and local communities 
can provide up-to-date information on availability and deliverability and ensure that all 
other potential sites have been assessed; this may help to reduce the time spent at 
any further hearing sessions considering the delivery of these and other “omission” 
sites.  Both the key stages of the SSM and the approach and methodology of the UPA  
& ESA for assessing urban potential were presented and discussed at the technical 
workshops during the suspension period and there is no dispute or lack of agreement 
with neighbouring local authorities about the methodology.     

64. On this basis, the UPA & ESA seem to adequately consider the potential for 
development within and around the existing towns and settlements within Cheshire 
East, including settlements in the north of the borough, in a consistent, transparent, 
objective and comprehensive manner, with a reasonable balance between brownfield 
and greenfield sites, having regard to the GBAU.  The SSM formalises the site-selection 
process and, subject to further detail about the later stages of the process, seems  
to represent a reasonably consistent, objective and comprehensive methodology  
to identify and select strategic and other site allocations without retro-fitting the 
evidence.  As such, this evidence seems to be appropriate, consistent, objective, 
comprehensive, justified and effective, providing a soundly based framework of 
evidence for identifying and selecting strategic and other site allocations, in line  
with the guidance in the NPPF and PPG [ID-3]. 

v. Revised Spatial Distribution of Development  

65. CEC appointed consultants to identify and assess various options for reviewing the 
Spatial Distribution of Development required as a result of the proposed increase in the 
amount of housing and employment development42 (SDUR).  The consultants drew up 
profiles for each of the 24 major settlements identified in LPS Policy PG6, analysing key 
demographic, housing and employment data, took account of the findings of the UPA, 
EPA & GBUA, identified and tested 5 options for distributing growth and selected Option 
6 after earlier options had been assessed by SA & HRA; the methodology is set out in 
the study and in CEC’s hearing statements43.  As I said in my earlier Interim Views44, 
there are almost endless permutations for the spatial distribution of development;  
the key issue is whether CEC’s preferred option is coherent, comprehensive, rational, 
logical and supported by proportionate and available evidence, having regard to 
physical and policy constraints. 

66. The SDUR finds that the spatial distribution set out in Policy PG6 of the submitted LPS 
is broadly justified, and focuses on distributing the additional development needed as  
a result of the increased housing and employment requirements.  It also addresses  
the need to contribute to sustainable development, explore alternative options, and 
address the spatial implications of economic, social and environmental change, using a 
proportionate and up-to-date evidence base, in line with the NPPF (¶ 151-154; 158) 
and PPG [ID-12].  It is a comprehensive and thorough report which addresses all stages 
of the methodology in a logical and coherent manner.  It not only takes account of the 
additional studies produced during the suspension period, but also considers factors 
such as infrastructure requirements, highways/traffic implications, economic strategies, 
development needs, deliverability and viability, Green Belt and sustainability.  The 
broad range of options are plausible, based on proportionate growth, employment-led 
and constraint-led approaches, with a hybrid option; the preferred Option 6 emerged 
only after further SA/HRA work had been undertaken and the results of other studies, 
including the UPA, ESA & GBUA, had been incorporated.   

67. The most contentious issue is the balance of development between the north and south 
of the borough, and whether sufficient development would be allocated to the northern 
settlements, particularly those lying within the Green Belt.  The preferred option directs 
most of the additional employment development to Macclesfield and settlements in  
the north of the borough, and increases the allocation of housing growth to these 
settlements from 23-25%, reducing the share to Crewe and the southern settlements 
from 61-57%; this represents a 7% swing to the north, whilst increasing the overall 
amount of housing at the principal towns of Crewe and Macclesfield.  It takes account 

                                       
42 PS/E035 
43 RM4.001-001a; RE/B011 
44 PS/A017b 
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of the particular characteristics and needs of each settlement, Green Belt constraints 
around the northern settlements and the results of the UPA, EPA & GBAU.  It reflects 
the shortage of housing and employment opportunities in the northern settlements and 
recognises the particular shortage of employment land at Macclesfield, Congleton, 
Middlewich, Sandbach and Alsager, as well as the need for more housing at Poynton, 
Knutsford, Handforth, Wilmslow and Nantwich.  In some cases, the additional amounts 
of housing are significant, and will bring challenges when selecting the specific strategic 
site allocations, but the levels of new development seem to reflect the development 
needs, constraints and opportunities at these settlements.  

68. The SDUR considers alternative options, and recognises that channelling too much 
development to areas beyond the North Cheshire Green Belt to the south of the 
borough would result in unsustainable patterns of development and commuting,  
and would not address the development needs of the northern settlements.  There is  
a need for a reasonable balance of development throughout the borough, and the 
allocation of more development to the northern settlements would almost inevitably 
result in the loss of some Green Belt land.  The UPA & EPA identify a large “pool” of 
sites from which strategic site allocations could be made to meet the development 
needs of each settlement, and issues about specific sites will be addressed later in the 
examination.  There is also a need for a transparent and consistent judgement based 
on the available evidence, which is reflected in the SDUR study.    

69. Some participants contend that an objective assessment of housing need should have 
been undertaken for each of the settlements, or at least for the northern and southern 
settlements.  However, this approach is not required by either the NPPF or the PPGs, 
and the SDUR has taken into account market signals and housing need in the housing 
sub-markets for each of the settlements when establishing the preferred spatial 
distribution of development.  Some participants would prefer a more proportionate 
distribution based on the population or size of each settlement, but this would fail to 
reflect the characteristics, needs and constraints of each settlement; others would 
prefer less development distributed to the northern settlements, but this would not 
address their particular development needs.     

70. Whilst some participants press the case for more or less development at particular 
settlements, the SDUR is the only evidence that comprehensively addresses all the 
relevant factors for all of the towns and settlements in Cheshire East and undertakes  
a comprehensive spatial distribution across the borough.  Furthermore, the presence  
of long-established Green Belt around the northern settlements is an important factor; 
it is a key national constraint policy in terms of considering the spatial distribution of 
development, as the NPPF (¶ 79) confirms.  The revised spatial distribution of 
development was discussed at the technical workshops and meetings, and although a 
wide range of views was expressed, there seemed to be little common ground.  Clearly, 
the revised spatial distribution of development is likely to be a key consideration when 
further public consultation takes place on the amended LPS.  

71. Much will depend on the final selection of strategic sites, but at this stage and on the 
basis of the evidence and discussions at the resumed hearings, the additional evidence 
supporting the revised spatial distribution of development seems to represent a 
realistic, rational and soundly-based starting point for the spatial distribution of 
development; it is justified by a proportionate evidence base and takes account of the 
relevant factors, including the crucial importance of the Green Belt and the outcome of 
the other studies undertaken during the suspension period.  It also seems to be based 
on sound technical and professional judgements and a balancing exercise, which 
reflects a comprehensive and coherent understanding of the characteristics, 
development needs, opportunities and constraints of each settlement.  However,  
until the final distribution of development is determined, including the specific site 
allocations to be made, I cannot firmly endorse the revised spatial distribution of 
development, particularly since new or site/area specific issues may be raised relating 
to the revised spatial distribution of development during the forthcoming public 
consultation period. 
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Non-Technical Summary 
 
This report concludes that the Lichfield District Local Plan: Strategy provides an 
appropriate basis for the planning of the District, as long as a number of 
modifications are made.  Lichfield District Council has specifically requested me to 
recommend any modifications necessary to enable this plan to be adopted.   
 
All of the necessary modifications were proposed by the Council. 
 
The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows: 

 That the Council will carry out an early review or partial review of the plan 
if further housing provision is needed to meet the needs of Birmingham or 
Tamworth.  Alternatively, in the case of Tamworth, the need for further 
housing provision could be dealt with through the Lichfield District Local 
Plan: Allocations document (MM1);  

 That the housing requirement is expressed as a minimum  (MM2); 
 That the role of the sites identified as having the greatest opportunity for 

wind energy development be clarified (MM3);  
 That phasing restrictions be removed from the Strategic Development 

Allocations and the Broad Development Location identified in the plan 
(MM4- MM8); 

 That the extent of the zone of influence of the Cannock Chase Special Area 
of Conservation be defined (MM9); 

 That the end date of the plan be extended from 2028 to 2029 (MM10); 
 That the minimum housing requirement for the period 2008 – 2029 be 

increased to 10,030 dwellings (MM11);  
 That additional Strategic Development Allocations at Cricket Lane, 

Deanslade Farm and Fradley East be identified (MM12 – MM24); and  
 That Policy H2 be amended to bring it in line with nationally set thresholds 

(MM25). 
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Council also, in effect, took account of the fact that these sites were in 
Green Belt.  So, although the exceptional circumstances test is not 
specifically referred to in the Supplementary Green Belt Review, the 
Sustainability Appraisal or the Plan, I am satisfied that the Council had it 
in mind when it made its decision to remove two sites from Green Belt. 
 
Too Much Credence Given to Strategy   

195. It was argued that the Council gave too much credence to an urban/key 
centre focussed strategy in the submitted Plan.  The point being made 
was that the Council should have looked afresh at where the increased 
number of houses, in total, should be located.  It could, for example, 
have looked again at the merits of a new settlement as a way of 
accommodating some or all of the total number of houses needed rather 
than take the approach that it did of appraising new settlements only as a 
way of accommodating the additional houses. 
 

196. While such an approach was open to the Council I do not consider that 
the Council was bound to take it.  It is entirely legitimate for the Council 
to seek to find additional sites that are consistent with the strategy of the 
submitted Plan, particularly as I had already endorsed that strategy in my 
Interim Findings. 
 
Too Little Credence Given to Strategy   

197. It was argued that by taking land out of Green Belt the Council gave too 
little credence to the Plan’s strategy as this sought to minimise Green Belt 
releases.  When assessing ways of accommodating the additional housing 
land required the Council should have adopted a sequential approach and 
looked first at alternatives which conformed with all aspects of the 
strategy. 
 

198. However, while the strategy seeks to minimise Green Belt releases it has 
never ruled them out in the longer term.  The submitted version of Core 
Policy 1 made clear that changes to Green Belt boundaries around the 
edge of Lichfield city to meet longer term needs would be considered.  
The need to find additional housing sites has simply brought the process 
forward.  I see no reason, therefore, why the Council should have 
adopted the sequential approach suggested. 
 
Green Belt as a Last Resort   

199. The fact that land is in Green Belt should not be taken lightly, it should be 
released only in exceptional circumstances.  So, for example, it would be 
legitimate for the Council, as it has done elsewhere, to select a site 
although it was somewhat less sustainable in other respects than 
alternative sites  but which avoided developing in Green Belt.    
 

200. However, I can find no justification in the Framework, in Planning 
Guidance or indeed in the case of I M Properties96 for the proposition that 
Green Belt land should be released only as a last resort.  This would be to 
accept that sustainability is the servant of Green Belt designation - which 

 
96 CD 5-26.  I M Properties v Lichfield District Council.  Paragraph 96. 
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it is not.  On the contrary, as has already been established, the duty in 
determining Green Belt boundaries is to take account of the need to 
promote sustainable patterns of development.  
 
Suitability of Deanslade Farm and Cricket Lane for Green Belt Release   

201. The Council, on the basis of information contained in its Supplementary 
Green Belt Review and Sustainability Appraisal, has concluded that the 
release of the sites at Cricket Lane and Deanslade Farm would not cause 
unacceptable harm to the purposes of including land in Green Belt. Both 
sites obviously have a role to play in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment and the higher portions of Deanslade Farm form part of 
the landscape around the city of Lichfield which in its undeveloped state 
helps preserve the historic character and setting of that city.   
 

202. However it is proposed that the upper part of Deanslade Farm would 
remain in Green Belt and be incorporated into a District Park.  The lower 
part of the site could be developed without having a major impact on the 
open aspect of views towards the city.  The provision of the Country Park 
would help provide a strong defensible boundary to the Green Belt at 
Deanslade Farm.  Cricket Lane already has such boundaries, being 
contained within the A38, London Road and Cricket Lane. 
 

203. Having visited these sites and examined the evidence I agree with the 
Council’s conclusion that their deletion from Green Belt would not cause 
unacceptable harm to the purposes of including land in Green Belt. 
 
Conclusions on Additional Sites   

204. The focus of concern at the resumed hearings was not so much that 
Cricket Lane and Deanslade Farm were unsuitable, undeliverable, 
undevelopable or unviable but rather that there were better sites which 
should have been selected.  This argument was put forward in favour of 
Brookhay Villages, of sites at Burntwood, of various sites in the rural area 
including sites at Fazeley, Armitage and Stonnall, of the site at Watery 
Lane and of the site at Fradley West.  These arguments are not, however 
borne out by the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal which I have 
examined at length and have concluded are reliable.  These findings 
indicate that the additional sites selected by the Council are the most 
suitable. 
 

205. I have already considered a number of these alternative sites earlier in 
this report and concluded that they were not more suitable than the sites 
allocated in the submitted version of the Plan.  A number of the 
comments which I made about Brookhay Villages (Paragraphs 178-187), 
about sites at Burntwood (paragraph 131) and about sites in the rural 
area (paragraph 164) hold good when comparing these sites to the 
additional sites selected by the Council. 
 

206. New information was submitted in support of the site at Watery Lane but 
as I have concluded earlier in this report (paragraph 99) I see no reason 
to dispute the judgement that this site is less sustainable than the 
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PTB Transport Planning Ltd   T18505 TN - Travel Analysis Report  - REV A.docx 
 

Project Number: T18505 

Project: North Warwickshire 

Title: Travel Analysis Report  

Date: 30/01/2018 

Prepared By: Lianne Brook   

 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 The North Warwickshire New Local Plan is currently undergoing 
consultation and will be subject to examination in early 2018.  

1.1.2 PTB Transport Planning Ltd has been commissioned by Richborough 
Estates to undertake an analysis of the proposed areas of housing growth and 
how they relate to the proposed areas for employment growth in terms of travel 
by private car.  

1.1.3 Major employment growth is proposed during the Local Plan Period 
(2011 to 2033) in Polesworth/Dordon (c.9,900 jobs at Birch Coppice) and 
Coleshill (c.8,200 jobs at Hams Hall), with c.650 additional jobs proposed in 
Atherstone.  

1.1.4 In terms of new housing, this is primarily concentrated to the north east 
of the district in Polesworth/Dordon (c.3,500) and Atherstone (c.3,000), whilst 
a small number (c.95) is proposed to be allocated to the south west of the 
Borough in Coleshill.  

1.1.5 The above demonstrates that there is a significant imbalance in the 
concentration of employment and housing growth; one direct consequence of 
this is expected to be an unnecessary and unsustainable increase in travel to 
work distances. Therefore, this note looks to express the resulting increased 
need to travel (by private car) in tonnes of CO2 per annum.  

1.1.6 In addition to the above, we have also considered existing journey to 
work modal split data in order to seek to demonstrate that the housing growth 
is not proposed in the most sustainable locations.  

1.2 Methodology and Assumptions  

  Assessment Zones 

1.2.1   This note provides analysis of the likely increase in CO2 emissions due 
to the location of employment growth and housing growth as currently proposed 
in the Local Plan.  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Technical Note   

 

 
PTB Transport Planning Ltd   T18505 TN - Travel Analysis Report  - REV A.docx 
 

1.2.2 The analysis then considers a further two scenarios whereby 500 and 
then 1,000 of the proposed homes are relocated from Polesworth/Dordon and 
Atherstone, to Coleshill.  

1.2.3 Essentially, analysis scenarios where the location of housing growth is 
more sustainably balanced with the location of employment growth (albeit still 
potentially under-represented in Coleshill).  

1.2.4 For the purpose of this analysis and to establish baseline travel patterns 
from census data, the proposed housing and employment allocations have 
been considered within the Mid Layer Super Output Area (MSOA) boundaries.  

1.2.5 In order to accommodate the proposed LP allocations appropriately, 
MSOA North Warwickshire 001 and 002 have been combined, as have North 
Warwickshire 003 and 005.  

1.2.6 Appendix A provides details of the resulting 5 zones used within this 
assessment.  

1.2.7 The number of existing trips from each origin in the baseline scenario 
have been increased proportionately by the percentage increase in housing 
numbers.   

1.2.8 The baseline dwelling numbers for each MSOA level has been 
extracted from the 2011 census data; the proposed housing growth and 
calculations for the percentage increase by area can be seen below in Table 1.  

Table 1 – Existing and proposed Dwelling numbers by MSOA level     

MSOA Zone  
(North Warwickshire) 

Number of Existing 
Dwellings 

Allocation % increase 

001 + 002 7971 3503 44 

003 + 005 8909 3034 34 

004 3016 189 6 

006 4485 95 2 

007 2652 0 0 

 
1.2.9 When calculating the distance travelled to and from each MSOA zone, 
a fixed point has been designated which takes into consideration the relative 
concentration of housing/employment.  

1.2.10 The location of these fixed points used within our analysis can also be 
seen in Appendix A.  
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  CO2 Emissions 

1.2.11 In order to establish the tonnes of CO2 per annum for our analysis, we 
have utilised the ‘New Car CO2 Report 2017’ prepared by The Society of Motor 
Manufacturers and Traders (SMMT). 

1.2.12 This reports states that in 2016, the average ‘New Car CO2 Emissions’ 
was 120.1g/km; therefore, this figure has been used within our analysis.  

1.2.13 The report is attached as Appendix B. 

1.3 Employment Growth at Hams Hall 

1.3.1 The baseline scenario considers the kms travelled per annum from the 
proposed housing allocations to the Hams Hall employment area.  

1.3.2 The number of trips travelling to Hams Hall from each of the zones has 
been calculated based on 2011 Census Origin/Destination Travel to Work data 
(using North Warwickshire as the place of work, MSOA area – North 
Warwickshire 006).  

1.3.3 These figures were then increased proportionally by the percentage 
increase in dwellings in each zone as proposed within the draft local plan. The 
existing trips and anticipated 2033 trip attraction can be seen in Table 2. 

Table 2 – JTW Data by MSOA area – Hams Hall     

MSOA Zone  
Number of Existing 

Trips 
2033 Trips Net Change  

001 + 002 208 299 91 

003 + 005 112 150 38 

004 246 261 15 

006 127 130 3 

007 53 53 0 

 
1.3.4 These additional trips to/from Hams Hall are forecast to cover c.1.175 
million km and generate 141 tonnes of CO2 per annum.  

1.3.5 However, by relocating 500 dwellings to Coleshill, the resulting distance 
travelled is forecast to reduce by 39,990km which equates to 4.8 tonnes of CO2 
emissions per annum; and by 79,979km/9.6 tonnes of CO2 per annum if 1,000 
dwellings were relocated. 

1.3.6 Full calculations are provided within Appendix C.  
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1.4 Employment Growth at Birch Coppice  

1.4.1 The above demonstrates that by relocating some of the allocated 
houses closer to a significant employment site at Hams Hall, the distance 
required to travel to work and the resulting CO2 emissions are reduced.  

1.4.2 However, the distance travelled by those relocating to Coleshill, but 
travelling to Birch Coppice (the other significant employment site set for growth 
in North Warwickshire) must also be taken into account, to establish the ‘net’ 
impact of relocating the proposed housing growth.  

1.4.3 Therefore, this section repeats the above assessment with Birch 
Coppice (North Warwickshire 002) as the place of work.  

1.4.4 The Council’s proposed growth strategy in the Local Plan would result 
in journeys to Birch Coppice totalling c.776,000 km which would generate 93 
tonnes CO2 per annum.  

1.4.5 By reallocating 500 dwellings to Coleshill, the resulting km travelled is 
increased by c.29,000 km which equates to 3.5 tonnes of CO2 emissions per 
annum; and by 58,000 km/7.0 tonnes of CO2 per annum for 1000 dwellings.   

1.4.6 Full calculations are provided within Appendix D.  

1.5 Journey to Work CO2 Emissions – Net Effect 

1.5.1 Our assessment of the proposed employment growth at Hams Hall and 
Birch Coppice demonstrates that within North Warwickshire, there is a forecast 
net reduction of 1.3 tonnes of CO2 per annum should 500 residential dwellings 
be reallocated to the Coleshill area, and 2.6 tonnes of CO2 per annum for 1000 
dwellings. 

1.6 Modal Split and Sustainability  

1.6.1 An analysis of the ‘Method of Travel to Work’ dataset from the 2011 
Census has been undertaken, in order to establish the travel behaviour in each 
of the areas with a significant housing allocation.  

1.6.2 The areas of Coleshill, Polesworth and Dordon and Atherstone have 
been assessed using the same MSOA zones detailed in section 1.2.  

1.6.3 The analysis indicates that 9% of Coleshill residents travel to work by 
bus or by train, compared to 4% for Atherstone and 3% for Polesworth/Dordon; 
the census data is provided as Appendix E.  

1.6.4 Therefore, in simplistic proportional terms, just over twice as many 
residents currently travel to/from work by bus and train in Coleshill compared 
to Atherstone; and three times as many compared to Polesworth/Dordon.  
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1.6.5 The modal split data would appear to correlate relatively well with the 
public transport availability for each of the settlements.  

1.6.6 For example, Coleshill benefits from up to 5 bus services per hour, 
including several connecting peak hour services to the railway station (bus 
services 70/75/X70); Coleshill Parkway railway station provides between 4 and 
5 CrossCountry trains per hour to destinations including Birmingham New 
Street, Stanstead Airport, Leicester and Cambridge.  

1.6.7 Atherstone benefits from a higher bus service frequency (with up to 9 
per hour) compared to Coleshill, but the railway station only provides a single 
hourly train to Crewe and a single hourly train to London.  

1.6.8 Polesworth/Dordon is served by two bus services per hour, plus some 
infrequent/intermittent services; Polesworth railway station provides just a 
single train departing the station each day to Tamworth, with no return service.   

1.6.9 It should also be noted that the Local Plan does not clearly identify 
infrastructure schemes to improve public transport accessibility, particularly in 
Polesworth/Dordon, which would then provide a more realistic opportunity for 
future residents to travel by modes other than the private car.  

1.6.10 The NWBC Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies proposals for a new 
footbridge and car park at Polesworth railway station, plus improved car parking 
at Atherstone railway station. 

1.6.11 However, neither the footbridge or car park improvements are identified 
as being either ‘necessary’ or ‘critical’ to the delivery of the Local Plan; and 
there are no details providing regarding improved train service levels. 

1.6.12 The Local Plan states: 

“With the proposals for development in and around Polesworth and Dordon 
work will be carried out to investigate the reopening of the station. This will also 
consider whether the current site is the best location for a station in the 21st 
Century”. 

1.6.13 Given the above, it is a somewhat ill-conceived strategy to commit to 
significant housing growth in an area with limited public transport services, 
which to date has evidently resulted in a higher proportion of journeys made by 
private car; without also confirming deliverable proposals to significantly 
improve access by sustainable modes.  

1.6.14 At the same time, the Local Plan identifies minimal housing growth in 
Coleshill which quite evidently has a higher use of sustainable modes of travel 
and which for the Coleshill Parkway railway station, the plan itself identifies that 
patronage “continues to increase”.  
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1.7 Summary  

1.7.1 The current spatial strategy of the draft Local Plan will result in a 1:5.62 
dwellings to jobs ratio within Coleshill, compared to 1:2.33 within 
Polesworth/Dordon and 1:1.27 within Atherstone.  

1.7.2 The disparity between the employment and housing allocations is 
significantly higher in Coleshill; therefore, as evidenced above, the resulting 
need to travel further will have a direct negative impact on CO2 emissions.  

1.7.3 This technical note has demonstrated that the current draft Local Plan 
has not allocated employment and housing growth in a sustainable manner, to 
minimise CO2 emissions from private car journeys.  

1.7.4 By relocating 500 dwellings from Polesworth/Dordon and Atherstone, 
to Coleshill, the overall net impact of the change in both internal and external 
journey to work trip distances (by private car) is that CO2 emissions are forecast 
to reduce by 1.3 tonnes per annum.  

1.7.5 If 1000 dwellings are relocated, the forecast is a total net reduction in 
CO2 emissions of 2.6 tonnes per annum.  

1.7.6 In addition to this, it is clear that significant housing growth is identified 
in areas with limited public transport services, and for which service 
improvements are yet to be identified; whilst restricting growth around Coleshill, 
which is evidently a more sustainable settlement. 
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FOREWARD

 2016 was another positive year for the UK automotive 
industry, with record low average new car and van 
CO2 emissions, record high registration volumes, the 
best car production figures in 17 years and the largest 
market in Europe for zero-emission capable and hybrid 
vehicles. However, it also underscored the environmental 
challenges the industry faces, with a slowing rate of 
progress in average new car CO2 emissions and continuing 
concerns about urban air quality.

The average new car emitted 120.1g/km CO2 in 2016, down 1.1% 
on 2015’s performance and 33.6% below that of 2000. This was 
supported by a 22.2% rise in registrations of alternatively-fuelled 
vehicles, which tend to have CO2 emissions on average 40% below 
the market average. For the UK independently to achieve the pan-
European target of 95g/km by 2021, however, there would need to 
be a significant increase in the rate of progress, to 4.6% per annum.

2017 marks the start of a period of change and uncertainty. The 
European Commission is expected to publish its proposals for the 
post-2020 new car and van CO2 Regulations and introduce CO2 
monitoring requirements for heavy commercial vehicles. From 
September there will be a new test cycle for new types from which 
CO2 figures are derived – the World Light vehicle Test Procedure 
(WLTP). At the same time the new Real Driving Emissions (RDE) 
tests will be introduced to the Euro standard to help alleviate air 
quality issues. On a political level, 2017 is likely to mark the formal 
start of the process by which the UK exits the EU. 

This 16th annual report demonstrates SMMT’s open and 
transparent approach to CO2 emissions from the UK’s new car and 
van fleets. The figures reported are derived from the official New 
European Driving Cycle (NEDC) laboratory test, which is required 
by law and witnessed by a government appointed agency. The 
introduction of the new WLTP test will deliver CO2 figures which 
are more representative of what the consumer can achieve, in the 
"real world", given the cycle moves closer to replicating current, 
more aggressive driving patterns and has more precise guidance 
on the test procedure itself. In time, the move to WLTP will have 
knock on effects on how consumer information is provided, giving 
industry the opportunity to use more consumer-relevant data. 
It will also impact on vehicle taxation, potentially reinforcing the 
benefits of using a lower emitting vehicle and the importance of 
efficient driving techniques.

Electric vehicles (EVs) provide “tailpipe” CO2 and air quality 
benefits. Pleasingly, there was a 15% rise in the number of pure 
EVs and plug-in hybrid vehicles available in 2016 with more than 
30 models in showrooms, a number that is set to double over the 
next three years. Registrations of these zero-emission capable 
vehicles rose by 28.6% to 36,907 units in 2016. While there are 
still several barriers to overcome if these vehicles are to become 
mainstream, there is still a need for industry, government 
and other stakeholders to work together. Concerns about the 
availability of charging infrastructure remain and, whilst there is 
on-going incentives and preferential tax treatment to encourager 
the take up of these vehicles, the changes to Vehicle Excise Duty, 
coming in April, may have a detrimental impact

Industry looks to the latest Euro standard, Euro 6, introduced 
in 2015 and re-enforced by the Real Driving Emission test (to be 

introduced in 2017 and fully implemented in 2019), to help restore 
confidence in new cars and their ability to improve air quality. The 
standard moves new diesel engines towards equivalency with 
petrol engines and requires sophisticated after-treatment systems 
to absorb emissions or convert them into nitrogen or water. Unless 
new vehicles meet these tests they cannot be type-approved and 
put on the market. Diesel plays a key role in contributing to reducing 
CO2 emissions so industry is keen to ensure that new diesels are 
not penalised by public policy. Diesels offer particular CO2 savings 
for long distances and transporting heavy loads, so any measures 
to encourage drivers into lower emitting vehicles should assess the 
impacts on both climate change and urban air quality.

Whilst new vehicles deliver ever-lower levels of CO2 emissions, the 
impact of older vehicles cannot be underestimated as they remain 
significant contributors to overall CO2 emissions, accounting for 
more than 90% of vehicles in use. Engaging with all stakeholders, 
notably policy makers, government and consumers, in a 
comprehensive approach towards fleet renewal will be necessary 
to help secure growth in the UK motor industry to deliver 
environmental objectives as quickly as possible. This could include 
speeding up the pace of fleet renewal, encouraging the take-up 
of alternatively-fuelled vehicles, enabling intelligent transport 
systems and connected vehicles to optimise efficiency of the fleet, 
improving transport infrastructure and encouraging drivers to 
drive more efficiently.n
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SMMT NEW CAR CO2 REPORT 2017

 The 16th New Car CO2 Report outlines UK automotive performance relating to CO2 emissions, market trends and the 
different development drivers. For more detailed findings and regular updates see www.smmt.co.uk/CO2report
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AVERAGE NEW CAR CO2 EMISSIONS FALL TO NEW LOW, OF 120.1G/KM, IN 2016 
n  Average new car CO2 down 33.6% since 2000 and some 20% lower than average car in use.
n  Performance supported by 22.2% increase in alternatively-fuelled cars to almost 90,000 units.
n  UK had the largest zero emission capable car market in Europe, after a 28.6% volume rise.
n  Progress was slowed by a reduction in diesel car share, which fell 0.8% points to 47.7%.
n  Market shift, notably from Supermini to Dual Purpose segment, has also adversely impacted on the fleet average  

CO2 performance.
n  Average light commercial vehicle CO2 was 173.7g/km in 2016, down 1.9%.
n  Total CO2 emissions from all vehicles in use cut by 4.6% between 2000 and 2015, while emissions rose by 1.9% on 2014, 

reflecting an increase in miles driven

n  Average New Car CO2 emissions fell in 2016 to 120.1g/km, 
down 1.1% on 2015’s 121.4g/km. This reduction represented 
a further slowdown on the post 2008 rate of progress. 

n  Alternatively Fuelled Vehicles (AFV) registrations rose by 
22.2% in 2016 to 88,919 units. AFVs typically emit 40% 
lower CO2 than the market average. The UK had the largest 
market in Europe of zero-emission capable cars (pure EV 
and plug-in hybrid) and also hybrids.

n  Although diesels achieved a record volume, their market 
share fell 0.8 percentage points in 2016 to 47.7%. Diesels 
typically emit 20% lower CO2 emitting than petrol cars 
(with like-for-like performance), so this structural change 
was to the detriment of fleet CO2 performance.

n  Similarly, market shift, notably from the Supermini to 
Dual Purpose segment (which are on average 27% higher 
CO2 emitting), also impacted on the average new car CO2 
figure in 2016.

n  The average new light commercial vehicle emitted 
173.7g/km in 2016, 1.9% below the 2015 level and  
12.4% down on 2011.

n  Total CO2 emissions from all vehicles in use fell by 4.6% 
between 2000 and 2015, as new vehicle efficiencies offset 
a 7% increase in vehicle use (for cars figures were 9% and 
5% respectively). However, emissions have risen in the past 
two years, reflecting higher mileages. 

n  A new car emits some 20% less CO2 than the average car 
in use. Measures to speed up fleet renewal would help 
improve CO2 emissions, as well as benefit other emissions 
and the safety performance of the vehicle fleet.

n  The UK has some of the most challenging economy-wide 
CO2 reductions targets in the world, including plans to 
decarbonise the vehicle fleet by 2050.The pathway to 
delivering such market transformation, especially given 
the vote to leave the EU and potential disruption this 
gives to some policy measures, demands a comprehensive 
approach. This will ensure all stakeholders work together 
to achieve environmental targets in the most cost-effective 
way possible and enabling the UK manufacturing industry 
to be best placed to deliver these lower emitting vehicles 
for both the domestic and international markets.

This report uses CO2 figures from the official NEDC laboratory test, which is required by law and witnessed by a government appointed agency. Real world performances may differ, 
due to a number of factors (such as driving style, weather conditions, vehicle load, congestion etc), which laboratory tests are designed to remove and so provide comparative figures. 
From September 2017, a new laboratory test will be introduced, known as WLTP test, which will use a different test cycle, designed to be more akin to typical driving patterns and will 
more clearly define the test procedures. These forthcoming changes are welcomed by industry and should help rebuild trust and confidence in the data supplied to consumers and other 
stakeholders. The test cycles are discussed in more detail later in the report.

SUMMARY

NEW CAR CO2 PERFORMANCE

Year CO2 (g/km)  AFV (% share) Diesel (% share)

2000 181.0 0.0 14.0
2007 164.9 0.7 40.2
2010 144.2 1.1 46.1
2014 124.6 2.1 50.1
2015 121.0 2.8 48.5

2016 120.1 3.3 47.7

2016

2000

-33.6% -7.6% -20%-8.9%
2015

2000

69

75

Mt CO2

CO2 
emissions 
from all 

cars in use2016
36,907 vehicles

2015
28,199 vehicles

28.6%
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DATA SUMMARY

TABLE1 | AVERAGE CO2 EMISSIONS AND REGISTRATIONS

CO2 g/km (sales weighted average) 2000 2007 2015 2016 ‘16v’15 ‘16v’16

Total market 181.0 164.9 121.4 120.1 -1.1% -33.6%

Registrations (’000s) 2,222 2,404 2,634 2,693 2.3% 21.2%

BY FUEL TYPE Diesel 167.7 164.3 121.5 120.1 -1.2% -28.4%

Registrations (’000s) 313 967 1,277 1,285 0.6% 310.3%

Petrol 183.2 193.6 124.2 123.7 -0.4% -32.5%

Registrations (’000s) 1,908 1,420 1,284 1,319 2.7% -30.9%

AFV 127.3 127.0 68.2 66.8 -2.1% -47.5%

Registrations (’000s) 0 17 73 89 22.2% 24807.3%

BY SALES TYPE* Private 176.4 165.8 122.9 122.3 -0.5% -30.7%

Registrations (’000s) 1,212 1,046 1,209 1206 -0.2% -0.4%

Fleet 175.4 164.0 119.8 118.3 -1.3% -32.6%

Registrations (’000s) 1,031 1,195 1,318 1381 4.8% 33.9%

Business 195.0 165.9 122.2 119.0 -2.6% -39.0%

Registrations (’000s) 214 163 107 106 -1.2% -50.6%

BY SEGMENT Mini 153.8 128.5 106.7 105.5 -1.2% -31.4%

Registrations (’000s) 52 22 70 77 9.0% 46.8%

Supermini 152.9 141.8 111.8 111.1 -0.6% -27.4%

Registrations (’000s) 689 771 926 873 -5.8% 26.8%

Lower Medium 175.3 158.6 116.0 114.8 -1.0% -34.5%

Registrations (’000s) 662 722 716 735 2.7% 11.1%

Upper Medium 192.4 169.1 121.7 119.0 -2.2% -38.2%

Registrations (’000s) 477 386 249 257 3.0% -46.1%

Executive 235.6 192.6 126.0 120.8 -4.1% -48.7%

Registrations (’000s) 105 104 128 128 0.1% 22.2%

Luxury 292.3 273.8 191.2 182.4 -4.6% -37.6%

Registrations (’000s) 11 13 9 11 15.9% -7.9%

Sports 220.5 224.0 158.0 161.4 2.1% -26.8%

Registrations (’000s) 67 66 49 50 1.3% -25.9%

Dual Purpose 259.4 228.3 147.7 141.4 -4.3% -45.5%

Registrations (’000s) 99 176 355 438 23.3% 341.4%

MPV 211.0 179.7 131.4 128.7 -2.1% -39.0%

Registrations (’000s) 60 44 131 125 -4.3% 109.2%

GLOSSARY

 AFV  Alternative Fuelled Vehicle
 CO2  Carbon Dioxide    
 EV Electric Vehicle 
 LCV Light Commercial Vehicle
 OLEV Office for Low Emission Vehicles 
 ULEZ Ultra-low Emission Zone 
 WLTP World Harmonised Light Vehicles Test Procedure
 BEIS Department for Business, Energy, Innovation and Skills  
 CCT Company car tax
 DfT Department for Transport 
 g/km grams per kilometre 
 ICE Internal combustion engine   
 MPV Multi-Purpose Vehicle
 PHEV Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle
 ULEV Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles (<75g/km CO2)
 VED  Vehicle Excise Duty
 ZEV Zero Emission Vehicle

Internal combustion engine (ICE) 
Petrol or diesel engine, including those 
adapted to operate on alternative or 
gaseous fuels.

Battery electric vehicle 
 – or pure EV
Solely powered by a battery charged 
from the electricity grid. They have zero 
emissions from the tailpipe, although 
some emissions maybe associated with 
the production of  
the electricity.

Hybrid
Powered by an ICE, but has a battery 
and electric motors to capture and  
re-use braking energy.

Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle  
( PHEV) 
Vehicles with a plug-in battery  
and an ICE.

Ultra Low Emission Vehicle (ULEV) 
An ultra-low emission vehicle produces 
75g/km or less of CO2.   

*Sales type data is since 2001 only

DEFINITIONS (See SMMT ULEV Guide for full details): 
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AVERAGE UK NEW CAR CO2 EMISSIONS

AVERAGE NEW CAR CO2 EMISSIONS REACH NEW LOW OF 120.1G/KM
UK average new car CO2 emissions continued to decline in 2016, to just 120.1g/km. This was 33.6% below the 2000 level of 181.0g/km and 
is down from 164.9g/km in 2007, a 27.2% reduction. However, the reduction was a relatively modest 1.1% on 2015’s 121.4g/km average. 
This was the slowest rate of decline since 2004 and is well below the 3.5% averaged since 2008. The slowdown in the rate of improvement 
may represent the increasing challenge of delivering further technological gains, but is also reflective of consumer demand and market 
trends, most notably a shift in vehicle segment type towards higher CO2 emitting segments as well as a decline in diesel penetration 
(given diesels typically emit around a fifth lower CO2 than the equivalent performance petrol engine vehicle). The ongoing progress in 
market transformation to alternatively fuelled vehicles continued, with a 22.2% rise in registrations to 88,919 units.

FUTURE CO2 TARGETS REMAIN CHALLENGING
While the UK’s 2015, and indeed 2016, performance bettered the pan European target of a 130g/km in 2015, achieving the 2021 target of 
95g/km will be very challenging. It will require a 20.9% cut in CO2 emissions over the next five years, or 4.6% per annum. As chart 2 shows, 
this is above the rate averaged since 2008, well above the 2016 rate of progress and has only been bettered in one year – 2009 (when 
the scrappage scheme was in effect) – in the UK to date. Delivering such a pick-up in the rate of improvement will be difficult and likely 
require even more costly measures, given lower cost measures are progressively undertaken, or a step-change in consumer acceptance of 
different types of vehicles, eg alternatively-fuelled. Rising consumer prosperity and low fuel prices might also have softened demand for 
more efficient vehicles.
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HOW CO2 DATA IS DERIVED
CO2 data in this report is taken from the results of the official 
laboratory test for type approval figures which is required by law 
and witnessed by a government-appointed agency. The data is 
collated by SMMT’s Motor Vehicle Registration Information Service 
(MVRIS) and links vehicles’ CO2 levels to the MVRIS registration 
database to give average, sales weighted, data. 

From September 2017, a new test procedure – the Worldwide 
Light vehicle Test Procedure (WLTP) - will be introduced to 
measure CO2 emissions. This will help provide a more realistic 
figure for consumers, although real-world figures will always be 
specific because they are based on a variety of factors – notably 
driving style, road and weather conditions, ambient temperatures, 
location (for example altitude and topology), speed and vehicle 
condition. It is likely that a discrepancy will continue under WLTP 
versus ‘real world’ performance, as it is difficult for consumers to 
replicate exactly a vehicle’s test cycle.

The CO2 figure is stated on each vehicle’s Certificate of 
Conformity (CoC - the document used to prove that the vehicle 
complies with all the regulations). Currently this is derived 
from the New European Driving Cycle (NEDC) test, but from 
September 2017 will switch to the WLTP for all new models 
and from September 2018 for all vehicles. Tests are conducted 
in a laboratory to enable consumers to make like-for-like 
comparisons between the CO2 emissions of different vehicles, 
rather than as a definitive figure that they would be assured of 
achieving when driving. The vehicle follows a prescribed driving 
‘journey’, incorporating particular acceleration, constant speed 
and idling phases. The test is always completed under the same 
conditions to enable comparability. The WLTP test will be also 
performed under strict procedures to bring the results closer to 
real world, eg road load or resistance, gear shifts, vehicle weight, 
tyre type and pressure, fuel quality, ambient temperature and 

a revised test pattern will replicate more accurately common 
driving practices. The new test cycle takes almost 50% longer 
to complete, covers twice the distance and is undertaken at a 
46.5% higher average speed than the NEDC (see Chart 3). 

IMPLICATIONS FOR CO2-BASED MEASURES
Given the different speeds, cycles and procedures between the 
NEDC and WLTP tests, it is to be expected that they will deliver 
different results. The WLTP is likely to produce a higher CO2 figure 
in many situations, possibly as much as 20% for some vehicles, 
compared with the NEDC. This will have implications for measures 
associated with a vehicle’s CO2 performance, including the 
European New Car CO2 Regulation, motoring taxes, the new car 
label (the label showing fuel consumption and CO2 performance 
that must be displayed alongside a car in showrooms) and 
consumer information (advertising and marketing). There will be 
a transitional period, when vehicles with either WLTP or NEDC 
measured CO2 figures could be available alongside each other, 
and so a system to provide a correlation method from WLTP to an 
NEDC-equivalent figure has been established.  

The move to introduce WLTP will give consumers better 
information about the CO2 performance of a vehicle. Industry and 
other stakeholders should optimise this opportunity to further 
engage with consumers about the benefits of buying and using a 
more efficient vehicle. Clear and consistent messaging is needed 
and measures which downplay the new cycle or suggest vehicles 
using it are any less efficient than under the old cycle must be 
avoided. The EU labelling Directive will not be amended ahead of 
September 2017 and until it is manufacturers, by law, must publish 
NEDC data. A single transition date could be adopted, once all new 
cars are using the new cycle, to avoid distortions or confusion in 
the market. The new cycle should not be used to raise additional 
taxes from consumers or tighten future new CO2 targets for 
manufacturers. n

CHART 3 | NEDC AND WLTP TEST CYCLES – FOUR PHASES OF WLTP DIFFERENTIATED
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n  Progress continues, with market shift to lower  
emitting variants.

n  Alternatively fuelled cars, which on average emit 40% lower 
CO2, see volumes rise 22.2% in 2016. 

n  Diesel market share slips again, with an adverse impact on 
overall CO2 performance.

n  While all segments have seen average CO2 emissions fall 
since 2007, market transformation to higher CO2 emitting 
segments – especially in 2016 – has been an influence.

MARKET TRENDS MIXED FOR CO2  
PERFORMANCE GAINS
2016 was another very positive year for the UK automotive 
industry. Average new car CO2 emissions fell to another new low, 
whilst registrations rose for a fifth successive year. The market 
at 2,693 million units in 2016 was up 2.3% on 2015 and has grown 
by more than 750,000 units or 38.7% since the low of 2011, 1.941 
million units. The 2016 market was 12% or almost 300,000 units 
above 2007’s pre-recession total. Fleet registrations rose by 4.8% 
to represent 51.3% of the market total, while private and business 
demand dipped in the year. Diesel registrations rose by 0.6% to a 
record 1.285 million units, but were outpaced by petrol and AFVs 
– up 2.7% and 22.2% respectively. Diesel market share therefore 
slipped back to 47.7% in 2016, as evident in the chart below. AFV 
share rose by 0.5 percentage points in 2016 to 3.3%. UK-built cars 
took a 14.1% share of the market; the highest level since 2010.

MARKET SHIFT TO LOWER  
CO2 EMITTING PRODUCTS
The overall market has moved into lower CO2 emitting products, 
with a particular step-change in performance since 2008. This 
follows not only increased availability of lower CO2 emitting 
products – reflective of investment in both traditional internal 
combustion engine technologies - but, also the arrival of new 
alternatively-fuelled vehicles, notably hybrid and pure electric 
vehicles. The pan-European New Car CO2 Regulation, consumer 
demand and market competition has helped drive this. The 
recession, meanwhile, helped focus consumers on lower-cost/

 
more efficient motoring, while CO2 based taxes and increased 
media focus has helped encourage consumers to switch to lower 
CO2 emitting products.

The market profile, by selected 5g/km CO2 bands, is illustrated 
in Chart 5. In 2016 and 2015 the profiles were similar, and both 
showed significant variation to that in 2000 or 2007 - with a shift to 
lower CO2 emitting vehicles (lines moving to the left). While there 
was the same proportion of zero emitting (ie electric) cars in both 
2016 and 2015, at 0.4%, there was a larger proportion of 1-50g/km 
cars in 2016 (1% vs 0.7% in 2015), following the growth in plug-in 
electric hybrids. In 2016 a new high of 74.8% of the market emitted 
130g/km or less (vs 72% in 2015 and just 10.6% in 2007). The share 
below 95g/km dipped a little in 2016, to 8.6% (from 9.2% in 2015) 
but has still shown considerable growth from 0% in 2007.

Vehicle type – notably by fuel and segment – influences the 
average CO2 emissions performance, and this section now 
focuses on these.  

CO2 EMISSIONS BY FUEL TYPE

In the UK broadly half the market is petrol and half diesel – see 
chart 6. Whilst diesels are some 20% lower CO2 emitting on a like-
for-like performance basis (eg engine power), on a sales-weighted 
average, these two internal combustion engines (ICEs) offer very 
similar overall CO2 emissions. This is in part demonstrated in 
Table 2 below, showing the lowest CO2 emitting petrol and diesel 
variant of the best-selling model in each segment. This shows 
the diesel variant is on average 18.4% lower CO2 emitting, with 
a range of up to 28% (note these are indicative differences, and 
given the performance and specifications of the models may not 
be directly comparable). The similar overall performance reflects 
diesel engines tending to be fitted into larger vehicles – given their 
higher cost and larger physical size (larger cubic capacity and often 
with use of turbochargers to deliver similar power). The diesel 
penetration in different segments is presented in Chart 15.  

Diesel penetration rose rapidly between 2000 and 2011, from 
14% to 50.6%. It peaked at 50.8% in 2012, but has been broadly 
around 48-51% since 2011. Between 2011 and 2014 diesel share 
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was actually higher than petrol, as consumers switched to 
get the benefits of the lower CO2 performance and increased 
fuel economy, as well as improvements in the refinement and 
driveability of diesel products. Diesel share has fallen in each of 

the past two years, and fell 0.8 percentage points to 47.7% share 
in 2016, despite a 0.6% rise in registrations to 1.285 million units. 
The shift to alternatively-fuelled vehicles, as well as other market 
factors, have caused this shift.

Higher registrations of alternatively fuelled vehicles (AFVs) have 
been very positive for CO2 performance. As evident in chart 10, 
AFVs emit around 40% less CO2 on average than a typical petrol or 
diesel car. Chart 6 shows how AFVs have entered the market and 
now command a 3.3% market share, up from 2.8% in 2015 and less 
than 1% as recently as 2009.

Pure electric vehicles (pure EVs - those using only battery power) 
and hydrogen-fuelled cars have zero emissions from the tail pipe. 
Hybrids have both electric power and an ICE, while a plug-in hybrid 
electric vehicle (PHEV) can run on electricity from the national grid 
and so has zero emission capability. 

AFV registrations rose by 22.2% to 88,919 units. The market for 
pure EVs rose by a modest 3.3% to 10,264 units, whilst the PHEV 
market rose by 41.9% to 22,643 units in 2016 and the number of 
AFV models available rose to more than 70 in 2016, up over 10% on 
2015. This included five more PHEV models (so total up 38.5%) and 
four petrol electric hybrid models. There is now an AFV available 
in every vehicle segment and nearly all the segments have a 
zero-emission capable vehicle. Go Ultra Low (GUL – see page 14) 
expects the number of zero-emission capable models to double to 
30 over the next three years.

The Nissan Leaf remained the best selling pure EV, accounting for 
45.4% of registrations in the year, but, recorded an 11% decline 
in volumes. The Mitsubishi Outlander was the best selling PHEV 
in 2016, but with a 19.8% decline in volumes its market share fell 
from 62.2% to 35.2%. The BMW 3 Series, Mercedes C-Class and 
Volvo XC90 were all relatively new entrants to this segment and 
in 2016 collectively accounted for 40% of volumes, with more 
than 10,500 registrations in total. Toyota and Lexus collectively 
accounted for 91.7% of the petrol hybrid market, with both the 
Toyota Yaris and Auris exceeding 10,000 registrations in the 
year. Petrol hybrids accounted for 56.5% of all AFVs in 2016, and 
recorded a 25.1% rise in volumes to 50,261 units in 2016. Diesel 
hybrid volumes fell 55% in 2016, as several key brands in the 
segment switched their focus to the PHEV sector.

TABLE 2 | SEGMENT BEST SELLER, 2016, INCLUDING LOWEST DIESEL AND PETROL MODEL’S CO2 PERFORMANCE

Market Segment Model Registrations in 2016 Lowest diesel CO2 Lowest petrol CO2 Difference

A MINI HYUNDAI i10 23,657 n/a 98 n/a

B SUPERMINI FORD FIESTA 120,525 82 99 -17.2%

C LOWER MEDIUM FORD FOCUS* 70,545 88 99 -11.1%

D UPPER MEDIUM BMW 3 SERIES* 36,732 99 122 -18.9%

E EXECUTIVE MERCEDES C CLASS* 44,184 101 123 -17.9%

F LUXURY SALOON MERCEDES S CLASS* 3,339 141 196 -28.1%

G SPECIALIST SPORTS Audi TT 9,836 110 137 -19.7%

H DUAL PURPOSE KIA SPORTAGE 40,083 119 147 -19.0%

I MULTI PURPOSE FORD C-MAX 18,196 99 117 -15.4%

*note alternatively fuelled variants of these models are available, which would offer greater CO2 savings
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Chart 9 shows the market for cars with CO2 emissions below 95g/

km. AFVs accounted for 30% of the 2016 market, although that 

rises to more than 99% for cars up to 80g/km. Meanwhile, in the 

below 95g/km segment, petrol cars accounted for 20% of the total 

and diesels 50%. The Peugeot 208 was the lowest emitting diesel 

car in 2016, at 79g/km, and the Suzuki Celerio was the lowest 

emitting petrol car, at 84g/km.

The registrations of top-selling brands of AFVs are detailed in 

Chart 10. These five manufacturers represented 80% of the 

AFV market. Toyota, the largest AFV manufacturer, accounted 

for almost 37% of the total AFV market. AFVs represented 

more than a third of Toyota’s total UK registrations, while for 

Lexus the share was 97% and for Mitsubishi more than 50%. 

Chart 11 shows the top five selling ULEV brands. These five 

brands account for 70.7% of the ULEV market, with Mitsubishi 

alone accounting for more than half. 

CO2 PERFORMANCE BY SEGMENT TYPE

SMMT differentiates the market into nine different segment types, 

broadly based on vehicle size and body style. All segments have 

seen CO2 emissions fall over time as ultra-low emitting variants 

become more widely available. However, in 2016 there was a 

marked shift towards the Dual Purpose segment, which has higher 

than average CO2 emissions, because vehicles in this segment are 

typically larger and feature heavier four-wheel drive systems.

All segments have seen average CO2 emissions fall since 2007, 

by between 18% and 38%, and all bar the sports car segment 

recorded a decline in 2016 on 2015. The Luxury Saloon segment 

showed the largest fall of 4.6%, closely followed by the Dual 

Purpose segment. Chart 12 shows the average CO2 emissions of 

the different segments since 2000. 
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The change in composition of the market has also been important 
in shaping the overall CO2 average. Since 2007, there has been 
a shift into the Dual Purpose segment and MPVs, as well as the 
Mini and Supermini segments, as shown in Chart 13. Chart 
14 shows the change in market share in 2016 compared with 
2000 and 2015. This re-enforces the long term trend from more 
traditional family cars to Dual Purpose, MPV and Supermini and 
Mini segments. However, in 2016 compared with 2015, the shift 
was almost solely from the Supermini to Dual Purpose segment. 
There was a 2.5 percentage point move in market share from 
Supermini to Dual Purpose segment in 2016, which is significant 
to the overall market’s CO2 performance because the average 
Dual Purpose vehicle’s CO2 emissions were 27.3% higher than the 
average Supermini’s. While this segment shift may be reflective of 

the timing of different models’ replacement cycles, it also shows 
consumers’ appetite for larger and higher-spec vehicles.

Chart 15 shows the share of diesel and alternatively-fuelled 
cars in each segment. In 2016, alternatively-fuelled vehicles were 
available in every segment and in all but two (Executive and 
Luxury), zero-emission capable vehicles were available. If the 
lowest emitting variant in each segment were to be bought then 
the average new car CO2 would have emitted just 2.5g/km in 2016, 
and even a switch to the lowest internal-combustion engined 
vehicle would have brought the average down 27.4% to 87.3g/km. 
It should be noted that the lowest emitter would not suit every 
user, and vehicle choice is often based on a number of factors, 
including price, running costs, size, range and dealer location. n
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ARRAY OF CO2-BASED TAXES IN PLAY
The UK was at the forefront of introducing CO2 -based taxes to 
influence consumers’ vehicle choice. Vehicle excise duty (VED), 
the vehicle circulation tax, has been CO2 -based since 2001, while 
company car tax (CCT) followed suit in 2002. Capital allowances 
are also based on CO2. In addition, there is the backdrop that 
the UK has the highest fuel duty (in both absolute value and as 
proportion of total pump price) in Europe. Furthermore, some local 
taxes, such as the London Congestion Charge and parking permits 
are also CO2-related. 

VEHICLE EXCISE DUTY (VED)
Originally introduced with four bands VED was broadened out 
to 13 bands in 2009, and in 2010 a differential first year rate was 
introduced. Table 3 shows the current VED bands and rates for 
2016-2017 and new ones that apply from 1 April 2017, and the 
corresponding market shares. Chart 16 also shows the market by 
VED band and shows how it has changed since 2000 (if the current 
banding had been in place then).

In 2016 18.2% of the market was below 100g/km and so in band A 
and subject to £0 on the standard rate. Cars in bands A to D pay £0 
on the first year rate, and in 2016 74.8% of the market was in these 
bands, up from 72.0% in 2015 and just 10.6% in 2007. These bands 
did not account for half of the market until 2012. The average 
user paid £54 in the first year, broadly half the level of just five 
years before (2011). A car actually paying any first year rate was 
subject to an average tax of £213 – a figure broadly unchanged 
since the first year rate was introduced. Just 0.4% of the market 
was in the top band, M, and so subject to the maximum £1,120 first 
year fee. The proportion of the market in this band is also broadly 
unchanged since 2012, although the level is almost a tenth of that 
seen in 2007. 

In April 2017 the current VED will be revised. There will remain 
13 bands (see Chart 16), but they will be redistributed and new 
rates introduced ranging from £0-£2,000 – so the maximum is 79% 
higher than under the current scheme. The standard rate for all 
non-zero emitting cars will become a flat rate £140. Industry was 
disappointed with the lack of consultation when these new bands 

TABLE 3 | CURRENT AND NEW VED BANDS AND RATES THAT TAKE EFFECT 1 APRIL 2017

Band Current bands  
(CO2g/km)

Current 1st year/
standard rate* 2016 market share New bands - April 

2017 (CO2g/km)
New 1st year/
standard rate 2016 market share

A Up to 100 £0 / £0 18.2% 0 £0 / £0 0.4%

B 101-110 £0 / £20 22.1% 1-50 £10 / £140 1.0%

C 111-120 £0 / £30 20.9% 51-75 £25 / £140 0.4%

D 121-130 £0 / £110 13.6% 76-90 £100 / £140 2.6%

E 131-140 £130 / £130 9.7% 91-100 £120/ £140 14.0%

F 141-150 £145 / £145 5.8% 101-110 £140 / £140 22.1%

G 151-165 £185 / £185 4.7% 111-130 £160 / £140 34.5%

H 166-175 £300 / £210 1.5% 131-150 £200 / £140 15.5%

I 176-185 £355 / £230 1.4% 151-170 £500 / £140 5.4%

J 186-200 £500 / £270 0.5% 171-190 £800 / £140 2.5%

K 201-225 £650 / £295 0.9% 191-225 £1,200 / £140 1.2%

L 226-255 £885 / £500 0.2% 226-255 £1,700 / £140 0.2%

M Over 255 £1,120 / £515 0.4% Over 255 £2,000 / £140 0.4%
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were announced in the Summer Budget of 2015, and believes 
they are less encouraging of ultra-low emission vehicles, such as 
plug-in hybrids and offer no incentive to used car users to choose 
lower emitting options. As such, the VED changes could work 
against the incentives available from Government to purchase 
these vehicles. In addition, the introduction of a £310 surcharge for 
five years for cars with a showroom price of more than £40,000 will 
moderate demand for some of the lowest emitting vehicles using 
innovative technologies such as hydrogen and some plug-in hybrid 
vehicles given such new technology is invariably expensive. The 
move could also have a detrimental impact on some of the UK’s 
premium, luxury and specialist car manufacturers. 

If the 2017 rates were applied to the 2016 market then 
the average vehicle would be subject to a £209 first year 
fee - almost four times the average £54 they paid in 2016, 
which would bring over £400 million in additional revenue 
into government. The impact on particular segments or 
manufacturers will also be disproportionate.  

COMPANY CAR TAX (CCT)
Whilst businesses look to minimise costs, Company Car Tax (CCT) 
helps encourage the company car driver minimise their own tax 
liability. Since 2002, CCT has been based on CO2 emissions, the 
vehicle list price, its fuel type and the user’s own tax band. The 
CO2 bands and rates have changed over time but government 
has tended to give rates for several years in advance which is 
extremely useful for company car drivers given they typically have 
a three year ownership pattern.

In 2010 the government made the welcome move to ensure 
zero CO2 emitting cars were subject to a 0% rate for five years. 
However, whereas in 2015/16 cars emitting up to 50g/km faced a 
5% rate, this rose to 7% in 2016/17 and will increase again to 16% 
by 2019/20. The rates are detailed in Table 4 below, noting that 
diesel cars face a 3% additional rate.

In the Autumn Statement 2016 the government announced that 
rates for CCT from April 2020 would be further differentiated for 
ultra-low emitting vehicles (classed as below 50g/km). Rates for 
zero emitters would be set at 2% and rates for 1-50g/km emitters 
would vary by between 2-14% depending on the number of zero-
emission miles the vehicle could travel (see able 5 for details). For 
every five grams above 50g/km the rate will increase by 1% until 
165g/km when the maximum 37% rate will apply (40% if a diesel).

CAPITAL ALLOWANCES (CA) 
Capital allowances (CA) are a cost relief for business 
investment against taxable profits. They have been referenced 
against a car’s CO2 emissions since 2009 and help provide an 
incentive to persuade fleet buyers to consider low-emitting 
products. The current rates provide a 100% first year allowance 
if the car emits 95g/km CO2 or less, then 18% if CO2 emissions 
are between 96-130g/km and 8% for those over 130g/km. From 
2018, the first year allowance threshold rate will be cut to 50g/
km and the main rate to 110g/km. 

In the Autumn Statement 2016, the Government announced that 
until the end of March 2019 (from 23 November 2016) 100% first-
year allowances will also be available to companies investing in 
charge-points for electric vehicles. 

SALARY SACRIFICE
In 2016 the Government made announcements around the 
tax treatment of employee benefits, including salary sacrifice. 
Employees who forego cash salary for benefits will pay the 
same tax as the vast majority of individuals who buy those same 
benefits out of their post-tax income, with tax and employer 
National Insurance advantages of salary sacrifice schemes to be 
removed from April 2017. However, arrangements for ultra-low 
emission cars (defined as vehicles under 75g/km of CO2) have been 
excluded from these changes and arrangements in place before 
April 2017 will be protected until April 2018, with arrangements for 
cars protected until April 2021. 

FUEL DUTY 
Fuel costs are an important factor in the overall running 
costs of a vehicle. In the past, the Government had in place a 
fuel duty escalator to encourage purchase of more efficient 
vehicles and to encourage consumers to drive more efficiently. 
Since 2011, however, duty rate rises have consistently 
been postponed as the government looks to minimise their 
inflationary impact on the economy and help competitiveness. 
UK pump prices have fallen in recent years (see chart 17), as 
oil prices have fallen, although they have been rising in recent 
months given the exchange rate impact. Lower fuel prices 
would tend to diminish consumer appetite for more efficient 
vehicles, and so low CO2 emitting vehicles. The main fuel duty 
rates for petrol and diesel remain at 57.95 pence per litre. Many 
other European countries have different rates for petrol and 
diesel, with a lower rate for diesel, which has resulted in diesel 
share in other member states being above the UK’s.

TABLE 4 | CCT BANDS AND RATES TO 2020

C02 emission level (g/km) 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

<=50 5% 7% 9% 13% 16%

51-75 9% 11% 13% 16% 19%

76-94 13% 15% 17% 19% 22%

95-99 14% 16% 18% 20% 23%

100-104 15% 17% 19% 21% 24%

Then 1% rise for each 5g/km band up to 37% (note diesels face 3% surcharge)

TABLE 5 | CCT BANDS AND RATES, 2020

CO2 emission level (g/km) Zero emission range Rate

0 2%

1 – 50 130 miles and greater 2%

1 – 50 70 – 129 miles 5%

1 – 50 40 – 69 miles 8%

1 - 50 30 – 39 miles 12%

1 - 50 Lower than 30 miles 14%
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THE PLUG-IN CAR GRANT (PICG)
The initial higher purchase cost of pure electric, plug-in or 
hydrogen vehicles has been recognised as one of the major 
barriers to their take-up. To tackle this, the government introduced 
the PiCG in January 2011. The PiCG initially gave consumers an 
incentive of 35% - up to £5,000 - off the full purchase price (list, 
plus VED and VAT) of a vehicle that qualifies (see www.gov.
uk/plug-in-car-van-grants/eligibility). From 1 March 2016 the 
incentives were lowered and differentiated by zero-emission 
capable range (see Table 6). In 2016, some 35,000 new 
registrations were made through the scheme, up more than 30% 
on the previous year. 

The PiCG is part of the government’s commitment to invest 
£600 million in ULEVs by 2020. To date some 85,000 pure-EV 
and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles have been registered in the 
UK. Government is set to review the PiCG in 2017. Given the early 
nature of this market, industry looks to continuous support to help 
further growth. 
 
GO ULTRA LOW (GUL)
To help promote the uptake of electric vehicles government 
and several vehicle manufacturers set up a joint consumer 
communications campaign which aims to promote the benefits, 
cost savings and capabilities of pure-EVs and PHEVs. In 2016 

seven vehicle manufacturers supporting the campaign are: Audi, 
BMW, Kia, Nissan, Renault, Toyota and Volkswagen. See www.
goultralow.com for more details.

Go Ultra Low (GUL) expects some 30 new plug-in vehicles to 
enter the market over the next three years. The campaign has 
been strengthened by manufacturers such as VW committing to 
having a plug-in version of each of their models by 2020. GUL was 
encouraged by the on-going growth in electric vehicle registrations 
in 2016, as more and more motorists realised the cost saving 
and environmental benefits of driving a plug-in electric car. With 
ongoing government incentives and increasing product choice 
it expects this trend to continue, boosting the total number of 
electric cars on UK roads beyond 100,000 by mid-2017.

GUL is also looking to target company car drivers to switch to 
electric vehicles. GUL undertook a survey in 2016 and concluded 
that 69% of company car drivers would be likely to ‘go electric’ 
if companies offered plug-in vehicles. GUL has introduced the 
‘Go Ultra Low Companies’ initiative to recognise and reward 
public and private sector organisations that offer EVs as 
company cars to employees. 

LONDON CONGESTION CHARGE 
Numerous local measures may also be in place to encourage 
lower emitting cars, such as parking permits or work-place parking 
measures, government or local authority buying standards. 
Probably the most well-known is the London Congestion Charge, 
where ULEVs (vehicles emitting <75g/km of CO2) are exempt from 
the £11.50 per day charge. 

There has been increased speculation, discussion and consultation 
around the possibility of introducing charges based on air-quality 
– such as the emissions surcharge in London (£10 for pre-Euro 4 
cars – circa pre 2005). While such measures might encourage the 
uptake of newer and lower CO2 emitting cars, industry is concerned 
that they could be overtly anti-diesel, have a minimal impact on air 
quality and create a confusing patchwork of measures across the 
country if not implemented appropriately.  

UK AND EU AVERAGE NEW CAR CO2 EMISSIONS 
CONVERGED OVER TIME
The average new car CO2 emissions fell slightly faster in 
the EU, at 3.1%, than the 2.6% decline in UK in 2015 (latest 
year available), marking a reversal of the long term trend to 
convergence. The UK had average new car CO2 emissions 1.4% 
above the EU’s 119.6g/km, at 121.3g/km (figures sourced from 
EEA, latest updates typically released in April). Since 2000 (and 
2007) the UK has recorded a higher rate of improvement than in 
the EU as whole – at 34.6% compared with 30.5% (and 26.4% vs 
24.6% respectively since 2007).

The difference between the UK and EU figures is largely due to 
different market structures – noting the UK has a higher average 
GDP per head and tends to have preference for larger, more 
powerful vehicles that many other European markets. At the 
same time, the UK also tends to have an above average level of 
alternatively fuelled vehicles. The latest figures from ACEA (www.
acea.be) show that in 2016, the UK had the largest market for 
pure electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles in Europe, having grown 
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TABLE 6 | PLUG-IN CAR (AND VAN) GRANT DETAILS

Category CO2  
requirement

Zero 
emission 

range

Grant  
(as % cost)

Maximum  
grant 

Number 
models 
eligible

Car – category 1 Under 50g/
km

At least 
70 miles

35% £4,500 19

Car – category 2* Under 50g/
km

10-69 
miles

35% £2,500 15

Car – category 3* 50-75g/km
At least 
20 miles

35% £2,500 1

Van Under 75g/
km

At least 
10 miles

20% £20,000 9

*Recommended retail price must be under £60,000
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28.6%, while the Dutch market shrank by 48.7%. The UK also 
had the highest number of new hybrid registrations, with the 
market having grown by 18% to surpass France. However, our less 
favourable diesel fuel duty rates mean the UK does tend to have a 
lower than average diesel penetration. (Diesel duty is lower than 
petrol in most EU markets, whilst it is the same in the UK.)

In 2015 the Netherlands once again recorded the lowest average 
new car CO2 emissions of any member state in 2015, at 101.2g/
km. This was 16.6% below the UK’s. The Netherlands and UK 
had similar CO2 levels in 2007, but since then the Dutch have 
introduced high CO2-based taxes and offered large incentives for 
zero emission capable vehicles. These measures helped Holland 

achieve the largest market for pure EV/PHEVs for a second 
successive year in 2015, but as these measures were negatively 
adjusted in 2016, the pure EV/PHEV (notably PHEV) market fell 
sharply, by 48.7% and their average fleet CO2 emissions increased. 
The UK was ranked 13th lowest in average new car CO2 emissions 
for a second successive year in 2015. Compared with the two other 
key European markets, Germany and France, the UK sat broadly in 
the middle – with France at 111.0g/km and Germany 128.4g/km. 

The impact of the vote to leave the EU will have implications on 
the monitoring and reporting of UK CO2 emissions, and the role the 
UK plays in the overall pan-EU new car (and LCV) CO2 Regulation. 
This issue is discussed further in the outlook section. n
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CHART 19 | AVERAGE NEW CAR CO2, BY COUNTRY, 2015 
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AVERAGE NEW LCV CO2 EMISSIONS IN 2016  
FALL BELOW 2017 PAN-EU TARGET LEVEL
Average new light commercial (LCV) CO2 emissions fell 1.9% 
to a new low of 173.7g/km in 2016. This was 0.7% below the 
pan-European target of 175g/km by 2017, as set out by EU 
Regulation EC 510/2011. The rate of progress edged down a 
little from 2015’s 3% reduction, but was still a credible 12.4% 
below the 2011 estimate of 198.4g/km (SMMT’s first data 
estimate). Average emissions fell in each of the seven key 
sector’s SMMT reported on (see Chart 23), but the overall 
rate of progress was once again tempered by the shift towards 
larger more versatile van types, which, on average, are higher 
CO2 emitting (see Chart 24). Despite meeting the 2017 target 
early, to match the 147g/km pan-EU target for 2020 will require 
a significant pick-up in the rate of progress – to 4.1% per annum 
- in order to deliver a net 15.4% reduction in four years. 
  

CO2 EMISSIONS FROM ALL VANS IN USE 
INCREASING, AS VAN USE RISES RAPIDLY

With increased economic growth, and in particular internet 
shopping and local deliveries, more small businesses, downsizing 

from heavier trucks and attractive finance options, the UK van 
sector has shown strong growth. The LCV market has doubled in 
volume since 2009, to 374,093 units. Meanwhile, the parc (vehicle 
fleet) has grown from 3.5 million units in 2007 to over 4 million in 
2016. Similarly, vehicle use has increased, rising by 47.2% between 
2000 and 2015. CO2 emissions from LCVs have risen by 26.2% 
since 2000, including growth in each of the past five years to 2015, 
reflecting the rapid growth in van use. 

MARKET SHIFT TO LARGER VANS CONTINUES

The van market is very different to the car market. Vans are bought 
by businesses to do a job. As such, they are more functional and 
largely bought based on size and load capacity. Operating costs 
over a vehicle’s working life are minimised, so running costs such 
as fuel efficiency are important. Almost all vans are diesel-fuelled, 
barring a handful of alternatively fuelled vehicles. Generally, the 
larger the van, the higher the CO2 emissions, although on a ‘per 
tonne transported’ basis the performance maybe very different. 
Chart 23 shows CO2 performance by LCV type, while Chart 24 
(see page 17) shows the market shift to larger vehicles. In 2016, 
the growth in the 2.8 tonne and above segments was particularly 
evident, while demand for smaller vans, especially below 2 tonnes 
(the lowest average CO2 segment) fell. The 2.8-3.5 tonne segment 
rose by 14.2% in 2016 to become the largest, representing 
26.9% of the market, closely followed by the 3.5 tonne segment, 
accounting for 25.4%. The light 4x4 segment, which has CO2 
emissions that are on average 47.4% above the market average, 
reported a 59.7% drop in registrations in 2016. 

Alternatively fuelled vans still represented fewer than 1,000 
new registrations in 2016, but did increase by 17.3% to take a 
0.3% share of the market (up from 0.2% in 2015). The Nissan 
NV200 accounted for more than 80% of these registrations, while 
French manufacturers Citroën, Peugeot and Renault made up the 
remainder. It is expected that new models will flow into the market 
in 2017, while there will also be trials of a plug-in electric hybrid 
version of the overall LCV market’s best-seller, the Ford Transit.  
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HEAVY COMMERCIAL VEHICLES (HCVS)
Heavy commercial vehicles (HCVs) accounted for 4.8% of all CO2 
emissions in the UK in 2015, recording a 4.4% rise in 2015 to 19.3Mt 
CO2, a level almost unchanged since 2000. HCVs are business 
tools, used to transport goods around the country. On a European 
basis they carry more than 75% of all land-based freight and are 
crucial for the economic well-being and functional operation of 
modern society.

Because of the vast array of different types of HCVs – rigids and 
artics, 2, 3 or 4 axle variants, flat-beds or high-sided vehicles - 
adopting a similar approach to cars or vans to record and monitor 
the CO2 performance of the vehicles is difficult. A ‘one-size’ fits all 
approach is too simplistic for such a complex market. In addition, 
the same ‘tractor’ unit can pull different types of trailers and 
with different loads, shapes and sizes. This further complicates 
assessing the CO2 performance of the fleet.

Industry, along with the European Commission, has been 
working on a tool to simulate CO2 emissions from a wide 
variety of complete truck and trailer configurations to enable 
consumers to compare different vehicles’ CO2 and fuel efficiency 
in a standardised way. This tool is called VECTO (Vehicle Energy 
Consumption Calculation Tool).  Forthcoming EU legislation 
will require each truck to have a CO2 valued declared on its 
type approval certificate. This data will then be matched to 
registrations across the EU to help monitor the CO2 profile of the 
new vehicle market. 

The collection of this data will help assess whether CO2 targets 
or standards are of value in the HCV sector. The metric of CO2/
fuel efficiency will also be an important discussion topic. While per 
person measurements for public sector vehicles (such as buses and 
coaches) are well established, for HCVs the tonne/km or volume/
km debate is still on-going. SMMT would also like consideration of 
pallet/km to be explored, noting that in the UK we have double-deck 
trailers, which would be penalised by use of a tonne/km basis.

SMMT would welcome a more comprehensive approach being taken 
to vehicle CO2 emissions, looking at all vehicles in the fleet and how 
all stakeholders can influence their environmental performance. 

Below is a list of possible measures which could be reviewed and 
assessed to help improve the fleet’s CO2/fuel efficiency.

n  Enable longer and heavier HCVs to be used – for example the 
European Modular System (EMS) should be adopted EU-wide. 

n  Enhance the use of Intelligent Transport Systems/telematics/
connected and autonomous vehicle technologies. This could 
help vehicles operate more efficiently and reduce journey 
distances and times, bringing environmental benefits.

n  Enable platooning – with harmonised rules across the EU

n  Greater support for alternatively fuelled vehicles (AFVs) – 
including infrastructure provision and additional weight (and 
space). (AFVs may be heavier and so may fall into different 
vehicle classes).  

n  Incentivise fleet renewal to ensure the most efficient 
(and safe) vehicles are in operation. This could be linked 
to AFV support.

n  Vehicle taxation could be better used to encourage purchase 
and use of more efficient vehicles. A more harmonised 
approach across the EU would better ensure a more level 
playing field.

n  Enhance road infrastructure – including better/intelligent road 
signage and low rolling resistance roads) 

n  Encourage more driver training, for example eco-driving.

It will be important to ensure that emissions from the HCV sector 
are properly addressed, but also that the road transport sector 
remains competitive and costs are not merely inflationary or the 
measures used to merely push business onto other modes of 
transport which may be less efficient or less competitive. The role 
of public procurement should not be under-estimated either. 

BUSES AND COACHES
The UK bus and coach market has already seen the emergence 
of a variety of lower-carbon technologies - notably hybrid, pure 
electric, biofuels and hydrogen. Efficient diesels, using mild-hybrid 
systems for the ancillaries (rather than to drive the vehicle) can 
also be effective in reducing the overall emissions associated with 
bus use. Most buses run on prescribed routes in urban areas and 
with dedicated depots, they more easily lend themselves to using 
alternative fuels than many other vehicle types. For coaches, 
which tend to cover longer distances and more varied routes, the 
opportunities for full electrification might be more limited. 

Besides a shift to lower carbon models, buses and coaches also 
offer an opportunity for modal shift. Unlike cars and vans, buses 
and coaches do not face tailpipe CO2 regulations but are often 
regulated by the local authority or city which has appointed an 
operator to a route requiring the vehicle to meet certain standards, 
including those relating to the environment. It is important that 
these policies pull in a common direction rather than create a 
patchwork of differing requirements, which make it difficult for 
manufacturers and operators to plan and bring to market effective 
solutions. Broader policy considerations, including better planning 
and suitable infrastructure provision, could also help ensure modal 
and technological shift can be delivered. n
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CHART 24 | LCV NEW REGISTRATIONS BY SEGMENT
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 Overall UK CO2 emissions have fallen by 27.3% since 2000 
to 404MtCO2e in 2015, including a 4.1% drop since 2014. 
The performance in part reflects a move from coal to gas in 
electricity generation and closure of some manufacturing 
businesses (notably steelworks in 2015).

Road transport has become one of, if not, the largest source of 

CO2 emissions as emissions in other areas, notably energy supply, 

have fallen. Although emissions from road transport have been 

cut since 2000, albeit by a modest 3.5%, they have risen in each of 

the past two years. The recent uplift in emissions corresponds to 

a rise in vehicle use, which has begun to offset the improvements 

in new vehicle efficiency. This has put an increased focus on the 

role of transport in meeting the UK’s emissions reductions targets. 

Emissions from all cars in use have fallen by 8.9% since 2000, but 

they rose in 2015. The growth in emissions from vans has been 

particularly evident. 

FLEET RENEWAL
A new car is more than 20% more efficient than the average car in 
use - in 2015 the average car in use emitted 153.0g/km, compared 
with 121.4g/km for a new car (a 20.7% difference). If a car leaving 
the fleet (for example being scrapped), is assumed to be 14 years 
old, then a new car is almost a third more efficient. 

A new car will also offer the consumer increased information to 
help improve emissions in use, for example gear shift indicators, 
trip computers and sat navs (helping reduce distance travelled 
through optimising route guidance and avoiding congestion). New 
cars are lower emitting, safer, more reliable and more desirable 
than their older counterparts.

In 2015, new cars only represented around 8% of the 33.5 million 
cars in use. It is also a concern that the average age of the car 
in use has increased in recent years, from 6.8 years to 7.8 years 
over the past decade, which will be to the detriment of the 
environmental profile of the fleet.

There are a number of fleet CO2 emissions influencers, some of 
which are set out in the diagram below. The impact of some of 
these stakeholders, notably government and fiscal measures 
are detailed further in this report. Action can be taken on a broad 
number of measures to help reduce emissions. This could include 
measures to reduce the need to travel at all such as using electronic 
communications, choosing the right mode of transport and, ensuring 
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TABLE 7 | CO2 EMISSIONS BY SOURCE

Source MtCO2e % change v 
2000

% change  
v 2014

% total 
(2015)

All 403.8 -27.3% -4.1%

Road transport 110.4 -3.5% +2.1% 27.3%

- Cars 68.5 -8.9% +1.2% 17.0%

- Vans 17.9 +26.2% +4.2% 4.4%

- Trucks 19.3 -0.3% +4.4% 4.8%
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vehicles are well-maintained and well driven. A poorly maintained vehicle can emit as much as 50% more CO2, while eco-driving 
techniques can reduce emissions by 5-15%. n
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OTHER EMISSIONS

INDUSTRY COMMITTED TO REDUCING CO2 AND 
IMPROVING AIR QUALITY IN PARALLEL
The automotive industry has invested billions of pounds to reduce 
pollutants such as oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter 
(PM), as well as tackling CO2 emissions. Air quality pollutants 
impact at a local level, whereas CO2 is a global issue. Industry 
takes tackling all of these emissions very seriously and looks to 
the latest Euro standards (see below for more detail) and the 
introduction of the Real Driving Emissions (RDE) test to deliver 
on air quality and help ensure confidence in the environmental 
performance of new vehicles. 

National figures, published by the Department for Transport 
shows NOx and PM2.5 emissions from road transport and, in 
particular, cars, fell between 2000 and 2014 (see chart 28). In 
2014, road transport accounted for 31.6% of all NOx emissions, 
with cars accounting for 15.7%. For PM2.5 the figures were 13.6% 
and 3% respectively. Since 2000, NOx emissions from cars have 
fallen by 62.8% and PM2.5 emissions by 52.7%. However, at a 
local level concerns may be much more acute and the need for 
action more pronounced.

These pollutant emissions are regulated by tailpipe ‘Euro’ 
standards, which set maximum levels that a vehicle can emit. 
Vehicles are tested in a laboratory with the precise measuring 
equipment needed for detecting the required level of emissions. 

A new Real Driving Emissions (RDE) test will apply from 1 
September 2017 for new models, which will ensure any given 
vehicle in use remains in compliance with the laboratory limits 
when tested on the road. The recent development of PEMS 
(Portable emissions measurement system) testing technology 
enables the RDE test to be undertaken but PEMS equipment is 
not yet as accurate as the laboratory equipment. This is why at 
the final stage of implementation of RDE, known as Step 2, there 
is a conformity factor of 1 (i.e. the emissions measured from the 
vehicle on the road must meet the same limits as when measured 
in the laboratory) but there is a factor allowed for equipment 
inaccuracy.  This is currently specified at 0.5, but will be reviewed 
on an annual basis as the equipment is developed.  

Chart 29 shows the Euro standards for NOx applying to diesel 
cars since Euro 3 (2000-2004). The chart shows how the 
standards have become increasingly strict through to the latest 
introduction of Euro 6 from 2015, which mandates that the NOx 
limit for a Euro 6 diesel car is 84% lower than for a Euro 3 car. 
The chart also shows the levels that will be permissible when 
measured under RDE conditions. Data from the International 
Council on Clean Transport (ICCT) using a PEMS test shows the 
‘real world’ performance of a Euro 3, 4 and 5 diesel car. The RDE 
test should help restore confidence that emission standards 
will be achieved in both the laboratory and on the road. Unless 
new vehicles meet these tests they cannot be type approved 
and therefore put on sale. 

Under the latest Euro 6 standards, the NOx emissions of a petrol 
and diesel car are at their lowest ever levels and are approaching 
parity - 60mg/km for petrol and 80mg/km for diesel (limits for 
previous Euro 5 diesel were 180mg/km). This should help reduce 
concerns over the air quality impact of new diesel cars. New 
diesel cars should not, therefore, be unduly discriminated against 
through regulations, standards or policies, nor should they be 
priced out of the market. This will help ensure that diesels can 
continue to contribute to CO2 emissions reduction. It would also 
safeguard the UK’s (and Europe’s) position as a key developer and 
manufacturer of diesel technologies. Diesels still play an important 
role for the right user, notably those travelling long distances, or 
with heavy loads. Converting such users to petrol may not improve 
urban air-quality (eg as long distance diesel drivers often use 
motorways which are not typically in urban areas) but would have 
an adverse impact on CO2 performance. n
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INTRODUCTION
The outlook for new car CO2 emissions will be, as ever, dependent 
upon a number of different stakeholders and factors. Automotive 
manufacturers will be looking to bring to market ever more 
competitive products and working towards achieving the 2020 
pan-European CO2 targets. At the same time, consumers want 
safe, efficient vehicles to minimise running costs but are also 
looking for more space, functionality and comfort, all at an 
affordable price. Regulators and government, meanwhile, have 
to balance health and environmental targets with revenues from 
motorists and a desire to support and grow industry, providing 
jobs and creating wealth for the nation. There are also many 
other stakeholders and media influences which shape the type of 
vehicles bought and used in the UK.

Industry advocates a comprehensive approach, looking at the 
broader influences on fleet emissions beyond just new vehicles, to 
enable all stakeholders to work together to understand individual 
impacts and how they interact. Pulling in a common direction will 
achieve the best results and least cost to society.

The EU has set out tailpipe CO2 targets for cars and vans to 
2020/21 and is expected to produce a draft proposal for post 2020 
in 2017. At the same time, the way CO2 emissions are measured 
will change with the introduction of the WLTP emissions test 
procedure later this year. While this will not impact on the actual 
emissions of the vehicle, it will have knock on implications for 
industry, consumer information and taxation measures. The vote 
to leave the EU also gives the UK an opportunity to consider 
whether to continue to align with the EU approach or adopt 
something different. 2017 will be the starting point for some of 
these issues and it could take several years for the impacts and 
policies/regulations to evolve. 

A list of some of the issues which could influence CO2 
performance over the next few years is shown below. To note, 
some of these are potentially conflicting and could offer the 
possibility for making CO2 reduction easier or harder to achieve, 
depending upon how they play out. 

LEVEL OF AMBITION
In 2016 the UK signed up to the 5th Carbon Budget, as proposed 
by the Committee on Climate Change. This set out a legally binding 
commitment to deliver a 57% cut in carbon emissions by 2030, 
from a 1990 base. This is above the EU’s ambition to deliver a 40% 
reduction over the same period. The UK also has a longer term 
target, set out in the Climate Change Act, to reduce national CO2 
emissions by at least 80% by 2050. These give the UK some of the 
most ambitious targets in the world. The government is currently 
working on a new emissions reduction plan to set out how it will 
deliver these targets. 

EU NEW CAR AND VAN CO2 REGULATION
The UK does not have specific emissions targets for cars or a new 
car CO2 fleet average target because it is currently part of the 
pan-European New Car CO2 Regulation (EC 443/2009). This is the 
cornerstone of the EU’s strategy to improve vehicle efficiency and 
is part of its target to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 20% 
by 2020 (from 1990 level). It sets a tailpipe target for new cars in 
the EU to emit not more than an average 95g/km in 2021 (with 
a phase-in of 95% of the fleet achieving this target in 2020). The 
2021 target represents a 40% reduction from the 2007 level of 
158.7g/km. There are significant penalties for companies that miss 
their targets (at €95g/km per gram CO2 over target, multiplied by 
number of vehicle registrations). There is also a regulation for new 
vans (EC 510/2011), which sets out fleet average targets of 175g/
km by 2017 and 147g/km by 2020.

The Commission held a public consultation in the second half of 
2016 on the post 2020 new car and van CO2 Regulations, largely 
around the design of the scheme, rather than the level of ambition. 
SMMT’s views on the post 2020 regulation are set out below. 
The SMMT’s views are broadly aligned with those of ACEA (the 
European vehicle manufacturers association) and CLEPA (the 
European automotive components manufacturers association).  

SMMT POSITION ON THE POST 2020  
NEW CAR CO2 REGULATION
n  There should be an appropriate level of ambition and scientific 

approach to ensure industry has meaningful but deliverable 
targets. Targets should be based on the new WLTP measure 
and be fair reflection of the impact on tailpipe numbers 
from the change in the test procedure. Note that while the 
EC consultation gave no indication on level of ambition, a 
2014 impact assessment it produced ahead of the Paris 
negotiations, ‘ambitious and very ambitious’ policy measures 
specified 70g/km for cars and 110g/km for LCVs in 2030. (All 
figures expressed under NEDC.)

n  Targets should be expressed as a percentage reduction. This 
would enable them to be comparable with the EU’s overall 
level of ambition for CO2 and ensure comparability with other 
sectors. The metric should remain gCO2/km and use mass 
as a parameter. In addition, at this stage, the tank-to-wheel 
approach should be maintained, rather than introducing a 
more complex well-to-wheel or life-cycle analysis approach.

n  The target should be set for 2030, to give industry sufficient 

OUTLOOK FOR NEW CAR CO2 EMISSIONS
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time to develop and implement technological change and be in 
keeping with the timelines adopted in the regulation to 2020.

n  The target should be conditional, for example, based on 
measures such as market uptake of AFVs and infrastructure 
provision. There should be a mid-term review in 2025 to 
consider these points and ensure the level of ambition is still 
realistic.

n  Modalities should be put in place to complement the 2030 
target, for example a focus on ITS applications, off-cycle 
credits and super-credits or similar. 

n  There should be no zero, or low, emission vehicle mandate for 
the new car market, as some stakeholders have suggested. 
Rather, SMMT calls for a technology neutral approach to 
provide manufacturers with flexibility to deliver a broad array 
of products, which might be better suited to the needs of 
particular consumers, rather than pushing industry down a 
particular technology route.

n  Measures that ensure small volume and niche manufacturers 
have targets appropriate to their economic and technical 
potential should be maintained. This would allow smaller 
businesses to enter, grow and bring diversity to the market.

IMPACT OF BREXIT
The UK’s decision to leave the EU will necessitate - at some 
stage - an analysis of the UK contribution towards the New Car 
CO2 Regulation. This will be part of a wider assessment of the 
UK’s regulatory framework and its ongoing relationship with EU 
legislation which governs, in automotive terms, the UK’s biggest 
export market. While understanding that decisions on one 
individual regulation may part of a wider package of measures 
and be subject to broader political decisions, the automotive 
industry is keen to ensure - as a point of principle - regulatory 
harmonisation with Europe. This is one of the main objectives for 
the UK automotive industry as the UK seeks to renegotiate its 
relationship with the EU. Whilst the threat of tariffs and non-tariff 
barriers, arising from exclusion form the customs union, might be 
foremost in Governmental minds, the regulatory issues should not 

be overlooked. Industry will look to Government to minimise any 
market distortions that might result from leaving the EU. 

The UK was the second largest new car market in the EU in 2016 
and represented 18.4% of the total market. Removing the UK 
from the EU’s CO2 fleet performance monitoring and reporting 
would reduce manufacturers’ flexibility in meeting targets by 
reducing the size of the market available to them to sell lower-
emitting vehicles into. It is worth nearing in mind that the UK is a 
generally more affluent market than many other EU markets, able 
to embrace newer, more expensive technology more readily than 
many others. That said, whilst some might advocate a UK-specific 
target, this would leave manufacturers with a more limited market 
within which to manage product offerings and would increase their 
susceptibility to market trends. Moves to split the UK from the 
EU targets would also necessitate a re-baselining of the EU and 
any UK targets, given the mass parameters in the Regulation. The 
level of ambition and incentives/packages in place to encourage 
take up of lower CO2 emitting vehicles in the different markets 
would also be important drivers for manufacturers determining 
where to sell particular products. 
The UK automotive industry is therefore considering its position 
on CO2 regulations, post-Brexit, taking into account the above 

considerations, alongside an uncertain regulatory framework. 
There may be some merit in maintaining the Regulation until 
the end of the current target periods (2021 for cars and 2020 for 
vans) to ensure minimal disruption for all parties but this must 
be balanced against the UK’s own environmental and political 
objectives.  

MOVE TO WLTP
The introduction of the WLTP emissions test cycle will provide 
consumers with a figure that better reflects current driving cycles. 
It will provide industry and stakeholders a new opportunity 
to re-engage with consumers and help re-focus them on the 
importance of making informed purchasing choices. Because 
the WLTP figure will eventually be used for advertising, the new 
car label and taxation purposes, the messaging and timing of its 

COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH
 Energy sources – decarbonise fuels, include fuels in emission trading scheme

 Demand side management – broaden to encourage full fleet activity, AFV support, eco-driving, digital economy

AMBITION
 Delivering environmental goals whilst ensuring competitiveness of auto sector

DESIGN
 2030 targets, with 2025 review

 Targets expressed as % reduciton, based on CO2 g/km, with mass parameter

 Technology neutrality – with no zero-emisison vehicle mandate

 Provisions to remain for small and niche manufacturers

 Complimentary measures – eg super credits, off-cycle credits, ITS applications

 Targets be conditional on market and infrastructure provision (esp for AFVs)

DIAGRAM 3 |  POST 2020 NEW VEHICLE CO2 REGULATION
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introduction needs to be carefully managed to avoid any confusion 
for consumers while vehicles with NEDC and WLTP certifications 
are on sale simultaneously.  

UPTAKE OF ULTRA-LOW EMITTING VEHICLES 
(ULEVS)
ULEVs are typically defined as emitting less than 75g/km of CO2. 
Zero emitting vehicles (ZEVs), such as pure electric or hydrogen 
fuelled vehicles, have zero tailpipe CO2 emissions. Plug-in hybrid 
electric vehicles and some hybrids are the only other technologies, 
at present, able to be classed as ULEVs.

The pace at which these vehicles will enter the market and 
become mainstream is unclear and dependent on an array of 
factors (including technological, financial and convenience). While 
the UK does not have binding targets for vehicle emissions, the 
Committee on Climate Change (CCC), which sets out the Carbon 
Budgets for government, does have scenarios. It sees the UK’s 
car (and van) parc as being close to zero carbon by 2050, with all 
new cars being zero emitting by 2040. The CCC further suggests 
that in order to meet these scenarios, 60% of new cars should be 
zero emission capable by 2030 (with a split of 30% as pure EVs 
and 70% plug-in electric hybrids), having achieved 9% by 2020. By 
comparison, ACEA expect a figure of 2-8% by 2020.

These forecasts continue to look very ambitious, unless significant 
measures are put in place to speed up market transformation. In 
2016 the market share for pure EVs was stable at 0.4%, and with 
plug-in hybrids the combined share rose to 1.4%, or some 36,907 
units. The uptake of alternatively fuelled vehicles will not be linear, 
but the market would need to grow in excess of 30% per annum 
to give a 60% market share by 2030, with more than 1.6 million 
registrations (assuming a stable overall new car market). 

The uptake of zero-carbon vehicles will be closely linked to 
improvements in battery technologies and the ability to break 
down barriers such as high initial purchase price, concerns about 
range and battery life, and recharging times. The battery market 
is not mature and technological changes are on-going. While 
lithium-ion batteries prevail today, lithium-sulphur, lithium-air, 
magnesium-ion and sodium-ion batteries are among those being 
developed, as well as solid-state versions of batteries. Given the 
emerging nature of this work there is considerable scope for the 
UK to engage in addressing the technological, engineering and 
commercial issues associated with these potential solutions. This 
is the focus of the recently launched Industrial Strategy and work 
on this will be taken forward by the Automotive Council. (www.
gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/586626/building-our-industrial-strategy-green-paper.pdf)

The lowest CO2 emitting vehicle using only an internal combustion 
engine (ICE) emitted 79g/km in 2016. It is possible that soon 
ICEs will be also capable of delivering sub 75g/km figures, under 
the NEDC test cycle. These vehicles are expected to remain key 
players in the market for many years and therefore delivering 
progress in ‘traditional’ technologies will therefore still be 
required. It is important to note that these ICE sales also help 
support manufacturer investment in new technologies.

The importance of diesels in delivering carbon emissions 
reductions is also important. As outlined earlier in the report, 

diesels can emit 20% lower CO2 than equivalent powered petrol-
fuelled vehicles. Therefore, measures that moderate diesel uptake 
could have implications for CO2 targets. Industry is increasingly 
concerned that new diesels will be subject to punitive penalties in 
pursuit of a justifiable need to improve air quality but which may 
have unintended consequences.

Balancing urban air quality and CO2 emissions is important. Air 
quality standards are covered by Euro standards, which set 
limits on the amount of NOx and PM (as well as other pollutants) 
a vehicle can emit. The move to the Euro 6 standard and the 
introduction of Real Driving Emissions (RDE) testing should ensure 
the impact on air quality, from new cars at least, is minimised, 
allowing policy measures to re-focus on CO2. Industry has spent 
billions transforming diesel engine emissions technology. New 
diesels are vastly improved and approaching parity to petrol on 
emissions that affect air quality under the latest Euro 6 standards. 
The cost of engineering vehicles to meet this standard is significant 
and will shape product planning.

The focus on connected and autonomous vehicles (CAVs) could 
also have a positive impact on CO2 emissions. As vehicles 
communicate with each other there is the potential to reduce 
accidents congestion and whilst minimising human input could 
help the vehicle run at its optimum, thus reducing emissions.

Vehicle manufacturers are increasingly looking at car clubs and car 
sharing schemes to ensure consumers have access to a desired 
vehicle when needed, without requiring full-time ownership 
with its implicit costs. This should ensure vehicles are used 
more effectively and could also give drivers access to the latest 
technologies more quickly. Trends to urbanisation and consumer 
preference for ‘mobility solutions’ rather than vehicle ownership 
could see significant changes to the traditional business model of 
selling new vehicles. SMMT’s response to the EC’s consultation on 
post-2020 CO2 Regulation suggested additional merit should be 
given to manufacturers which actively support car clubs or efficient 
driver training, reflecting the additional CO2 savings these could 
deliver.

GOVERNMENT SUPPORT FOR LOWER CO2 
EMITTING VEHICLES
The UK government has been very supportive of the move to lower 
emitting vehicles, through early adoption of CO2-based taxes (eg 
Vehicle Excise Duty (VED) and Company Car Tax (CCT)), as well 
as consumer incentives such as the Plug-in Car Grant, promoting 
low emission vehicles via the Go Ultra Low campaign and 
providing money for R&D to help the UK be at the forefront of new 
technologies. Recent changes to VED, however, are an example 
of where environmental and fiscal policies are unaligned and this 
should be avoided in future.

In 2016 the government announced a further £90 million to be 
invested in ULEVs and CAVs by 2020-21, as well as £40 million 
additional funding for the Plug-in Car Grant, £80 million for ULEV 
charging infrastructure, £150 million in support for low emission 
buses and taxis, £20 million for the development of alternative 
aviation and heavy goods vehicle fuels and £100 million for new UK 
CAV testing infrastructure. 

Provision of effective and convenient infrastructure will help 
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increase uptake of pure electric and hydrogen vehicles. Hydrogen 
re-refuelling stations will be necessary to enable motorists to 
refuel and will require considerable strategic planning. While 
much of the pure electric vehicle charging will be done at home 
or at the workplace, provision and location of rapid chargers can 
help allay any fears, perceived or otherwise, about need for public 
charge-points. The importance of local authorities to support the 
provision of on-street charging will also be important to realising 
national ambitions for uptake of zero-emission capable vehicles. 
Industry would welcome joined up engagement to help deliver this 
infrastructure. It is also important that these, and other, measures 
do not undermine the residual values of pure electric and hydrogen 
vehicles, especially as residual values play values play such an 
important role in finance and leasing arrangements.

The 2017 Vehicle Technology and Aviation Bill (formerly called 
the Modern Transport Bill) provides the government powers to 
help with electric vehicle infrastructure. This includes data on 
charge point locations and availability, set minimum technical 
specifications for charge point connectors, oblige charge point 
network operators to allow interoperability between networks, 
mandate EV infrastructure at motorway service areas and large 
fuel retailers and require that charge points are ‘smart’ and can 
interact with the electricity grid. 

Industry remains concerned that forthcoming changes to the 
VED and CCT regimes will diminish the incentive for new plug-in 
electric vehicles, while the 2017 VED changes also remove the 
incentive for used car buyers. Given the early the early nature 
of the ULEV market, continued long-term support and signals 
are still necessary to encourage market transformation. It is 
also confusing that the VED and CCT bands do not have any 
consistency between them on the CO2 bands. 

BIOFUELS
Biofuels, which include ethanol, biodiesel and natural gas, can help 
reduce CO2 by replacing fossil fuels with those derived directly 
from plants or indirectly from agricultural, commercial, domestic, 
and/or industrial wastes. Biofuels can also reduce some other 
pollutant emissions, notably particulate matters. 

Currently petrol and diesel sold in the UK already contain biofuels, 
E5 allows for up to 5% of petrol to be made up of ethanol and B7 
allows for up to 7% of diesel fuel to be biodiesel. The UK is also 
looking to introduce E10, and most petrol cars are designed to 
run on this level of fuel (provided it meets the appropriate BSI 
standards). It is important that the fuel quality is correct, to avoid 
any issues which imped the normal operation of the vehicle and 
tarnish the image of biofuels. The higher use of biofuels could 
help reduce emissions from the vehicle fleet. However, the source 
of the biofuel is important to sustainability and the broader 
environmental issues.  

MARKET TRANSFORMATION REQUIRES A 
COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH
New cars only represent around 8% of all cars in use and therefore 
have a comparatively small impact on total road transport 
emissions, so tackling emissions from all cars, as well as other 
vehicles, including vans, lorries, buses and coaches, is key. 

The comprehensive approach seeks to reduce CO2 emissions by 
drawing on a broader array of solutions than new cars alone. This 
would still include the vehicle itself, but also faster fleet renewal, 
intelligent transport systems (ITS), improving infrastructure, 
decarbonising fuels and altering driver behaviour. These changes 
go beyond just the role of the automotive industry, requiring 
engagement with a broader range of stakeholders, including fuel 
suppliers, government and policy makers, media and consumers. 

ACEA provides further detail on the comprehensive approach – see 
www.acea.be/publications/article/backgrounder-reducing-CO2-
emissions-from-cars-and-vans.   
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CONCLUSION

The UK has made excellent progress in reducing average new 
car CO2 emissions, cutting them by almost a third since 2000. 
Technology gains have been evident in internal combustion 
engine vehicles as well as the introduction and deployment of 
alternatively-fuelled vehicles. At the same time vehicles have 
been designed to meet ever stricter air-quality standards whilst 
satisfying consumer demand for more spacious and luxurious 
products. All the while maintaining affordability in an ever more 
competitive market. 

2016 did see a more modest reduction in new car CO2 emissions 
than in previous years, a slowdown reflective of the change in 
vehicle type – in terms of segment shift and slight reduction 
in diesel market share. This highlights the challenge of the UK 
meetings its climate change ambitions and the UK automotive 
market contributing towards the achievement of the 2021 
target – both which would require a notable pick-up in the rate 
of improvement. The broader introduction of zero and ultra-low 
emission vehicles with the requisite increase in infrastructure 
provision will be critical if this target is to be achieved.

2017 will see significant regulatory transformation which will 
help shape the trajectory of CO2 performance and the types of 
vehicles we use. The metric for measuring vehicle emissions will 
change, new longer-term targets will be developed and potentially 
competing ambitions for air quality improvement will have to be 
met. Simultaneously, we will see reforms to vehicle taxation, some 
of which may be counter-productive. Further, the future regulatory 
framework post Brexit will present additional challenges and 
opportunities for industry. Any new measures must be carefully 
managed and co-operative and engaged thinking by all key 
stakeholders will be critical to ensuring the market can evolve in 
a meaningfully way, delivering both CO2 and air quality objectives, 
whilst supporting economic growth and the competitiveness of 
the UK motor industry. 
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WU03EW - Location of usual residence and place of work by method of travel to work (MSOA level)

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 12 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 and over in employment the week before the census

units Persons

date 2011

method of travel to work Driving a car or van

usual residence : 2011 

super output area - middle 

layer

E02006471 : North 

Warwickshire 004

E02006468 : North Warwickshi  85 E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 208
E02006469 : North Warwickshi  123 E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 112
E02006470 : North Warwickshi  68 E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 246
E02006471 : North Warwickshi  246 E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 127
E02006472 : North Warwickshi  44 E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 53
E02006473 : North Warwickshi  127 746
E02006474 : North Warwickshi  53

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly small counts at the lowest geographies.

KS401EW - Dwellings, household spaces and accommodation type

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 12 January 2018]

population All dwellings; all household spaces

units Household spaces and Dwellings

rural urban Total

dwelling type All categories: Dwelling type

2011 super output area - 

middle layer
2011 total units increase % increase

E02006468 : North Warwickshi  4,317 E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 7,971 3503 44
E02006469 : North Warwickshi  3,654 E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 8,909 3034 34
E02006470 : North Warwickshi  5,020 E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 3,016 189 6
E02006471 : North Warwickshi  3,016 E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 4,485 95 2
E02006472 : North Warwickshi  3,889 E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2,652 0 0
E02006473 : North Warwickshi  4,485

E02006474 : North Warwickshi  2,652

Additional Trips - 
Local Plan 

place of work



E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 2.61% 11,474 299 91
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 1.26% 11,943 150 38
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 8.16% 3,205 261 15
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 2.83% 4,580 130 3
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2.00% 2,652 53 0

148

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 15.9 8299.8 758,679       120.1 91,117,395.61   
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 17.5 9135 348,428       120.1 41,846,217        
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 7.4 3862.8 59,548         120.1 7,151,725           
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 5.8 3027.6 8,144            120.1 978,152              

1,174,800    141,093,489      

Scenario 2
500 in Coleshill

Suggested 
Increase 

Additional 
Trips - 500 in 
C

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 2.61% 3253 11,224 293 85
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 1.26% 2784 11,693 147 35
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 8.16% 189 3,205 261 15
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 2.83% 595 5,080 144 17
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2.00% 0 2,652 53 0

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 15.9 8299.8 704,534       120.1 84,614,584.04   
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 17.5 9135 319,718       120.1 38,398,110        
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 7.4 3862.8 59,548         120.1 7,151,725           
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 5.8 3027.6 51,010         120.1 6,126,321           

1,134,810    136,290,740      4,802,749        4.80         tonnes CO2



Scenario 3
1000 in Coleshill 

Suggested 
Increase 

Additional 
Trips - Local 
Plan 

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 2.61% 3003 10,974 286 78  
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 1.26% 2534 11,443 144 32
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 8.16% 189 3,205 261 15
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 2.83% 1095 5,580 158 31
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2.00% 0 2,652 53 0

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 15.9 8299.8 650,389       120.1 78,111,772.48   
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 17.5 9135 291,008       120.1 34,950,004        
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 7.4 3862.8 59,548         120.1 7,151,725           
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 5.8 3027.6 93,876         120.1 11,274,490        

1,094,821    131,487,991      9,605,498        9.61         tonnes CO2



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Technical Note   
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APPENDIX D  - BIRCH COPPICE CALCULATIONS 

  



WU03EW - Location of usual residence and place of work by method of travel to work (MSOA level)

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 15 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 and over in employment the week before the census

units Persons

date 2011

method of travel to work Driving a car or van

place of work

usual residence : 2011 super output 

area - middle layer

E02006469 : North 

Warwickshire 002

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 226 E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 499
E02006469 : North Warwickshire 002 273 E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 224
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 134 E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 90
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 90 E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 27
E02006472 : North Warwickshire 005 90 E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 28
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 27 868
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 28

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly small counts at the lowest geographies.

KS401EW - Dwellings, household spaces and accommodation type

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 12 January 2018]

population All dwellings; all household spaces

units Household spaces and Dwellings

rural urban Total

dwelling type All categories: Dwelling type

2011 super output area - middle layer 2011 total units increase % increase
E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 4,317 E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 7,971 3503 44
E02006469 : North Warwickshire 002 3,654 E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 8,909 3034 34
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 5,020 E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 3,016 189 6
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 3,016 E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 4,485 95 2
E02006472 : North Warwickshire 005 3,889 E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2,652 0 0
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 4,485

E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 2,652

Additional Trips - 
Local Plan 

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 6.26% 11,474 718 219
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 2.51% 11,943 300 76
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 2.98% 3,205 96 6
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 0.60% 4,580 28 1



E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 1.06% 2,652 28 0
302

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 3.5 1827 400,651       120.1 48,118,206.16     
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 8.4 4384.8 334,491       120.1 40,172,368           
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 12.2 6368.4 35,917         120.1 4,313,664             
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 17.2 8978.4 5,135            120.1 616,690                

776,194       93,220,928           

Scenario 2
500 in Coleshill

Suggested 
Increase 

Additional 
Trips - 500 in 
C

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 6.26% 3253 11,224 703 204
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 2.51% 2784 11,693 294 70
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 2.98% 189 3,205 96 6
E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 0.60% 595 5,080 31 4
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 1.06% 0 2,652 28 0

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 3.5 1827 372,058       120.1 44,684,134.93     
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 8.4 4384.8 306,929       120.1 36,862,186           
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 12.2 6368.4 35,917         120.1 4,313,664             
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 17.2 8978.4 32,160         120.1 3,862,427             

747,064       89,722,412           3,498,517    3.50         tonnes CO2

Scenario 3
1000 in Coleshill 

Suggested 
Increase 

Additional 
Trips - Local 
Plan 

E02006468 : North Warwickshire 001 + 002 6.26% 3003 10,974 687 188
E02006470 : North Warwickshire 003 + 005 2.51% 2534 11,443 288 64
E02006471 : North Warwickshire 004 2.98% 189 3,205 96 6



E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006 0.60% 1095 5,580 34 7
E02006474 : North Warwickshire 007 1.06% 0 2,652 28 0

KM per year 
Total km 
travelled 

AVG CO2 
Emission Total 

Distance from the centre of Polesworth and Dordon (001 + 002) 3.5 1827 343,464       120.1 41,250,063.69     
Distance from the centre of Atherston (003 + 005) 8.4 4384.8 279,367       120.1 33,552,004           
Distance from the north of Coleshill (004) 12.2 6368.4 35,917         120.1 4,313,664             
Distance from the centre of Coleshill (006) 17.2 8978.4 59,185         120.1 7,108,163             

717,934       86,223,895           6,997,033    7.00         tonnes CO2

58,260         



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Technical Note   
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QS701EW - Method of travel to work

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 29 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74

units Persons

area type 2011 super output areas - middle layer

Total

Method of Travel to Work

Coleshill % Atherstone %

Polesworth 

and Dordon %

Work mainly at or from home 252 5 448 5 427 4

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 3 0 11 0 2 0

Train 206 4 101 1 103 1

Bus, minibus or coach 247 5 260 3 217 2

Taxi 14 0 60 1 39 0

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 22 0 102 1 74 1

Driving a car or van 3,812 72 6,868 71 7,293 77

Passenger in a car or van 286 5 631 7 658 7

Bicycle 61 1 107 1 128 1

On foot 384 7 1,015 11 545 6

Other method of travel to work 17 0 50 1 40 0

5,304 9,653 9,526

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly 

small counts at the lowest geographies.



QS701EW - Method of travel to work

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 29 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74

units Persons

area type 2011 super output areas - middle layer

area name E02006473 : North Warwickshire 006

rural urban Total

Method of Travel to Work 2011

Work mainly at or from home 252

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 3

Train 206

Bus, minibus or coach 247

Taxi 14

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 22

Driving a car or van 3,812

Passenger in a car or van 286

Bicycle 61

On foot 384

Other method of travel to work 17

Not in employment 2,110

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly small 

counts at the lowest geographies.



QS701EW - Method of travel to work

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 29 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74

units Persons

date 2011

rural urban Total

Method of Travel to Work
E02006470 : North 

Warwickshire 003

E02006472 : North 

Warwickshire 005

Work mainly at or from home 223 225

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 4 7

Train 62 39

Bus, minibus or coach 99 161

Taxi 38 22

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 57 45

Driving a car or van 3,539 3,329

Passenger in a car or van 327 304

Bicycle 73 34

On foot 784 231

Other method of travel to work 26 24

Not in employment 2,911 2,218

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly 

small counts at the lowest geographies.



QS701EW - Method of travel to work

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 29 January 2018]

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74

units Persons

date 2011

rural urban Total

Method of Travel to Work
E02006468 : North 

Warwickshire 001

E02006469 : North 

Warwickshire 002

Work mainly at or from home 271 156

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 1 1

Train 70 33

Bus, minibus or coach 92 125

Taxi 11 28

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 35 39

Driving a car or van 4,125 3,168

Passenger in a car or van 348 310

Bicycle 57 71

On foot 307 238

Other method of travel to work 17 23

Not in employment 2,461 2,152

In order to protect against disclosure of personal information, records have been swapped between different geographic areas. Some counts will be affected, particularly small counts 

at the lowest geographies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

i. The North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan sets a minimum requirement for 5,808 

additional dwellings in the Borough over the period 2011-2033, with the aspiration to provide 

a further 3,790 dwellings to meet some of the shortfall arising from the Greater Birmingham & 

Black Country Housing Market Area (HMA) resulting in a total requirement of 9,598 dwellings 

(2011-2033). 

 

ii. The Draft Submission Local Plan allocates 95 dwellings to the settlement of Coleshill as a 

Market Town.  This Study has been undertaken to test whether an additional 95 dwellings 

(2011-2033) will be sufficient to meet the local needs of Coleshill’s future population.  

 
iii. Our Study identifies a minimum need for 218 dwellings in Coleshill (2011-2033) in accordance 

with the Government’s official 2014-based population and household projections, including an 

adjustment to address suppressed household formation for younger people aged 25-44 years.  

Whilst the Government projections are only published at local authority level, our Study has 

produced an equivalent projection for Coleshill that is consistent with the official projection for 

North Warwickshire. 

 
iv. Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that the Government’s official population and 

household projections represent the starting point of housing need only.  Adjustments can be 

made to the starting point to: reflect factors affecting local demography; support economic 

growth; and address worsening market signals. 

 
v. The starting point for North Warwickshire Borough according to the 2014-based projections is 

3,270 dwellings (2011-2033) and therefore the draft Submission Local Plan’s minimum housing 

requirement of 5,808 dwellings has taken account of economic growth and provided an uplift 

to address worsening market signals in the Borough, in accordance with PPG. 

 
vi. Our Study has tested the implications of the minimum housing requirement (5,808 dwellings) 

on housing need in Coleshill.  Our analysis has identified that if the Borough builds 5,808 new 

dwellings (2011-2033), 453 of the dwellings will be required within Coleshill to meet the needs 

of Coleshill’s future population, assuming existing demographic relationships between Coleshill 

and the wider Borough continue. 

 
vii. Should the aspirational housing requirement be delivered (9,598 dwellings) in North 

Warwickshire, our analysis has identified a need for 847 of these dwellings to be within 

Coleshill. 
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viii. NPPF requires the need to create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities (Paragraph 50).  

Furthermore, the Government is committed to sustainable economic growth and considers 

significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the 

planning system (Paragraph 19). 

 
ix. Given Coleshill’s status as a Market Town, it is essential that Coleshill maintains a strong local 

economy and local workforce.  Our Study identifies that an additional 453 dwellings in Coleshill 

(housing need we have assessed according to the draft Submission Local Plan minimum 

requirement of 5,808 dwellings) will keep Coleshill’s working age population stable.  Planning 

for fewer than 453 dwellings in Coleshill will result in a declining working age population, 

jeopardising Coleshill’s status as a Market Town. 

 
x. In light of the findings of our Study, we consider that the housing requirement for Coleshill of 

95 dwellings (2011-2033) within the draft Submission Local Plan, should be increased to at 

least 453 dwellings in order to meet the Borough’s overall housing target and to ensure that 

the NPPF policies of delivering mixed and balanced communities are achieved along with 

maintaining and enhancing the vitality of sustainable communities. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This Study has been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Richborough Estates Limited. 

The purpose of the study is to provide an up to date assessment of future population growth 

and associated housing need in the settlement of Coleshill, North Warwickshire, based on 

robust assumptions of future demographic change. 

 

1.2 For the purposes of our analysis, we have defined the settlement of Coleshill as comprising of 

the two electoral wards of Coleshill North and Coleshill South (from here on referred to 

collectively as Coleshill).  Figure 1.1 shows the extent of the Coleshill Study Area we have 

assumed for our analysis.    

 

 Figure 1.1:   Coleshill Study Area, North Warwickshire 
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1.3 The Study we present here is structured as follows: 

 

• Section 2: National and Local Planning Policy, which summarises the relevant policy 

in relation to assessing housing need; 

 

• Section 3: Existing Demographic Profile and Housing Stock presents the 

demographic profile of Coleshill in the base year of our assessment (2011) according 

to the Mid-Year Population Estimates and a profile of the local population based on the 

Mosaic Consumer Classification.  The existing housing stock of Coleshill according to 

the 2011 Census is also presented;  

 
• Section 4: Future Population and Housing Growth Assessment presents the 

results of our bespoke demographic modelling for Coleshill demonstrating how the 

population of Coleshill is projected to increase over the period 2011-2033 and how this 

translates into a need for additional housing; 

 

• Section 5: Conclusions and Way Forward, summarises the findings of our 

assessment of population growth and local housing needs for Coleshill over the period 

2011-2033.
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2.0 NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 

 

 National Planning Policy 

  

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 27 March 2012)   

 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies 

for England and how these are expected to be applied. The presumption in favour of sustainable 

development is said to sit at the heart of the NPPF, and this requires that local planning 

authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, 

and that local plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt 

to rapid change. 

 

2.2 In respect of housing requirements, the NPPF (paragraph 47) confirms the need for local 

authorities to significantly boost the supply of housing and in doing so confirms that local 

authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing.   

 
2.3 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to plan for a mix of housing based 

on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in 

the community.  Paragraph 50 states how the NPPF’s objective is to create mixed and 

balanced communities: 

 

“To deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities 
for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed 
communities, local planning authorities should: 
 

• plan for a mix of housing based on current and future 
demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different 
groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families 
with children, older people, people with disabilities, service 
families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 

 
• identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is 

required in particular locations, reflecting local demand.” (our 
emphasis) 

 

2.4 In respect of Plan-making paragraph 159 states: 

  

“Local Planning authorities should have a clear understanding of 
housing needs in their area.  They should: 
 
Prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their 
housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing 
market areas cross-administrative boundaries.  The Strategic Housing 
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Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and 
the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over 
the plan period which: 
 
Meets household and population projections, taking account of 
migration and demographic change; 

 
Addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable 
housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, 
but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with 
disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own 
homes); and 

 
Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary 
to meet this demand” (our emphasis) 

 

 

2.5 This study responds to the NPPF requirements by identifying population and household change 

in Coleshill across all age groups. 

 

 

ii) Planning Practice Guidance (PPG – 06 March 2014) 

 
2.6 The PPG supports the policies of the NPPF and provides detailed guidance on how to implement 

the policies in practice.  Included within this is a section (PPG ID2a) relating to the Housing 

and Economic Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA).  

 

2.7 The primary objective of the HEDNA is to identify the future quantity of housing needed, 

including a breakdown by type, tenure and need (PPG ID2a 002). 

 
2.8 The HEDNA presents a methodology for assessing overall housing need and goes on to state:  

 

“Once an overall housing figure has been identified, plan makers 
will need to break this down by tenure, household type (singles, 
couples and families) and household size.  Plan makers should 
therefore examine current and future trends of: 
 

• the proportion of the population of different age profile; 
• the types of household (eg singles, couples, families by age 

group, numbers of children and dependents); 
• the current housing stock size of dwellings (eg one, two+ 

bedrooms); 
• the tenure composition of housing. 

 
This information should be drawn together to understand how age 
profile and household mix relate to each other, and how this may 
change in the future.  When considering future need for different 
types of housing, plan makers will need to consider whether they 
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plan to attract a different age profile eg increasing the number of 
working age people.”1 (Our emphasis) 

 
 

2.9 This study is set in the context of the PPG for assessing change in age profile and household 

change in the study area. 

 

 

iii) Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (February 2017) 

 

2.10 The Housing White Paper was published in February 2017, and acknowledges a need for 225-

275,000 new homes per annum to keep up with population growth and start to tackle years of 

under-supply in the country. 2 The Paper acknowledges that one of the main problems leading 

to significant under-supply of housing has been the failure of local authorities to plan for the 

homes they need.3 

 

2.11 To solve the country’s housing shortage the White Paper states a ‘radical re-think of our whole 

approach to home building’ is required.4  Planning for the right homes in the right places is 

critical. 

 
2.12 The White Paper seeks to support small and medium sized sites, and thriving rural communities 

stating: 

 
“There are opportunities to go further to support a good mix of sites 
and meet rural housing needs, especially where scope exists to 
expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps provide 
homes for local people. This is especially important in those rural 
areas where a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing a 
particular challenge for local people. With these objectives in mind we 
are proposing a number of additional changes to the National Planning 
Policy Framework to:  
 

• highlight the opportunities that neighbourhood plans present 
for identifying and allocating small sites that are suitable for 
housing, drawing on the knowledge of local communities;  

 
• encourage local planning authorities to identify opportunities 

for villages to thrive, especially where this would support 
services and help meet the need to provide homes for local 
people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up; 
and  

 

                                                           
1 Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 2a-021-20150326, How should the needs for all types of housing be addressed?, Planning 
Practice Guidance, 06 March 2014 (revised 26 March 2015) 
2 Paragraph 2, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
3 Paragraph 4, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
4 Paragraph 5, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 14, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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• give much stronger support for ‘rural exception’ sites that 
provide affordable homes for local people – by making clear 
that these should be considered positively where they can 
contribute to meeting identified local housing needs, even if 
this relies on an element of general market housing to ensure 
that homes are genuinely affordable for local people.” 5 

 

 

Local Planning Policy 

 

iv) North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan (October 2017) 
 

2.13 The new North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan sets out the policies and site 

allocations for development in the Borough over the period 2011-2033.  The draft Plan was 

consulted on between November 2016 and March 2017, and will be again in late 2017, based 

on the document being presented to North Warwickshire’s Executive Board on 18th October 

2017. 

 

2.14 Policy LP6 of the draft Local Plan sets a requirement for a minimum of 5,808 dwellings to be 

built in the Borough with an aspiration to deliver a further 3,790 dwellings to assist with the 

shortfall from the Greater Birmingham & Black Country HMA.  This results in a total requirement 

of 9,598 dwellings (2011-2033). 

 
2.15 With regards to housing development, draft Submission Local Plan Policy LP7 states that 

developments will be required to: 

 
“Provide for a variety of types and tenures that reflect the needs of 
the Borough and of the settlement.  Sites will be expected to provide 
for a range of needs and opportunities including: homes for those with 
mobility issues; homes for older people; homes for young people; and 
plots for custom /self builders.”6 (our emphasis) 

 
 

2.16 The settlement of Coleshill is classified as a Category 1 ‘Green Belt Market Town’.  The draft 

Submission Plan defines a Market Town as: 

 

“A settlement in a predominantly rural area that functions as a service 
centre for the inhabitants of the town and its hinterland”7 
 
 

2.17 The draft Plan defines a Local Service Centre as: 

 

                                                           
5 Paragraph 1.29, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 25, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
6 Policy LP7, page 37, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017 
7 Page 116, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017 
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“A rural village which, in terms of its size and location, the number 
and range of services and facilities it contains, and its accessibility by 
a range of means of transport, enable it to provide for the day-to day 
needs of its own population and that of the surrounding rural area and 
other smaller rural settlements.  They represent the locations where 
housing, employment, schooling, health care, and other facilities are 
to be concentrated in the interests of establishing sustainable 
patterns of development.”8 (our emphasis) 

 

2.18 On this basis, Policy LP2 of the draft Submission Local Plan states that: 

 

“Development for employment, housing (including affordable 
housing), services and other facilities will be permitted within the 
development boundaries of the Market Towns.”9  

 

2.19 Development proposals (both housing and economic) within the emerging Local Plan are 

therefore directed initially towards the Market Towns or within the boundaries of the Local 

Service Centres.  

 

2.20 Policy LP39 of the draft Submission Plan allocates a total of 95 units for development in Coleshill 

on three housing sites.  

 
2.21 Although Coleshill is defined as a Category 1 Market Town, the draft Submission Local Plan 

proposes smaller scale development in Coleshill than the adopted Core Strategy due to the 

Green Belt wrapping around the settlement.10  Nonetheless, the draft Local Plan does state:  

 
“Development in the Core Strategy was limited to land inside the 
development boundary.  This was taken forward in the Draft Site 
Allocations Plan.  Although there are a few opportunities it is 
considered necessary to allocate land outside of its current 
boundaries and remove land from the Green Belt.  This will allow for 
some development to take place and maintain Coleshill as a Market 
Town.”11 

 

2.22 In the context of the draft Submission Local Plan policies, this Study seeks to establish whether 

95 additional dwellings in Coleshill will meet the needs of the settlement’s population.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 Page 116, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017 
9 Policy LP2, page 24, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017  
10 Paragraph 7.6, page 23, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017 
11 Paragraph 15.25, page 87, North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan, October 2017 
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v)  North Warwickshire’s Draft Local Plan – Sustainability Appraisal Report 

(February 2017)  

 

2.23 Although the draft Local Plan proposes four allocations for residential development in Coleshill, 

the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal identified eight reasonable residential site options.  Two 

of the eight sites are considered to be large (over 5 hectares) and therefore generate more 

significant negative effects than the other options.  However, the remaining six sites are 

considered to be small sites and the Sustainability Appraisal states ‘all sites generally generate 

the same number of significant positive effects’. 12  

 

vi) Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan – Shaping the Future of Coleshill 2015-2030

  

2.24 The Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan has been made following a referendum held on 4th May 2017. 

 

2.25 One of the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan is to support the allocation for a minimum of 

275 dwellings in Coleshill as established by the adopted Core Strategy (2014) in Policy NW5.  

The Neighbourhood Plan states that it wants to ensure that the current housing needs within 

Coleshill are realised and support the continued sustainable growth of the town.13  

 
2.26 The Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan does acknowledge concern regarding the affordability of 

housing for young families and single occupiers.  A quote from a local resident is cited: 

 
“I have been trying to purchase a house for the last year in Coleshill 
but prices are too high and there are not enough homes suitable for 
first time buyers especially now you need such a big deposit.  This is 
a shame as I have grown up in Coleshill and would like to stay here.” 14 

 
2.27 Planning permission for 186 of the new dwellings has already been granted and the 

Neighbourhood Plan identifies sites for the remaining 89 dwellings. 

 
2.28 However, it is important to note that an additional 275 dwellings are expressed as a ‘minimum’ 

and there is recognition that the Borough Council could revise this figure.  The Neighbourhood 

Plan is worded as such that the implication is housing numbers could increase stating ‘if so, 

additional housing sites should be discussed with the Coleshill Town Council’ 15. 

 
2.29 Whilst we acknowledge the Neighbourhood Plan reflects the adopted Core Strategy’s policies, 

the new draft North Warwickshire Local Plan downgrades Coleshill’s housing requirement on 

                                                           
12 Paragraph 5.27, page 66, North Warwickshire Local Plan, Sustainability Appraisal, February 2017 
13 Page 17, Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
14 Page 22, Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
15 Page 17, Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
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the basis of green belt constraints.  Nonetheless, the Neighbourhood Plan can accommodate 

the higher growth for Coleshill contained in the Core Strategy also stating: 

 
“A number of other brownfield redevelopment opportunities are 
available to address the housing need and further opportunities may 
also arise as a result of permitted development right changes for 
commercial office space to residential.”16 

 

2.30 Furthermore, the Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan recognises that ‘a strong local economy is 

essential to preserve and enhance Coleshill as a focal point for business activity and 

employment in the area’ 17 

 

 

vii) Summary 

 

2.31 In summary, the NPPF and PPG identify how housing should be significantly boosted, and that 

every effort should be made to establish inclusive, sustainable, mixed and balanced 

communities. 

 

2.32 At the local level, the draft North Warwickshire Submission Local Plan (October 2017) sets a 

minimum requirement for 5,808 additional dwellings, with the aspiration to deliver a further 

3,790 dwellings to meet Birmingham’s shortfall (2011-2033).  This results in a total requirement 

of 9,598 additional dwellings in the Borough over the period 2011-2033. 

 
2.33 The draft Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan intends to initially direct both housing and 

economic development to the Borough’s Market Towns and therefore contains policies to 

support the spatial distribution of growth across the Borough, with Policies LP2 and LP39 

identifying Coleshill as a Category 1 Market Town and allocating a total of 95 new dwellings in 

Coleshill.   

 
2.34 The allocation for Coleshill in the draft Local Plan of 95 dwellings is a reduced requirement 

from the adopted Core Strategy’s requirement of 275 dwellings for Coleshill.  Nonetheless, the 

recently approved Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan makes provision for the higher requirement of 

275 dwellings, also suggesting the potential to support further housing growth expressing 

growth of 275 dwellings as a minimum. 

 
2.35 Furthermore, the Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan wants to ensure that the housing needs within 

Coleshill are realised and that local demand is catered for and strives to maintain a strong local 

economy for Coleshill.   

                                                           
16 Page 19, Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
17 Page 16, Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 
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2.36 This Study tests whether 95 additional dwellings would be sufficient to meet the future housing 

needs of Coleshill’s population in keeping with the Local Plan’s definition of a Market Town.   
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3.0 EXISTING DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE AND HOUSING STOCK 
 
 

3.1 This section of the report sets out the population profile of Coleshill in the base year of our 

assessment (2011) and historic change since 2001.  We also provide a profile of the local 

population based on the Mosaic Consumer Classification and consider the profile of the existing 

housing stock of Coleshill.  

 

i) 2011 Mid-Year Population Estimates 

 

3.2 The Office for National Statistics (ONS) estimates Coleshill to have a population of 6,480 people 

in 2011.  Figure 3.1 compares the age profile of Coleshill with the average for North 

Warwickshire and England. 

 

Figure 3.1: Age profile of Coleshill– 2011 MYPE 

 
Source: ONS 
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3.3 Figure 3.1 demonstrates how Coleshill has an older population profile than the national average 

and a large very old population (aged 75+) in comparison to the Borough average.  Coleshill 

also has a lower proportion of people aged 0-19 years and 50-69 years.  Whilst Coleshill 

currently has a higher proportion of people aged 20-49 years, over time this age group is 

expected to decline as a combined result of natural ageing and not being replenished due to a 

smaller 0-19 year old cohort currently.  As such, the population profile of Coleshill suggests 

that Coleshill is not currently a mixed and balanced community as required by the NPPF.   

 

ii) Historic Population Change 

 

3.4 Since 2001, the population of Coleshill has increased by 140 people from 6,340 people in 2001 

to 6,480 people in 2011 demonstrating growth of just 2% over the 10-year period.   

 

3.5 However, Figure 3.2 identifies that despite Coleshill experiencing population growth between 

2001 and 2011, there has been a decline in the child (0 to 15 years) and the core working age 

population (aged 25 to 44 years) which is in contrast to an increasing older population (aged 

65+ years). 

 
Figure 3.2: 2001 to 2011 Population Change (%) by age group of Coleshill 

 
Source: 2001 Census (KS002) and 2011 Census (KS102EW)        
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3.6 It is therefore evident that Coleshill is already experiencing an ageing population.  Without 

new housing growth to attract younger families the ageing effect will only be exacerbated, 

potentially jeopardising the role of Coleshill as a Category 1 Market Town.  

   

 

iii) Mosaic Consumer Classification 

 

3.7 Experian derived, Mosaic UK provides an understanding of consumer behaviour through 

segmentation of the Country’s population.  Customer segmentation gives a better 

understanding of locations and the people they serve, and aids the decision-making process to 

ensure the right mix of development is considered for the right balance of people. 

 

3.8 Based on specifically targeted demographic data, analysis of consumer behaviour, potential 

risk and investment opportunity is possible.  In the case of Coleshill, Mosaic classifications can 

be used to identify the characteristics of the existing population and to assist in determining 

the size and type of development required in the future. 

 
3.9 Figure 3.3 (overleaf) presents the Mosaic Profile of Coleshill households alongside the Borough 

and national averages. 

 
3.10 Coleshill is characterised by a large majority of households classified as ‘First-Rung Futures’.  

These households are typified by younger couples and singles who have not yet had children, 

who have bought value homes with space to grow in affordable but pleasant areas.  Most likely 

to live in two or three-bed semi-detached or terraced properties, these residents are most 

likely to be aged in their late twenties and have overall household incomes of £20,000 to 

£29,000.  

 
3.11 There is also a high percentage (10%) of households characterised as ‘Family Ties’.  These 

households will be active families with teens and adult children whose prolonged support eats 

into household resources.  In this instance, the household composition is likely to include 

parents (in their late forties) and other adults i.e. older students or older children who still live 

at home post-education.  Such families will own their own homes and have an annual overall 

income between £40,000 and £49,000. 
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Figure 3.3: Mosaic Type Profile 

 
 

B Bank of Mum and 
Dad, 6%

E Dependable Me, 
6%

E Boomerang 
Boarders, 7%

E Family Ties, 10%

F Solo Retirees, 6%

H First-Rung 
Futures, 16%

N Pocket Pensions, 
4%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%

Rural Vogue
Scattered Homesteads

Wealthy Landowners
Village Retirement

Empty-Nest Adventure
Bank of Mum and Dad

Alpha Families
Premium Fortunes

Diamond Days
World-Class Wealth

Penthouse Chic
Metro High-Flyers

Uptown Elite
Cafés and Catchments

Modern Parents
Mid-Career Convention
Thriving Independence

Dependable Me
Fledgling Free

Boomerang Boarders
Family Ties

Legacy Elders
Solo Retirees

Bungalow Haven
Classic Grandparents

Far-Flung Outposts
Outlying Seniors

Local Focus
Satellite Settlers

Affordable Fringe
First-Rung Futures

Flying Solo
New Foundations

Contemporary Starts
Primary Ambitions

Cultural Comfort
Community Elders

Asian Heritage
Ageing Access

Career Builders
Central Pulse

Learners & Earners
Student Scene

Flexible Workforce
Bus-Route Renters

Self Supporters
Offspring Overspill

Down-to-Earth Owners
Disconnected Youth

Renting a Room
Make Do & Move On

Midlife Stopgap
Budget Generations

Childcare Squeeze
Families with Needs

Solid Economy
Seasoned Survivors

Aided Elderly
Pocket Pensions

Dependent Greys
Estate Veterans

Low Income Workers
Streetwise Singles

High Rise Residents
Crowded Kaleidoscope

Inner City Stalwarts

A
B

C
D

E
F

G
H

I
J

K
L

M
N

O

% of all households

Mosaic UK Public Sector Edition – Groups and Types

England

North Warwickshire

Coleshill



Coleshill Housing Need Assessment                                Existing demographic profile and housing stock 

27604/A5/DM      15              January 2018 

3.9 A further 7% of Coleshill households are known as ‘Boomerang Boarders’.  These households 

will be long-term couples with mid-range incomes whose adult children have returned to the 

shelter of the family home and are, therefore, living as ONS-defined, concealed families or 

individuals.  Owning semi-detached or detached homes, the parents are likely to be in their 

late fifties living on an overall household income of £40,000 to £49,000. 

 

3.10 Further high numbers, 6% in each instance, fit within either the ‘Bank of Mum and Dad’, 

‘Dependable Me’ or ‘Solo Retirees’.  The ‘Bank of Mum and Dad’ categorises well-off families in 

upmarket suburban homes where grown-up children benefit from continued financial support; 

‘Dependable Me’ residents tend to be single, mature owners settled in traditional suburban 

semis working in intermediate occupations; and ‘Solo Retirees’, as the name suggests, are 

single seniors living on reduced incomes which are satisfactory for living in their own affordable 

but pleasant homes, albeit on relatively low incomes of less than £15,000 per annum. 

 
3.11 There are a wide range of household types living within Coleshill, with the remaining 

households each representing 5% or less of the classification total but there is a general 

indication that the settlement comprises high levels of young people who may wish to enter 

onto the property ladder and large numbers of elderly residents who are living alone in homes, 

possibly once their children and partners have gone. 

 

iv) Existing housing stock 

 

3.12 At the time of the 2011 Census there were 2,992 dwellings in Coleshill.  Figure 3.4 shows how 

the largest proportion of the housing stock (41%) in Coleshill is semi-detached – higher than 

both the Borough and national average.  Coleshill also has a higher proportion of flats (16%) 

than the average for North Warwickshire.  In contrast, Coleshill has a lower proportion of 

detached housing in comparison to both the Borough and national average. 

  

3.13 Figure 3.5 presents Coleshill’s housing stock by bedroom size.  Coleshill has a larger proportion 

of smaller dwellings (1 and 2 bedrooms) than the Borough average.  
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Figure 3.4: Coleshill housing stock by accommodation type 

 
Source: 2011 Census, KS401EW 

 
 
Figure 3.5: Coleshill housing stock by bedroom size 

 
Source: 2011 Census, QS411EW 
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in Coleshill, including those with dependent children, live in either adequate or over-occupied 

housing. 

 

Figure 3.6: Occupancy rating by household type – Coleshill 

 
Source: 2011 Census, LC4105EW 

 

v) Summary 
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4.0 FUTURE POPULATION AND HOUSING GROWTH ASSESSMENT 
 

4.1 This section of the report provides a sub-district assessment of population change and resulting 

housing requirements for Coleshill, using the most up-to-date demographic assumptions from 

the Office for National Statistics (ONS) and Department for Communities and Local Government 

(DCLG).   

 

4.2 Our assessment of future population growth and housing need has been undertaken using the 

POPGROUP and Derived Forecasts (DF) demographic forecasting model.  The POPGROUP and 

DF model is a well-established demographic model developed to forecast population, 

households and the labour force for specified geographical areas.  POPGROUP has over 90 

users, including academic and public service staff in housing, planning, health, policy, research, 

economic development and social services.  It is the industry standard in the UK for 

demographic analysis within strategic planning and is therefore considered to provide a robust 

indication of population change and resulting housing need.   

 
4.3 The method applied in this Study is set within the context of the NPPF requirement to use 

official projections of migration and demographic change (NPPF, paragraph 159), supported by 

section ID2a – ‘Housing and Economic Development Need Assessments’ of the Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG).   

 

i) Scenarios and Assumptions 

 

4.4 This study considers population growth in Coleshill over the emerging North Warwickshire Local 

Plan period 2011-2033 according to two demographic scenarios: 

 

• Scenario 1: Natural Change scenario – which assesses the change in Coleshill’s 

population assuming no net migration to the study area.  This scenario assumes all 

population growth is the result of excess births over deaths (natural change); 

• Scenario 2: 2014-based Sub National Population Projection (SNPP) scenario 

– takes account of annual Mid-Year Population Estimates for Coleshill over the period 

2011-2014 and from then onwards assesses the change in Coleshill’s population 

according to the ONS 2014-based SNPP (described below). 

 

4.5 The SNPP are published for all local authority district areas in England and provide a projection 

of population growth over the period 2014-2039.  We have produced a 2014-based SNPP 

scenario for Coleshill that is consistent with the official projection for North Warwickshire.  In 

doing so, we have assumed the 2014 MYPE for Coleshill and projected this forward assuming 
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migration flows based on 10.5% of the North Warwickshire total.  10.5% reflects the proportion 

of North Warwickshire’s population represented by Coleshill.   

   

4.6 The ONS SNPP are trend-based projections.  That is, they project forward past demographic 

trends (from the 5-year period 2009-2014) in births, deaths and migration.  They do not take 

account of any future changes to government policy which may affect these past trends. 

 
4.7 To establish the growth in households that will result from the 2014-based SNPP, the DCLG 

apply household formation rates (HFRs) to the population projection.  A HFR is the likelihood 

that a person of a given age and gender will become the notional head of household.   

 
4.8 The assessment of housing need within this Study has followed the same approach and applied 

the most recent 2014-based HFRs by age and gender to the projected population profile of 

Coleshill from each scenario. 

 
4.9 However, the 2014-based HFRs are underpinned by trends from the period of 2009-2014, during 

which time household formation was constrained in the 25-44 age group by a rapid worsening 

of affordability.  This resulted in a significant increase in ‘concealed households’ across the 

country due to young people being unable to form their own independent households.  A 

concealed household is defined as follows: 

 
“Family units or single adults living within other households, who may 
be regarded as potential separate households which may wish to form 
given appropriate opportunity.” 18 

 
4.10 The 2014-based household projections therefore project these suppressed trends forward 

between 2014 and 2039.  To plan on the basis of the 2014-based HFRs unadjusted is not 

considered to represent positive planning in alignment with the policies of the NPPF to 

‘significantly boost’ housing supply. 

 
4.11 In this context, Barton Willmore apply two different approaches to the HFRs, as follows: 

 

• Baseline: 2014-based HFRs as published; 

• Sensitivity 1:  Assuming the 2014-based HFRs for 25-44 year olds remain constant at 

2014 levels. 

 

4.12 Projections of households are converted into projections of housing need (dwellings) by 

applying an allowance for vacancy/ second homes.  The rate for North Warwickshire Borough 

is 2.4% according to DCLG 2016 Council Tax data.  The same rate has been assumed for 

Coleshill.   

                                                           
18 Paragraph 3.4, page 42, Estimating housing need, CLG, November 2010 
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ii) Forecasting results 

4.13 Table 4.1 summarises the resulting population growth and associated dwelling need for Coleshill 

and North Warwickshire Borough according to both the Natural Change scenario and 2014-

based SNPP scenario over the period 2011-2033. 

 Table 4.1: Summary of demographic population growth and resulting housing need 
(2011-2033) 
Area Component HFR 

approach 
Natural 
change 

scenario 

2014-based 
SNPP 

scenario 
Coleshill Population growth N/A -133 337 

 
Dwelling growth  
 

Baseline -32 201 
 

Sensitivity 1 -9 218 
 

 
North 
Warwickshire 

Population growth N/A -237 3,167 
 

Dwelling growth  
 

Baseline 1,048 3,014 
 

Sensitivity 1 1,346 3,270 
 

 Source: Barton Willmore 

 

4.14 Table 4.1 demonstrates that the Natural Change scenario would see Coleshill’s population 

decline by 133 people over the new plan period 2011-2033.  This reflects more deaths in the 

settlement than there are births.  Although Chapter 3 of this report identified Coleshill to have 

a larger proportion of people aged 20-49 years than the Borough average, Coleshill contains a 

large proportion of young childless households.  Furthermore, Coleshill does have a larger 

proportion of its population aged 75+ years than the Borough average.  The ageing of the 

population outweighs the increase in younger people, leading to a natural decline in Coleshill’s 

population and in turn a need for less housing in the future. 

4.15 The Natural Change scenario is useful to indicate future housing demand arising from the 

existing population.  However, net migration to Coleshill will take place.  In this context, the 

2014-based ONS SNPP scenario is considered to represent baseline demographic-led growth 

for Coleshill.   It is based on the official ONS 2014-based SNPP for North Warwickshire Borough 

including the accompanying migration rates for UK and international migration to North 

Warwickshire Borough. 

4.16 Table 4.1 demonstrates that the baseline demographic growth forecast using the 2014-based 

ONS SNPP migration rates projects population growth of 337 additional people in Coleshill over 

the period 2011-2033.  An additional 201 dwellings will be required to house this population 

growth upon application of the 2014-based HFRs.  However, the results of the sensitivity 
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analysis suggest that housing need would increase to 218 additional dwellings (2011-2033) if 

suppressed household formation of younger people (aged 25-44 years) is addressed. 

4.17 Baseline demographic need for Coleshill is therefore considered to be 218 dwellings 

(2011-2033), significantly in excess of the draft Submission Local Plan’s allocation 

for an additional 95 dwellings (2011-2033). 

4.18 However, Table 4.1 also illustrates how baseline demographic need for North Warwickshire 

Borough is 3,270 dwellings (2011-2033) which is below the draft Submission Local Plan’s 

minimum housing requirement for 5,808 additional dwellings in the Borough (2011-2033).  The 

draft Submission Local Plan’s minimum housing requirement has taken account of economic 

growth aspirations and provided an uplift to improve affordability in the Borough in accordance 

with the expectations of the PPG. 

 

4.19 For this reason, we have run a third scenario that sensitivity tests the draft Submission Local 

Plan minimum housing requirement and the implications this will have on housing need within 

Coleshill. 

 
• Scenario 3: Dwelling-led scenario constrained to growth of 5,808 dwellings in North 

Warwickshire over the period 2011-2033 taking account of completions in North 

Warwickshire up to 2015/16. 

 

4.20 Table 4.2 presents population growth and associated housing need for both Coleshill and North 

Warwickshire (2011-2033) according to the Dwelling-led scenario with the adjustment to 

address suppressed household formation. 

 

Table 4.2:  Summary of population growth and housing need in Coleshill resulting 

from growth of 5,808 dwellings in North Warwickshire (2011-2033) 

Component Coleshill North 
Warwickshire 

Population growth 925 9,742 
 

Dwelling growth 
(sensitivity 1) 

453 5,808 

Source: Barton Willmore 

 

4.21 From Table 4.2 we can see that if an additional 5,808 dwellings are built in North Warwickshire 

(2011-2033), 453 of these dwellings will be required within Coleshill, assuming existing 

demographic relationships between Coleshill and the wider Borough continue. 

  

4.22 In the context of ensuring the NPPF’s objective of mixed and balanced communities, and 

maintaining and enhancing the vitality of rural communities, population change across broad 
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age groups should be considered.  Table 4.3 compares projected growth by age group between 

the 2014 SNPP and Dwelling-led scenarios. 

 
 Table 4.3: Comparison of Projected Population Age Profile - ONS 2014-based SNPP 

scenario vs Dwelling-led scenario – Coleshill 

Age Group 

Population 

2011 
SNPP scenario  

(2011-2033 change) 

Dwelling-led 
Scenario  

(2011-2033 change) 
Difference 

0-15 1,011 +151 (+15%) +288 (+28%) +137 

16-64 4,141 -386 (-9%) -1 (0%) +385 

65-74 678 +258 (+38%) +268 (+40%) +10 

75+ 650 +314 (+48%) +370 (+57%) +56 

TOTAL 6,480 +337 (+5%) +925 (+14%) +588 
 Source: Barton Willmore 

 

4.23 As identified previously, the Dwelling-led scenario results in higher population growth than the 

2014-based SNPP scenario.  However, Table 4.3 reveals that the Dwelling-led scenario also 

projects a younger profile than the 2014-based SNPP as a result of being based on a greater 

inflow of migrants who display a younger age profile.   

 

4.24 Barton Willmore has analysed the age profile of net in-migrants to Coleshill as projected by the 

Dwelling-led scenario over the period 2011-2033.  This shows that of the 14,780 people moving 

into Coleshill over the period 2011-2033, 72.2% will be aged 44 years or younger, whilst 27.8% 

will be 45 years or more, of which only 6.0% will be aged 75+. 

 
4.25 Nonetheless, despite this, the Dwelling-led scenario still projects no growth in the key working 

age population of Coleshill between 2011 and 2033 but this a preferable position in comparison 

to the 2014-based SNPP scenario which projects a -9% decline in the working age population 

of Coleshill. 

   

4.26 NPPF requires the need to create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities (Paragraph 50).  

Furthermore, the Government is committed to sustainable economic growth and considers 

significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the 

planning system (Paragraph 19).  

 
4.27 To assist an understanding of the impact of varying development size on the key working age 

population (aged 16 to 64 years) of Coleshill, we have used POPGROUP to model development 

growth of between zero to 1,000 dwellings in Coleshill over the Plan period (2011-2033).  Table 

4.4 summarises the results. 
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Table 4.4: Change in the working age population (16-64 years) of Coleshill based on 

various development growth (2011-2033)  

Dwellings delivered  
2011-2033 

Change in the working age 
population (16-64) 

Number Percentage 
0 -630 -15% 
100 -496 -12% 
200 -357 -9% 
300 -215 -5% 
400 -76 -2% 
500 66 2% 
600 208 5% 
700 352 9% 
800 496 12% 
900 640 15% 
1000 786 19% 

Source: Barton Willmore 

 
4.28 It is evident from Table 4.4 that growth of between 400 and 500 dwellings is required in 

Coleshill to maintain a stable working age population (aged 16-64 years). 

 

4.29 Figure 4.1 provides a more detailed population pyramid that compares the population profile 

in 2011 compared to 2033 projected by the Dwelling-led scenario. 

 

Figure 4.1: Population Pyramid - Dwelling-led scenario – Coleshill 

 
Source: Barton Willmore 
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4.30 It is clear from this analysis that those with the greatest need for a home, and who will place 

the greatest pressure on the housing market are those of working age, who will typically 

demand family housing. This can be further evidenced by reference to the ONS 2011 Census 

commissioned table below (Figure 4.2), which summarises the number of bedrooms by age of 

resident in postal sectors B46 1 and B46 3 (combined), encompassing Coleshill. This shows the 

overwhelming demand (based on the existing resident profile) in younger age groups for 

properties of 3, and 4 bedrooms, which only dissipates in older age groups aged 70+.  

Figure 4.2: Accommodation Type by Number of Bedrooms and Age of Resident – 

Postal Sectors B46 1 and B46 3 

 
Source: 2011 Census, Commissioned Table CT0556 

4.31 However, as set out above, a far higher proportion of residents in those older age groups will 

already be resident in Coleshill, and as such, less likely to place as great a demand on the 

housing market than those of younger age relocating to the area.  To take account of this, 

Table 4.5 presents the growth in household types projected by both the Natural Change and 

Dwelling-led scenario.  The difference between the two scenarios represents the net growth in 

household types of those people moving to Coleshill. 
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Table 4.5: Net Household Growth by Type – Coleshill (2011-2033) 

Household type Natural Change 

scenario 

Dwelling-led 

scenario 

Difference 

One person household 7 126 99 

Households with no dependent 

children 10 137 127 

Households with dependent 

children -46 130 176 

Other households 20 48 28 

Total -9 442 451 

 Source: Barton Willmore 

 

4.32 It is evident from Table 4.5 that the greatest type of households moving to Coleshill are 

households with dependent children, further demonstrating the need for family housing in 

Coleshill.  However, we accept there also remains a need for smaller units to meet the increase 

in one-person households, albeit to a lesser extent. 

 

 

iii) Summary 

4.31 In summary, the main points to note in respect of our analysis are as follows: 

 

• The ONS 2014-based SNPP scenario is considered to represent the baseline demographic-

led housing need for Coleshill.  This scenario presents a need for 201 dwellings increasing 

to 218 dwellings (2011-2033) if suppressed household formation for younger people (aged 

25-44 years) is to be addressed (assuming no further deterioration from 2014 levels); 

• However, the 2014-based SNPP scenario only projects a need for 3,270 dwellings in North 

Warwickshire Borough (2011-2033) which is significantly below the minimum housing 

requirement of 5,808 dwellings that the draft Submission Local Plan makes provision for; 

• If the Borough is to build 5,808 additional dwellings, the results of our Dwelling-led 

sensitivity scenario reveals that 453 of these dwellings will be required within Coleshill 

(2011-2033);  

• Without net-migration, the population of Coleshill would decline as a result of more deaths 

than births given the older age profile of the settlement; 

• Net migrants to Coleshill therefore will place the greatest demands on the housing market 

in Coleshill;   
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• Net migrants to Coleshill display a younger age profile and analysis of projected growth in 

household types identifies a greater need for family housing in Coleshill. 

4.32 On the basis of the NPPF requirements, the level of housing need resulting from the ONS 2014-

based SNPP scenario is considered to represent the minimum level of housing growth 

required in Coleshill (218 dwellings, 2011-2033).  However, on the basis of the Council 

planning for a minimum of 5,808 dwellings in North Warwickshire over the period 2011-2033 

(in excess of the minimum level growth as indicated by the 2014-based SNPP scenario) 

housing need in Coleshill will increase to 453 dwellings (2011-2033).  If the Council 

plans for higher aspirational growth of 9,598dwellings in North Warwickshire Borough (2011-

2033) then housing need in Coleshill is expected to increase to approximately 847 dwellings.   

 

4.33 Nonetheless, the analysis presented in this chapter has identified that the Dwelling-led scenario 

based on minimum growth of 5,808 dwellings (even with net inward migration of younger 

people) projects no growth in the key working age population of Coleshill and therefore to 

support economic growth and mixed and balanced communities in Coleshill, housing need 

above the level suggested by this report will be required in order to maintain Coleshill’s status 

as a Category 1 Market Town. 

 

 

 

 
 



Coleshill Housing Need Assessment                                                         Conclusions and Way Forward 

27604/A5/DM      27              January 2018 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND WAY FORWARD 

5.1 This report has analysed local housing need in Coleshill, North Warwickshire (study area 

defined as the two electoral wards of Coleshill North and Coleshill South combined).  The 

analysis has been made in accordance with the NPPF objective of significantly boosting housing 

supply and ensuring that local demand is met, ensuring that sustainable, inclusive, and mixed 

communities are established. 

5.2 The new North Warwickshire Draft Submission Local Plan sets a minimum requirement for 5,808 

additional dwellings in the Borough over the period 2011-2033, with the aspiration to provide 

a further 3,790 dwellings to meet some of the shortfall arising from the Greater Birmingham & 

Black Country HMA.  This results in a total requirement of 9,598 dwellings (2011-2033).   

5.3 The draft Submission North Warwickshire Local Plan allocates 95 dwellings to the settlement 

of Coleshill as a Market Town.  This is a reduced requirement from the adopted Core Strategy’s 

requirement of 275 dwellings for Coleshill (Policy NW5). 

5.4 In the context of this latest allocation, this Study has tested whether an additional 95 dwellings 

(2011-2033) will be sufficient to meet the local needs of Coleshill’s population in keeping with 

the Local Plan’s definition of a Market Town.  Our analysis has concluded that the draft Local 

Plan’s allocation of 95 dwellings in Coleshill is not sufficient, and as such should be increased 

significantly.  

5.5 The official ONS 2014-based Sub National Population Projections for North Warwickshire 

Borough have been used as the baseline demographic projection for this assessment.  

According to the PPG HEDNA, these projections should be used to represent the starting point 

for assessing housing need. 

 

5.6 The POPGROUP and DF forecasting model has been used to produce an equivalent ONS 2014-

based SNPP scenario for Coleshill.  The ONS 2014-based SNPP scenario with 2014-based 

household formation rates (HFRs) applied projects growth of 201 dwellings in Coleshill over 

the period 2011-2033 (including a 2.4% allowance for vacancy and second homes). 

    

5.7 However, the PPG HEDNA permits adjustments to be made to the official HFRs if there is 

evidence that past trends may have been suppressed due to undersupply and worsening 

affordability.  An adjustment to the 2014-based HFRs is deemed necessary in order to address 

suppressed household formation of younger people (aged 25-44 years) inherent in the 2014 

HFRs for North Warwickshire Borough.  Making this adjustment increases housing need for 

Coleshill to 218 dwellings over the period 2011-2033.   
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5.8 The evidence therefore suggests a minimum level of housing need in Coleshill (218 

dwellings, 2011-2033) that is in excess of the number of dwellings proposed for 

Coleshill in the draft Local Plan (95 dwellings, 2011-2033). 

5.9 The PPG HEDNA states that official population and household projections should provide the 

starting point of housing need only and further uplifts may be required to address market signal 

issues and support economic growth. 

5.10 Our analysis has identified that the starting point for North Warwickshire Borough is 3,270 

dwellings (2011-2033) which is significantly below the minimum housing requirement of 5,808 

dwellings that the draft Submission Local Plan makes provision for.  The draft Submission Local 

Plan’s minimum housing requirement has taken account of economic growth and provided an 

uplift to improve affordability in the Borough, in accordance with the PPG. 

5.11 For this reason, we have sensitivity tested the draft Local Plan minimum housing requirement 

and the implications this will have on housing need within Coleshill.  Our analysis has 

identified that housing need in Coleshill will increase to 453 dwellings (2011-2033).   

5.12 Without net migration to Coleshill, the settlements population would decline (as indicated by 

the results of the Natural Change scenario presented in this report).  Nonetheless, even with 

higher net inward migration of people to Coleshill associated with the Dwelling-led scenario, 

who display a younger age profile, Coleshill is projected to no growth in the key working age 

population (16-64 years) over the period 2011-2033.  Nonetheless, a stable working age 

population will help maintain the sustainability of local services/ shops and the status of 

Coleshill as a Market Town.  To plan for less housing, would only jeopardise this position.  

5.13 Net migrants to Coleshill will place the greatest demands on the future housing market in 

Coleshill.  As net migrants display a younger age profile this identifies a greater need for family 

housing in Coleshill.  Coleshill’s current housing stock tends to be smaller than the Borough 

average and therefore there is a need to increase 3-4 bedroom properties to attract more young 

families to the town.  This will further support economic growth and the status of Coleshill as 

a Market Town. 

5.14 Furthermore, if there is an insufficient supply of family sized housing, it follows that the 

household formation suppression in younger age groups will be exacerbated. This will lead to 

younger families being unable to afford family sized housing (as demand will increase and 

affordability will worsen), resulting in them living with older relatives or friends as ‘concealed’ 

families.  
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 Way Forward 

5.15 In the context of the conclusions set out above, it is considered that delivery of 218 dwellings 

in Coleshill (2011-2033) established by this report is based on demographic-led need only. This 

should be considered a baseline level of growth.  Results of the Dwelling-led sensitivity scenario 

has indicated that Coleshill’s housing needs would increase to 453 dwellings (2011-2033) on 

the basis of the Local Plan delivering a minimum of 5,808 dwellings (2011-2033).  If the Local 

Plan’s aspirational housing target (9,598 dwellings) is achieved) this would increase Coleshill’s 

housings need even further to approximately 847 dwellings.  

5.16 The recently made/ Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2030) wants to ensure that the housing 

needs within Coleshill are realised and local demand is catered for.  The Neighbourhood Plan 

also wants to ensure that Coleshill maintains a strong local economy to preserve and enhance 

Coleshill as a focal point for business activity and employment in the area.  Our analysis has 

identified that an additional 453 dwellings in Coleshill would keep the working age population 

of Coleshill stable, maintaining the role of Coleshill as a Market Town. 

5.17 The objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan together with the findings of our analysis, provide 

strong justification for building at least 453 dwellings in Coleshill (2011-2033) to ensure the 

NPPF policies of delivering mixed and balanced communities are achieved along with 

maintaining/ enhancing the vitality of sustainable communities.  To plan for a level of housing 

below this would only jeopardise this position.  
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Introduction 

Section 1 

 

1.1 This affordable housing assessment has been prepared by Tetlow King Planning on 

behalf of Richborough Estates in support of their promotion of the site at Packington 

Lane, Coleshill in North Warwickshire on which they propose the development of 159 

dwellings. It examines the affordable housing need in the North Warwickshire Borough 

as well as specifically in the Coleshill Parish where the site is located. The report goes 

on to discuss the weight the need is likely to have in the planning balance and the 

impact the emerging Local Plan is likely to have on this. 

1.2 Providing a significant boost in the delivery of housing and in particular affordable 

housing is a key priority for the Government. This is set out in the National Planning 

Policy Framework, the Planning Practice Guidance, the National Housing Strategy and 

most recently the Government’s Housing White Paper. Having a thriving active housing 

market that offers choice, flexibility and affordable housing is critical to our economic 

and social well-being.  

1.3 This statement comprises of the following further five sections: 

• Section 2 of the report analyses the Development Plan and related Policy 

Framework; 

• Section 3 considers the need for affordable housing and past delivery in North 

Warwickshire;  

• Section 4 considers the need for affordable housing and past delivery in the 

Coleshill Parish; 

• Section 5 considers the weight that the need is likely to achieve in the planning 

balance and the impact the emerging Local Plan is likely to have on this; and 

• Section 6 draws together our conclusions. 
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Development Plan and Related Policies 

Section 2 

 

2.1 The Development Plan for the site comprises the North Warwickshire Core Strategy 

adopted in October 2014. Other local considerations include the emerging North 

Warwickshire Local Plan and the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD) of 2008.  

North Warwickshire Core Strategy (October 2014) 

2.2 The preface of the Plan sets out that it seeks to tackle a number of “key issues that the 

Borough faces” and one of these is stated as “affordable housing”.  

2.3 Paragraph 2.19 states that “there are many people who live in the smaller settlements 

and the countryside, who have difficulty accessing services/facilities and affordable 

housing”. 

2.4 Paragraph 6.8 sets out that “in smaller settlements small scale housing developments 

that help regenerate and support the rural economy or meet proven affordable housing 

needs (via a local housing needs assessments) can still be considered. If plan 

monitoring shows that this distribution is not being maintained through planning 

permissions, the position will need to be redressed either by the production or revision 

of a future Development Plan Document or other policy document”. 

2.5 Paragraph 7.18 sets out that “affordable housing needs still remain high with a need 

of 112 units per annum. The need for affordable housing as identified by this 

assessment exceeds, on an annualised basis, housing requirement for the Borough, 

of 175 units per annum. This causes a particular difficulty in North Warwickshire 

because the analysis further shows that the ratio of income to house prices/market 

rental in the Borough is such that the greatest amount of need is for socially rented 

accommodation”. 

2.6 Paragraph 7.19 states that “provision of affordable housing remains one of the main 

priorities for the future. ‘Right to buy’/acquire has exacerbated the local situation 

leaving a dwindling supply of housing held by the Council or Registered Social 

Landlords”. 
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2.7 Policy NW6 sets out the affordable housing requirement which applicants will need to 

adhere to. On schemes of 15 dwellings or more, 30% will be required to be affordable 

or 40% on greenfield sites. On schemes of 14 dwellings or less, 20% will be required 

to be affordable.  

North Warwickshire Local Plan – Draft Submission November 2017 

2.8 The draft Plan sets out in chapter 5 a number of strategic objectives. Number “2” on 

this list is “to provide for the housing needs of the Borough”. Paragraph 5.5 goes on to 

state that this objective will be achieved by “providing for affordable housing throughout 

the Borough”. 

2.9 Paragraph 6.5 states that the Council will work with developers to address a number 

of issues which have been highlighted as important to the community through the 

Sustainable Community Strategy. This includes the need to “address accessibility 

(both in terms of location and physical access) for all members of the community to 

jobs, health, housing (particularly affordable housing), education, shops, leisure and 

community facilities” (emphasis added). 

2.10 Draft Policy LP1 sets out a number of key priorities over the Plan period in terms of 

infrastructure; “provision of affordable housing” is top of this list. 

2.11 Paragraph 7.9 states that “although in the past it was only local affordable housing that 

could be supported in the smaller settlements, now a small proportion of market 

housing as well as affordable has been allocated to some of the smaller settlements 

in order to assist with maintaining the vitality of these smaller communities. So, in 

smaller settlements small scale housing developments that help regenerate and 

support the rural economy or meet proven affordable housing needs (via a local 

housing needs assessments) can still be considered”. 

2.12 Paragraph 8.10 repeats the findings of the Core Strategy, stating that the Housing 

Market Assessment of 2013 found that “affordable housing needs still remain high with 

a need of 112 units per annum”. 

2.13 Paragraph 8.11 goes further to comment that “the need for affordable housing as 

identified by this assessment is significant” (emphasis added). 

2.14 Draft Policy LP9 states that on schemes of more than 10 dwellings, 30% will need to 

be affordable. This will increase to 40% on greenfield sites. Evidently this differs from 

the requirements of the Core Strategy in terms of the threshold at which sites will need 

to provide towards affordable housing; this is due to the Written Ministerial and 
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subsequent addition to the Planning Practice Guidance which advises that schemes 

of 10 dwellings or less should not be subjected to affordable housing obligations. 

Considering the Council had previously proposed (as adopted in the Core Strategy) 

for schemes of under 10 dwellings to provide towards affordable housing this will only 

have a negative impact on the ability of the Council to address its affordable housing 

need which it has identified as “significant”. 

Affordable Housing SPD (2008) 

2.15 Paragraph 2.1 of the SPD states that “the need for affordable housing has been an 

issue particularly in the rural areas/settlements in the Borough for many years and led 

to the inclusion of a policy (Policy HSG4: Affordable Housing in Rural Areas) in the first 

North Warwickshire Local Plan (adopted in 1995) seeking affordable housing in or 

adjoining settlements in rural areas (where need had been demonstrated through a 

Local Housing Needs Survey). However, Borough wide Housing Needs Surveys 

including a Housing Needs Survey Update in 2003 revealed an increasing disparity 

between local house prices/rents and incomes and consequently an increase in the 

number of people unable to afford to buy or rent suitable market housing”. 

2.16 Paragraph 2.3 set the tone for the level of need which was faced at the time of the 

publication of the SPD and is the basis for the significant need which continues to be 

recognised in the emerging Local Plan. It states that “the 2003 Housing Needs Survey 

Update identified a total annual affordable housing need amounting to 549 units. It 

estimated an annual supply of affordable housing of 246 units per annum, which results 

in a minimum estimate shortfall of 303 affordable units per annum. The Housing Needs 

Survey covered the Local Plan period up to 2011. The Council has also undertaken a 

Housing Market Assessment (HMA), in partnership with other sub-regional authorities. 

The HMA has confirmed a continued need for 281 Affordable units (per annum) over 

the RSS Preferred Option 2006-2026 period”. 

Sustainable Community Strategy 2009 - 2026  

2.17 The strategy sets out that “North Warwickshire still has some significant challenges 

ahead”, including “ensuring the availability of sufficient affordable housing and that 

properties are in decent condition”. 
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Affordable Housing Needs, Delivery and 

Affordability in the North Warwickshire 

Borough 

Section 3 

 

Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) – 

Front Loaded Report: Draft Summary & Conclusions for North Warwickshire - 

September 2013 

3.1 Paragraph 7.2 finds that “in North Warwickshire the level of need for affordable housing 

shown is similar to the overall projection of household growth…this does suggest the 

need to consider a higher level of housing provision to enhance delivery of affordable 

housing” 

3.2 The SHMA identifies a need for 2,738 new affordable homes over the period 2011-

2031, equating to almost 137 per year. 

3.3 Paragraph 7.4 states that “for North Warwickshire, the analysis indicates that even if 

we see no further net growth in the number of Local Housing Allowance claimants in 

the private rented sector, this would contribute an estimated 1,517 lettings to meet the 

need identified above over the period to 2031”. 

3.4 The assessment goes on to state that based on these findings, it will be up to the 

Council to formalise a view on how to form policy which addresses the need. 

3.5 Paragraph 9.7 states that taking into consideration the role of the private rented sector, 

the need for affordable housing reduces by over half to 61 per annum. 

3.6 This assessment dampens down the affordable housing need in the Borough through 

incorrectly including accommodation in the private rented sector supported by local 

housing allowance as contributing towards affordable housing. 

3.7 Problems with the private rented sector include financial barriers to entry (even with 

Local Housing Allowance), including credit check fees, deposits and rent in advance. 

Many landlords now express a requirement for no reliance on welfare benefits as it can 

be a requirement of mortgage companies. 
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3.8 The Shelter Report (March 2014) entitled Can’t Complain: Why Poor Conditions 

Prevail in Private Rented Homes, finds that the condition of homes in the private rented 

sector are worse than any other tenure, with a third failing to meet the government’s 

Decent Homes Standard and 61% have experienced either damp, mould, leaking roofs 

or windows, electrical hazards, animal infestation or gas leaks. 

3.9 The report also concludes that private renting is not the tenure of choice for most 

people, with only 6% of renters stating it as their preferred choice of housing. Part of 

the reason for this is the increasing use of the sector by families who have been shut 

out from owner occupation because of rising house prices and who are no longer 

eligible for social rented accommodation because of dwindling stock. 

3.10 The Shelter research notes the imbalance in the supply and demand for properties at 

the lower end of the private rented sector; this is resulting in even more renters 

competing for fewer properties and further weakening their ability to act as consumers 

and bargain for better conditions. 

3.11 The imbalance is particularly distorted because a significant proportion of landlords are 

unwilling to let their properties to renters in receipt of housing benefit or local housing 

allowance. The research revealed that 49% of landlords have a policy of not letting to 

people on such an allowance, and a further 18% say they occasionally do, but prefer 

not to. 

3.12 The suggestion that the private rented sector can contribute towards the affordable 

housing need is therefore wholly inappropriate and this has been echoed by Inspectors 

in the examination of development plan documents. This includes the examination of 

the Eastleigh Local Plan in which the Inspector stated at Paragraph 34: 

“There is no justification in the Framework or Guidance for reducing the identified need 

for affordable housing by the assumed continued role of the PRS with LHA. This 

category of housing does not come within the definition of affordable housing in the 

Framework. There is not the same security of tenure as with affordable housing and at 

the lower-prices end of the PRS the standard of accommodation may well be poor”. 

3.13 The Inspector went on to state: 

“The availability of accommodation within the PRS where households are in receipt of 

the LHA is outside the control of the Council, being determined by the willingness of 

private landlords to let to tenants in receipt of the LHA. The operation of the LHA is 

determined by the government... Accordingly affordable housing needs in Eastleigh 

Borough are at least 509 dpa and would be higher is a more cautious approach were 
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taken to the proportion of income which it is assumed is reasonable to spend on 

housing.” 

3.14 The Council should therefore be considering the full affordable housing need in the 

development of its development plan documents in order to create policies and secure 

developments which maximise the affordable housing provision across the Plan 

period. 

Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Final 

Report – November 2013 

3.15 The report finds that based on the estimated new household formation per annum, the 

estimated newly forming need per annum, the estimated number of existing 

households falling into need and the future supply, there is a need for 112 affordable 

homes per annum in North Warwickshire between 2013 and 2031. 

3.16 Paragraph 8.64 does however note that “no allowance has however been made for 

losses through right-to-buy legislation. New replacement stock would thus need to be 

provided for these in addition to the net affordable housing need figures shown and 

net supply should be monitored against the figures for need set out herein on this 

basis”.  

Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 

Update – September 2015 

3.17 This update to the 2013 SHMA took into account changes in household projections 

and up to date affordability indicators. 

3.18 The assessment found that for the period 2011 – 2031 the affordable housing need in 

North Warwickshire, whilst still high, had reduced. The need was identified as 92 

affordable homes per annum equating to 1,840 across the period 2011 – 2031. 

3.19 This assessment is based on an assumption that spending 35% of income on rent is 

affordable. When this threshold is reduced to the commonly accepted figure of 30% 

being affordable, the affordable housing need for North Warwickshire increases to 131 

per annum, or a total of 2,620 over the period 2011 – 2031. 

Past Affordable Housing Delivery 

3.20 As demonstrated in Figure 3.1, from 2001 up until 2017, the Council delivered 727 

(gross) affordable homes, from a total of 2,264 (gross) overall homes delivered 

throughout the Borough. This is an average of 45 gross affordable homes per annum. 
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When you consider the 643 right to buy losses over the same period the net affordable 

housing completions only reach 84 for the same period or an average of just 5 per 

year. 

Figure 3.1 Affordable Housing Completions in North Warwickshire 2000/01 – 2016/17 

Year Total Housing 
Completions 

(gross) 

Affordable Housing 
Completions (gross) 

Right to Buy 
Losses 

Affordable Housing 
Completions (net) 

2001/02 161 10 130 -120 

2002/03 114 60 150 -90 

2003/04 123 40 121 -81 

2004/05 136 30 43 -13 

2005/06 81 6 35 -29 

2006/07 107 39 8 31 

2007/08 143 55 14 41 

2008/09 130 49 6 43 

2009/10 95 47 4 43 

2010/11 105 37 1 36 

2011/12 75 30 8 22 

2012/13 38 10 12 -2 

2013/14 119 50 28 22 

2014/15 223 80 27 53 

2015/16 251 41 31 10 

2016/17 363 143 25 118 

Total 2,264 727 643 84 

Source: Council’s Annual Monitoring Reports, DCLG Live Table 1008, 1011 & 122 & FOI Response 

3.21 Figure 3.2 below illustrates the affordable housing delivery against the evidenced need 

identified in the 2015 SHMA Update. Against the identified need of 92 affordable 

homes per annum since 2011 or 552 in total, the Council has only achieved an average 

of 59 gross completions per annum or a total of 354. This has been a 36% shortfall of 

198 affordable homes across the period from 2011 - 2017.  

3.22 When you factor in the right to buy losses over the same period, the Council has only 

achieved an average of 38 net affordable homes per annum or 223 in total. It is this 

net figure which should be considered against the SHMA 2015 Update’s identified 

need for the period. This has been more than a 57% shortfall of 329 affordable homes 

across the period from 2011 – 2017. This is a serious shortfall which cannot be ignored.  
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Figure 3.2: Affordable Housing Delivery against Identified Needs 

  
Source: DCLG Live Table 1008 and 1011 and 2015 SHMA Update & FOI Response 

 Future Affordable Housing Delivery 

3.23 The future delivery of affordable housing is highly uncertain. Past delivery has 

fluctuated considerably and the delivery of a high number of affordable homes one 

year does not guarantee this will continue for future years. The supply of affordable 

housing is affected by the local market factors, including the numbers of sites with 

planning permission and also wider national factors including availability of public 

funding. Government funding is significantly reducing and there will be implications of 

the recent rent reductions on Registered Provider budgets. 

3.24 The PPG advises that any shortfall in housing delivery should be addressed within the 

following five years. With this in mind, it is imperative that the 329 affordable homes 

shortfall since 2011 be addressed now and within the next 5 years. When the shortfall 

is factored into the SHMA 2015 Update’s identified need of 92 affordable homes per 

annum the need significantly increases to 158 per annum for the next 5 years; a total 

of 790 for the period. This is illustrated further in Figure 3.3 below.  
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Figure 3.3: Affordable housing need over the next 5 years including the backlog 

A Affordable housing need identified in the SHMA 

2015 Update from 2011 (per annum) 

92 

B Affordable housing need for the period 2011 – 

2017 (A x 6) 

552 

C Net Affordable housing completions for the period 

2011 - 2017 

223 

D Shortfall/backlog of affordable housing need for 

the period 2011 – 2017 (B – C) 

329 

E Backlog affordable housing need required over 

the period 2017 – 2021 (D / 5) (per 

annum) 

66 

F Full affordable housing need required over the 

period 2017 – 2021 (E + A) 

158 

 
3.25 In light of the Council’s previous affordable housing delivery year on year as well as 

the cut in Government funding, it is clear that without a step change in the delivery of 

affordable housing, the current need for affordable housing will only worsen. Such a 

step change can arise by allocating more housing sites. 

Affordability Indicators 

3.26 The PPG recognises the importance of giving due consideration to market signals as 

part of understanding affordability.  

Home Truths 2016/17: West Midlands 

3.27 The Home Truths Report 2016/17 for the West Midlands published by the National 

Housing Federation highlights the growing housing crisis in the Borough. It records the 

income required for an 80% mortgage in 2016 was £44,540, which is over 40% higher 

than the average (mean) earnings of £25,298 identified in the report. 

Affordability Ratios 

3.28 The Office of National Statistics (ONS) ‘Ratio of house price to workplace-based 

earnings’ gives a ratio of 6.75 for the median earnings (£26,370) to house prices 
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(£178,000) in the North Warwickshire Borough for 2016. This demonstrates that house 

prices are 6.75 times the average earnings. 

Housing Register 

3.29 In February 2013 the Council introduced changes to its Housing Allocations Policy 

following changes brought in through the Localism Act 2011 which allowed local 

authorities to define their own criteria for those who can apply for affordable housing. 

3.30 Up until the Council brought in their more restrictive criteria in 2013, the housing 

register waiting list had been rising and reached 1,539 households. Following the 

changes, the number of households fell to 262 in 2014.  Such an approach does not 

reduce the need for affordable housing but instead makes it even harder for those 

unable to access open market housing to find a suitable place to live. This is further 

evident through the fact that the number of households since that fall in 2014 has been 

increasing year on year as applicants re-join the waiting list. This is further illustrated 

by Figure 3.4 below. 

Figure 3.4: North Warwickshire Housing Register Waiting List 2008 – 2016 

 
Source: DCLG Live Table 600 & FOI response 

Lower Quartile Monthly Rental Statistics 

3.31 It is important to consider the level of Local Housing Allowance (LHA) available within 

Coleshill against the rental market data for the Borough. Figure 3.5 illustrates the 

disparity between LHA and lower quartile rental prices with shortfalls ranging from 

£29.52 per calendar month for one bedroom properties to £201.36 per calendar month 

for 4+ bedroom properties. This further illustrates the point that it is inappropriate for 
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the Council to rely on the private rented sector to help address the affordable housing 

need.  

Figure 3.5: Comparison of LHA Rate and Lower Quartile Monthly Rent 

Property Type 

(No. of Bedrooms) 

Monthly LHA 

Rate (Weekly 

Rate x 4) 

Lower Quartile 

Monthly Rent 

Shortfall 

between LHA 

and Lower 

Quartile Rent 

1 Bedroom £395.48 £425 -£29.52 

2 Bedroom £481.16 £525 -£43.84 

3 Bedroom £528 £595 -£67 

4+ Bedroom £693.64 £895 -£201.36 

Source: Directgov website 

Ratio of Lower Quartile House Prices to Lower Quartile Incomes  

3.32 The relative unaffordability of in the region has rapidly increased since the 1990s and 

continues to grow. Whilst reducing around the time of the economic downturn in 2008, 

it has been increasing since 2011 at a rate commensurate with the increase seen in 

the years prior to the downturn. As is shown in figure 3.6, the ratio of lower quartile 

house prices to lower quartile incomes in North Warwickshire has risen dramatically, 

despite the economic downturn, almost doubling from 3.97 in 1997 to 7.06 in 2015. 

Since 2011 it has increased every year. 

Figure 3.6: Ratio of Lower Quartile House Prices to Lower Quartile Incomes in North 

Warwickshire 

 

Source: DCLG Live Table 576 
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Homelessness 

3.33 Figures 3.7 and 3.8 illustrate that the number of households being accepted as 

homeless and in priority need is rapidly increasing. In 2009/10 there were 14 

households registered as homeless and in priority need within North Warwickshire, 

just seven years later in 2016/17 this figure had increased to 85 households; this 

represents more than a 500% increase across the period compared to an increase of 

48% nationally. 

Figure 3.7: Households Registered as Homeless and in Priority Need 

 
No. of Households Registered as Homeless and in 

Priority Need 

Year England North Warwickshire 

2009/10 40,020 14 

2010/11 44,160 22 

2011/12 50,290 22 

2012/13 53,770 36 

2013/14 52,290 35 

2014/15 54,430 70 

2015/16 57,730 76 

2016/17 59,090 85 

Percentage Change 

(2009/10 – 2016/17) 
48% 507% 

Source: DCLG Live Table 784 

3.34 Figure 3.7 shows that the rate of those registered as homeless within the seven year 

period is increasing rapidly compared to the national rate of increase. The statistics 

show that homelessness in North Warwickshire is becoming an issue which the 

Council must seek to address immediately. Figure 3.8 illustrates that there has been a 

sharp rise in those who are registered as homeless since 2013/14.  
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Figure 3.8: Households Registered as Homeless and in Priority Need within North 

Warwickshire  

 

Source: DCLG Live Table 784 
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Affordable Housing Needs, Delivery and 

Affordability in the Coleshill Parish 

Section 4 

 

Past and Future Affordable Housing Delivery in the Coleshill Parish 

4.1 Unfortunately, the Council do not hold any records of the affordable housing delivery 

at Parish level. We have submitted a freedom of information (FOI) request to the 

Council to have the delivery of affordable housing broken down to the Coleshill Parish 

level but at the time of writing we have yet to receive a response.  

4.2 An understanding of affordability in Coleshill can still be garnered from other local 

policy documents as well as local market signals and these are discussed further 

below. 

Right to Buy Losses and Replacements 

4.3 Data obtained from a FOI request to North Warwickshire Council demonstrates that 

since 2000/01, there have been 47 Right to Buy losses in the Coleshill Parish. The 

data also demonstrates that using the receipts from Right to Buy losses, there has only 

been 1 addition to the affordable housing stock. This demonstrates that the affordable 

housing stock in Coleshill has been diminishing over the years and is not being 

replaced. Figure 4.1 illustrates the FOI data. 

Figure 4.1: Right to Buy Losses and Replacements in the Coleshill Parish 

Year 
Right to Buy 

Losses 

Affordable Housing 

Replacements 

Using Right to Buy 

Receipts 

2000/01 0 0 

2001/02 10 0 

2002/03 14 0 

2003/04 8 0 

2004/05 0 0 

2005/06 2 0 
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2006/07 0 1 

2007/08 1 0 

2008/09 1 0 

2009/10 0 0 

2010/11 0 0 

2011/12 1 0 

2012/13 2 0 

2013/14 4 0 

2014/15 2 0 

2015/16 1 0 

2016/17 1 0 

Total 47 1 

Source: FOI Response 

Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan 

4.4 The Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan was “made” (adopted) in June 2017. Whilst the 

evidence base for the Plan is not electronically available (requested but not yet 

received at the time of writing), it is possible to get a certain level of understanding of 

affordability issues from the adopted policies. 

4.5 Policy HNP3 of the Plan deals with affordable housing and states in its explanatory 

test that “while the wider need for social housing across North Warwickshire is 

accepted, the needs of the Coleshill residents should also be taken into account”. It 

can be considered that the reason for this statement is that there is a perception that 

affordability is a problem in Coleshill. 

4.6 This is emphasised by the statement within the text of the policy that “43% of 

questionnaire respondents thought that 40% affordable housing was about right for 

new developments within Coleshill or too low”. 

4.7 Policy ICLENP1 which addresses employment use applications also points towards a 

recognition that there is a problem with affordability in Coleshill. In the supporting text, 

it states that “many of the town’s working population commute to the larger, adjacent 

employment centres. Likewise, a large percentage of the people employed in Coleshill 

travel in from the surrounding area. Unless there is more social and affordable housing 

in the town, this balance is unlikely to be affected”. 
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4.8 Paragraph 4.43 of the Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan examiner’s report states the 

following: 

“As drafted, policy HNP3 seeks to ‘provide for a greater range of social and shared 

ownership housing’. Both the Core Strategy and the emerging Local Plan include 

policies on affordable housing (policy NW6 and policy LP9 respectively). However, it 

is not clear whether the use of the word ‘greater’ in policy HNP3 means that the NP is 

seeking more affordable housing than those plans require to be provided. Other than 

some anecdotal evidence, I have seen nothing to justify a higher percentage of 

affordable housing being provided on new housing sites in Coleshill than elsewhere in 

North Warwickshire. In response to my query, the Steering Group has proposed the 

deletion of the word ‘greater’ from the policy.” 

4.9 Evidently, as initially drafted, the Coleshill Neighbourhood Plan sought to maximise 

affordable housing and it would be assumed that this was therefore because there is 

a perceived issue regarding affordability in the area, though it is unlikely this is based 

on a housing needs survey or assessment as the examiner notes that the only 

evidence supporting the neighbourhood plan for this is anecdotal. This is discussed 

further in section 5. 

Coleshill Affordability Indicators  

Market Conditions in Coleshill 

4.10 Information taken from property website Zoopla (accessed 5th January 2018) shows 

the property prices specific to Coleshill. 

4.11 The data shows that the settlement of Coleshill has current average house price values 

of £246,536 which is almost 27% higher than the average house price for the North 

Warwickshire identified in the NHF Home Truths West Midlands Report 2016/17. 

4.12 The evidence shows that in the last five years, the average value of a property in 

Coleshill has risen by almost 33%. This means that today, average property values are 

£60,991 higher than five years ago. 

4.13 Evidence from the Land Registry House Price Index demonstrates that for North 

Warwickshire, over the past 12 months house prices has risen by 2.7%. The data taken 

from Zoopla illustrates that over the same period house values in Coleshill have risen 

by almost double this rate at 4.9%.  
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Affordability Ratios 

4.14 Affordability ratios based on average house prices and average incomes can be readily 

calculated at local authority level. Below this level, it is difficult to provide an accurate 

affordability ratio as whilst it is possible to obtain average house prices for a settlement, 

average incomes at settlement level are not often available. 

4.15 It is however possible to make a general estimation of the affordability ratio for a 

settlement by looking at an average earner within a local authority area and their ability 

to afford to buy in a specific settlement or location within that local authority area. 

4.16 Based on the median average income of those in North Warwickshire for 2016, 

identified in ONS data as £26,370, the ratio of median average house prices 

(£214,737) to average incomes in Coleshill stands at 8.14; this is considerably higher 

than the ratio for North Warwickshire which the data identifies as being 6.75.  

The Housing Register 

4.17 Households on the Council’s housing register waiting list are able to specify in their 

application the areas in which they would prefer to live. This information can be useful 

in highlighting areas where there is a large proportion of the waiting list who have 

specified that they are looking for affordable accommodation within that area. 

4.18 Through a FOI response, it has been demonstrated that of the 340 households 

currently on the Council’s Housing Register Waiting List, 87 of those have stipulated 

Coleshill Parish as their preferred choice of location; this equates to over 25% or a 

quarter. 

Tenure Profile 

4.19 At the 2011 Census, the tenure profile of the Coleshill Parish comprised predominantly 

of home ownership (74%) with a small proportion of private rented (14%) and an even 

smaller proportion of social/affordable rented (10%). Shared ownership tenure made 

up less than 1% of the tenure in the Parish. 

4.20 As demonstrated in Figure 4.1, home ownership levels in the Parish are considerably 

higher than the national average with the number of social/affordable rented and 

private rented tenures considerably lower than the national average. The tenure mix 

of the Parish would suggest that there is a need for greater numbers of affordable 

tenures such as shared ownership and social/affordable rented.  
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Figure 4.1: Housing Tenure in the Coleshill Parish and Nationally 

 

Source: Census 2011  

4.21 The adopted Core Strategy and the emerging Local Plan seek a target tenure mix for 

the affordable units on residential schemes of 85% rented and 15% intermediate. 

Based on this, the development of the site for 159 dwellings at a policy compliant 40% 

affordable housing could provide 54 affordable rented dwellings and 10 shared 

ownership dwellings. 

4.22 Figure 4.2 shows that based on these numbers, the level of shared ownership in the 

Parish would increase by 40% whilst the level of social/affordable rented tenure would 

increase by 19%. By comparison the overall number of households in the Parish would 

increase by just 6% and owner occupiers would increase by just 5%. 
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Figure 4.2: Potential Changes to the Housing Tenure in the Coleshill Parish through 

the Development of the Site 

 

Source: Census 2011 & North Warwickshire Core Strategy 

4.23 The importance of the analysis of such data was acknowledged in the Inspector’s 

report for the appeal decision relating to land adjacent to Cornerways, High Street, 

Twyning in Tewkesbury1 where in considering affordable housing provision through 

the appeal scheme paragraph 65 stated that: 

“The significance of this scheme in meeting the needs of different groups in the 

Borough, as required by paragraph 50 of the Framework, is underlined by the stark 

figure that this scheme alone would result in a 100% increase in shared ownership 

properties in the Parish of Twyning, as well as a 27% increase in social rented 

properties. Those figures are a powerful illustration of the extent to which the proposed 

development would contribute to creating a more mixed and balanced community, 

which is a key Government objective.” 

 

 

                                                           
1 APP/G1630/W/14/3001706 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

All Households Owned Shared Ownership Social/Affordable Rented

Percentage Increase



 

Emerging Local Plan and Affordable Housing in Coleshill  21 
 

Emerging Local Plan and Affordable Housing 

in Coleshill  

Section 5 

 

5.1 Affordable housing as a material consideration in the decision making process has 

been accepted and emphasised in a number of Secretary of State and Planning 

Inspector appeal decisions over the years and something which we have set out in 

detail in our affordable housing evidence supporting many planning appeals. 

Consideration of Affordable housing is also therefore a key component in the 

formulation of local planning policy and in the consideration of site allocations. 

5.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) seeks to “boost significantly the 

supply of housing” and states that local planning authorities should “ensure that their 

Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 

housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in 

this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the 

housing strategy over the plan period” (Paragraph 47).  

5.3 The emerging Local Plan itself, notes that the need for affordable housing is 

“significant” and for this reason it makes the provision of affordable housing a priority. 

With this in mind, as well as the affordable housing need (including the backlog) 

identified in this report, the Council should be looking to maximise affordable housing 

delivery over the Plan period through the allocation of sustainable sites which have the 

potential to make a marked contribution towards their affordable housing need. As 

demonstrated in this report, addressing the backlog to date since 2011, there is a need 

for 157 affordable homes per annum for the next 5 years. 

5.4 Should the Council not meet this figure each year for the next 5 years, the backlog will 

of course increase and the annual requirement for proceeding years will also continue 

to increase. Considering that the Council have averaged 38 affordable dwellings per 

annum since 2011, it is evident that they face a major challenge in addressing their 

needs without a step change in their approach. Allocating a greater number of housing 

sites would therefore be considered to maximise their affordable housing potential over 

the Plan period. 
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5.5 In order to ensure that the affordable housing need is appropriately addressed, the 

Council should be ensuring that housing allocations which are to deliver much needed 

affordable housing should be located in those parish areas where there is the greatest 

need. 

5.6 Whilst the SHMA does not break down the affordable housing need to the parish level, 

affordability indicators can give a contextual understanding as to those areas where 

the need is likely to be greatest. 

5.7 As has been demonstrated in Section 4 of this assessment, Coleshill is far less 

affordable than North Warwickshire as whole. House prices in Coleshill are 8.14 times 

the average Borough earnings in comparison to the ratio for North Warwickshire which 

stands at 6.75. 

5.8 It has also been demonstrated that of the total housing stock in Coleshill, the 

percentage of affordable tenures is far lower than the national average. 

5.9 Perhaps the best illustration of the need for affordable housing in Coleshill, is the fact 

that over 25% of those on the Council’s Housing Register Waiting List have specified 

the Coleshill Parish as the area they wish to live in. Considering that there has been a 

net loss of 46 affordable homes in the Coleshill Parish since 2000 through Right to 

Buy, without allocating a greater number of housing sites in the Coleshill Parish, the 

needs of these households are not going to be met. The affordability issues are also 

unlikely to be addressed.     
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Conclusions 

Section 6 

 

6.1 Britain is in the midst of a housing crisis and this has been more than a generation in 

the making. The National Housing Strategy sets out that a thriving housing market that 

offers choice, flexibility and affordable housing is critical to our social and economic 

wellbeing.  

6.2 The North Warwickshire Core Strategy and emerging Local Plan describes the 

affordable housing need in the borough as being “significant” and sets out that 

addressing the affordable housing need is a priority. 

6.3 A number of affordability indicators assessed in the report have demonstrated growing 

unaffordability in the Borough, this includes the levels of homelessness. The number 

of households being accepted as homeless and in priority need is rapidly increasing. 

In 2009/10 there were 14 households registered as homeless and in priority need 

within North Warwickshire, just seven years later in 2016/17 this figure had increased 

to 85 households; this represents more than a 500% increase across the period 

compared to an increase of 48% nationally. 

6.4 When you factor in the right to buy losses since the start of the Local Plan period in 

2011 up until today, the Council has only achieved an average of 38 net affordable 

homes per annum or 223 in total. This has been more than a 57% shortfall of 329 

affordable homes across the period from 2011 – 2017. 

6.5 The PPG advises that any shortfall in housing delivery should be addressed within the 

following five years. With this in mind, it is imperative that the 329 affordable homes 

shortfall since 2011 be addressed now and within the next 5 years. When the shortfall 

is factored into the SHMA 2015 Update’s identified need of 92 affordable homes per 

annum the need significantly increases to 158 per annum for the next 5 years; a total 

of 790 for the period. When you consider that the Council has not met this number in 

any year since 2001, it is clear that his shortfall will continue to grow without a step 

change in the Council’s approach to affordable housing. 

6.6 The information presented demonstrates that there is a significant need for affordable 

housing in the Borough. The Council should be looking to address this need 



 

Conclusions  24 
 

appropriately through the emerging Local Plan, directing new housing to areas where 

the affordable housing need is greatest. 

6.7 Based on the median average income of those in North Warwickshire for 2016, 

identified in ONS data as £26,370, the ratio of average house prices to average 

incomes in Coleshill stands at 8.14; this is considerably higher than the ratio for North 

Warwickshire which the data identifies as being 6.75.  

6.8 This relative unaffordability in the Coleshill area is also demonstrated through market 

signals. The data in this report demonstrates the settlement of Coleshill has current 

average house price values of £246,536 which is almost 27% higher than the average 

house price for the North Warwickshire identified in the NHF Home Truths West 

Midlands Report 2016/17. 

6.9 The adopted Core Strategy and the emerging Local Plan seek a target tenure mix for 

the affordable units on residential schemes of 85% rented and 15% intermediate. 

Based on this, the development of the site for 159 dwellings at a policy compliant 40% 

affordable housing could provide 54 affordable rented dwellings and 10 shared 

ownership dwellings. based on these numbers, the level of shared ownership in the 

Parish would increase by 40% whilst the level of social/affordable rented tenure would 

increase by 19%. By comparison the overall number of households in the Parish would 

increase by just 6% and owner occupiers would increase by just 5%. 

6.10 Over 25% of those households currently on the Council’s Housing Register Waiting 

List have specified the Coleshill Parish as the area they would like to live in whilst since 

2000, there has been a net loss of 46 affordable homes in the Parish through Right to 

Buy. The Council should therefore be looking to allocate a greater number of housing 

sites in the Coleshill Parish to address both the preference of over 25% of those 

households on the Housing Register, but also to address the affordability issues within 

Coleshill. 
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D E V E L O P M E N T 
E C O N O MI C S

C O L E S HI L L
C O M M U NI T Y I N V E S T M E N T S T A T E M E N T



I n t r o d u c ti o n
T h e r e a s o n t h at w e h a v e arri v e d at t h e fi g ur e 

of 4 5 3 d w elli n g s a s d e m o n str ati n g l o c al 

h o u si n g n e e d s, i s t h at t hi s i s t h e l e v el of 

gr o wt h t h at i s c o m m e n s ur at e wit h t h e d eli v er y 

of 5, 8 0 8 d w elli n g s at t h e B or o u g h -l e v el, 

a s s u mi n g e xi sti n g d e m o gr a p hi c r el ati o n s hi p s 

b et w e e n C ol e s hill a n d t h e wi d er B or o u g h 

c o nti n u e, a n d w o ul d m ai nt ai n t h e w or ki n g a g e 

p o p ul ati o n d uri n g a ti m e of si g ni fi c a nt gr o wt h 

i n t h e l e v el of e m pl o y m e nt pr o vi si o n i n t h e 

t o w n.  T h e j u sti fi c ati o n b e hi n d t hi s l e v el of 

gr o wt h i s s et o ut f ull y i n t h e ‘ L o c al H o u si n g 

N e e d A s s e s s m e nt’ s u b mitt e d wit h t h e s e 

r e pr e s e nt ati o n s.

C ol e s hill i s a M ar k et T o w n i n t h e l o c al a ut h orit y 

of N ort h W ar wi c k s hir e. B y d e fi niti o n, t hi s m e a n s 

t h at C ol e s hill f u n cti o n s a s a s er vi c e c e ntr e 

f or r e si d e nt s of t h e t o w n a n d hi nt erl a n d.  N e w 

d e v el o p m e nt w o ul d c o ntri b ut e t o t h e s o ci al 

a n d e c o n o mi c w ell b ei n g of t h e t o w n a n d t h e 

h o u si n g mi x w o ul d b e li n k e d t o t h e S H M A a n d 

e vi d e n c e of l o c al n e e d s.

T h e br o c h ur e will r e vi e w t h e f oll o wi n g:

• P o p ul ati o n Pr o fil e

• Aff or d a bilit y of H o m e s

• I n v e st m e nt

• E x p e n dit ur e

• E m pl o y m e nt

• 

T hi s br o c h ur e d e m o n s tr a t e s 

h o w a d di ti o n al r e si d e n ti al 

d e v el o p m e n t wi t hi n C ol e s hill, 

a b o v e t h e L o c al Pl a n all o c a ti o n 

o f 9 5 d w elli n g s, will s u p p or t 

a n d e n h a n c e t h e s u s t ai n a bili t y 

o f t h e ar e a. 

T h e br o c h ur e c o n si d er s t h e i m pli c ati o n s of 

t hr e e l e v el s of gr o wt h: t h e l e v el pr o p o s e d i n 

t h e e m er gi n g L o c al Pl a n ( 9 5 d w elli n g s); t h e 

l e v el pr o p o s e d i n t h e e m er gi n g L o c al Pl a n pl u s 

t h e d eli v er y of a f urt h er 1 5 9 h o m e s b et w e e n 

2 0 2 1 / 2 0 2 2 a n d 2 0 2 4 / 2 5 a s pr o p o s e d 

b y Ri c h b or o u g h E st at e s o n l a n d e a st of 

P a c ki n gt o n L a n e (i. e. 2 5 4 d w elli n g s); a n d 

4 5 3 d w elli n g s, w hi c h w e c o n si d er i s t h e l e v el 

r e q uir e d t o m e et h o u si n g n e e d i n C ol e s hill.  



P o p ul a ti o n Pr o fil e

Wit h t h e L o c al Pl a n all o c ati o n of 9 5 u nit s, 

C ol e s hill’ s p o p ul ati o n will i n cr e a s e b y 1 0 0 p e o pl e 

b y t h e e n d of t h e pl a n p eri o d ( 2 0 3 3).  H o w e v er, t h e 

p o p ul ati o n will a g e, l e a di n g t o 5 0 0 f e w er p e o pl e 

of w or ki n g a g e b y 2 0 3 3, j e o p ar di si n g C ol e s hill’ s 

st at u s a s a M ar k et T o w n.

D e v el o p m e nt of a f urt h er 1 5 9 d w elli n g s will l e a d t o 

a n a d diti o n al 6 8 c hil dr e n; 2 0 8 p e o pl e of w or ki n g 

a g e; a n d 4 9 p e o pl e a g e d 6 5 + y e ar s b y 2 0 3 3.

Y E A R 2 0 1 1

6, 4 8 0  
R E SI D E N T S... ... Y E A R 2 0 3 3

6, 5 8 1  
R E SI D E N T S

A F T E R  1 5 9
N E W H O M E S

6, 9 4 4
R E SI D E N T S

C O N S T R U C TI O N O F  

1 5 9  
N E W H O M E S

N o n et h el e s s, d e s pit e t h e 1 5 9 d w elli n g s pr o vi di n g 

a n a d diti o n al 2 0 8 p e o pl e of w or ki n g a g e, t h er e will 

still b e f e w er p e o pl e of w or ki n g a g e i n C ol e s hill i n 

2 0 3 3 t h a n i n 2 0 1 1.  

F urt h er m or e, B art o n Will m or e’ s a n al y si s i d e nti fi e s 

t h at t h e N ort h W ar wi c k s hir e mi ni m u m L o c al Pl a n 

t ar g et of 5, 8 0 8 d w elli n g s r e q uir e s 4 5 3 d w elli n g s 

i n C ol e s hill – si g ni fi c a ntl y hi g h er t h a n t h e c urr e nt 

L o c al Pl a n all o c ati o n of 9 5 d w elli n g s.  4 5 3 

a d diti o n al d w elli n g s will m ai nt ai n a st a bl e w or ki n g 

a g e p o p ul ati o n i n C ol e s hill s u p p orti n g C ol e s hill’ s 

st at u s a s a M ar k et T o w n.

1, 0 1 1 1, 1 7 4 1, 2 4 2 4, 1 4 1 3, 6 3 4 3, 8 4 2 1, 3 2 8 1, 7 7 3 1, 8 6 0

C ol e s hill’s P o p ul ati o n Pr ofil e - L o c al Pl a n B a s eli n e a n d wit h D e v el o p m e nt

2 0 1 1

2 0 3 3 - L o c al Pl a n B a s eli n e ( 9 5 u nit s)

2 0 3 3 - Wit h B a s eli n e a n d D e v el o p m e nt ( 9 5 + 1 5 9 u nit s)

0 – 1 5

1 6 – 6 4

6 5 +

2 0 3 3 - H o u si n g n e e d ( 4 5 3 u nit s)

1, 2 9 9 4, 1 4 0 1, 9 6 6



A f f o r d a bili t y o f H o m e s

£ 2 6, 3 7 0

H o u si n g aff or d a bilit y i s a gr e at er i s s u e i n 

C ol e s hill t h a n N ort h W ar wi c k s hir e B or o u g h. T h e 

G o v er n m e nt’ s H o u si n g W hit e P a p er ( F e br u ar y 

2 0 1 7) a c k n o wl e d g e s t h at b uil di n g m or e h o m e s 

i s k e y t o a d dr e s si n g aff or d a bilit y i s s u e s.  

T hi s i s f urt h er di s c u s s e d wit hi n t h e r e c e nt 

‘ Pl a n ni n g f or t h e Ri g ht H o m e s i n t h e Ri g ht 

Pl a c e s: C o n s ult ati o n Pr o p o s al’ d o c u m e nt. T hi s 

c o n cl u d e s a n e e d t o ‘r e fl e ct t h e a ct u al n e e d 

f or h o m e s i n e a c h ar e a, t a ki n g i nt o a c c o u nt 

t h e aff or d a bilit y of h o m e s l o c all y’. A dj u st m e nt s 

n e e d t o b e m a d e t o t a k e i nt o a c c o u nt m ar k et 

si g n al s. P ar a gr a p h 2 4 n ot e s t h at ‘if t h e a v er a g e 

w or k er c a n n ot g et a m ort g a g e f or t h e a v er a g e 

h o m e i n t h e ar e a wit h o ut a d diti o n al h el p, t h e n 

t h er e ar e n ot e n o u g h h o m e s i n t h e ar e a a n d t h e 

l o c al a ut h orit y n e e d s t o pl a n f or m or e’.

W hil st d eli v eri n g m or e m ar k et h o m e s will 

pr o vi d e a d diti o n al h o u si n g c h oi c e i n t h e l o c al 

m ar k et, i m p ort a ntl y 1 5 9 d w elli n g s w o ul d al s o 

d eli v er 6 4 aff or d a bl e d w elli n g s ( 4 0 %), w hi c h 

w o ul d b e pri oriti s e d f or r e si d e nt s wit h a l o c al 

c o n n e cti o n.

M e a s uri n g Aff or d a bilit y

T h e G o v er n m e nt m e a s ur e s t h e aff or d a bilit y of 

h o m e s u si n g t h e r ati o of m e di a n h o u s e pri c e s 

t o m e di a n w or k pl a c e e ar ni n g s. H o u s e pri c e s i n 

C ol e s hill ar e c urr e ntl y 8.1 4 ti m e s hi g h er t h a n 

a v er a g e a n n u al e ar ni n g s (t h e aff or d a bilit y r ati o).   

I n 1 9 9 7, C ol e s hill’ s aff or d a bilit y r ati o w a s m u c h 

l o w er at 4. 9 4. T hi s hi g hli g ht s t h e aff or d a bilit y 

c h all e n g e s f a ci n g C ol e s hill.

H O U S E P RI C E S I N 

C O L E S HI L L A R E 8.1 4 

TI M E S A V E R A G E 

A N N U A L E A R NI N G S.   T H E 

A V E R A G E F O R N O R T H 

W A R WI C K S HI R E I S 6. 7 5

2 0 1 6 A V E R A G E 

H O U S E P RI C E

F O R S A L E  £ 1 7 8, 0 0 0   N O R T H W A R WI C K S HI R E

F O R S A L E  

£ 2 1 4, 7 0 0   
C O L E S HI L L

A V E R A G E A N N U A L 

E A R NI N G S I N N O R T H 

W A R WI C K S HI R E

A F F
O R
D A
B I L
I T Y
 R
A T I
O

4. 9 4
1 9 9 7

8. 1 4
2 0 1 6



I n v e s t m e n t

8. 9 4 h a
U P T O

HI G H Q U A LI T Y 
O P E N S P A C E

G R E E N S P A C E  
C O N T RI B U TI O N 

H E A L T H C A R E 
C O N T RI B U TI O N

£ 3 1, 8 0 0

E D U C A TI O N 
C O N T RI B U TI O N

£ 5 5 6, 5 0 0

£ 3 0 4, 6 0 0

£ 2 8 6, 2 0 0

C O U N CI L T A X  
G E N E R A T E D P E R A N N U M

T R A N S P O R T I N F R A S T R U C T U R E 
C O N T R U B U TI O N

N E W H O M E S B O N U S

£ 1. 1
MI L LI O N

T h e d eli v er y of 1 5 9 h o m e s will g e n er at e dir e ct fi s c al i n v e st m e nt i nt o t h e c o m m u nit y. T hi s will 

i n cl u d e c o ntri b uti o n vi a t h e sit e - s p e ci fi c c o ntri b uti o n s. T o s u p p ort e xi sti n g a n d f ut ur e r e si d e nt s t h e 

d e v el o p m e nt will c o ntri b ut e t o h e alt h c ar e a n d e d u c ati o n f a ciliti e s wit hi n t h e ar e a. T h e n e w h o m e s 

will al s o g e n er at e a n n u al c o u n cil t a x p a y m e nt s, s u p p orti n g l o c al s er vi c e s.
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N E
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R A N
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4
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9
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8
4
1

C O N S T R U C TI O N P H A S E

3 6 4
R E SI D E N T S

£ 9. 4
P E R A N N U M B Y E C O N O MI C A L LY 

A C TI V E P O P U L A TI O N
P E R A N N U M

P E R A N N U M

P E R A N N U M

MI L LI O N

G V A G E N E R A T E D

E x p e n di t u r e & E m pl o y m e n t

C O N V E NI E N C E 
E X P E N DI T U R E

C O M P A RI S O N 
E X P E N DI T U R E

L EI S U R E E X P E N DI T U R E

£ 7 8 5, 7 0 0 £ 9 6 0, 1 0 0

T h e d eli v er y of 1 5 9 h o m e s will g e n er at e m ulti pl e e c o n o mi c b e n e fit s. D e v el o p m e nt wit hi n C ol e s hill 

will i n cr e a s e t h e n u m b er of e c o n o mi c all y a cti v e r e si d e nt s, s u p p orti n g s u st ai n a bl e gr o wt h 

wit hi n t h e l o c al ar e a. R e si d e nt s of t h e pr o p o s e d d e v el o p m e nt will c o ntri b ut e t o t h e l o c al l a b o ur 

f or c e a n d i n cr e a s e e c o n o mi c o ut p ut ( G V A) l e v el s. R et ail e x p e n dit ur e l e v el s g e n er at e d b y f ut ur e 

r e si d e nt s will al s o s u p p ort l o c al b u si n e s s e s.

DI R E C T J O B S:  

6 8
I N DI R E C T J O B S:  

4 1
G V A:  

£ 2 2. 5 M

2 0 8  E C O N O MI C A L L Y A C TI V E

£ 1. 1
MI L LI O N



Y E A R 2 0 3 3 – WI T H A N D WI T H O U T H O U SI N G D E LI V E R Y

S u m m a r y 
T h e d eli v er y of 1 5 9 u nit s b y 2 0 2 5 will pr o vi d e a 

v ari et y of e c o n o mi c, s o ci al a n d e n vir o n m e nt al 

b e n e fit s. It i s e vi d e nt t h at C ol e s hill will f e el t h e 

eff e ct s of a n a gi n g p o p ul ati o n o v er t h e p eri o d 

u p t o 2 0 3 3 a n d t h at h o u si n g wit hi n t h e ar e a 

i s al s o c o n si d er e d u n aff or d a bl e. W hil st t h e 

d eli v er y of 1 5 9 u nit s i s n ot e n o u g h t o m ai nt ai n 

a st a bl e w or ki n g a g e p o p ul ati o n, it i s a p o siti v e 

st e p t o cr e ati n g a s u st ai n a bl e c o m m u nit y. T h e 

s u m m ar y b el o w r e vi e w s h o w t h e c o m m u nit y of 

C ol e s hill will e v ol v e a s a r e s ult of t h e pr o p o s e d 

1 5 9 h o m e s, c o m p ari n g t hi s t o t h e L o c al Pl a n 

b a s eli n e a n d mi ni m u m h o u si n g n e e d i d e nti fi e d 

b y B art o n Will m or e.

L O C A L P L A N 

B A S E LI N E

D E LI V E RI N G  

8 5 U NI T S

H O U SI N G N E E D

R e si d e nt P o p ul ati o n  6, 5 8 1 6, 9 4 4 7, 4 0 5

E c o n o mi c all y A cti v e 

P o p ul ati o n
3, 6 3 4 3, 8 4 2 4,1 4 0

C ol e s hill T ot al  

R e si d e nt E x p e n dit ur e 
£ 5 1. 4 m £ 5 4. 2 m £ 5 7. 8 m

C o u n cil T a x 

( utili si n g 2 0 2 2 E x p eri a n 
h o u s e h ol d pr oj e cti o n s, 
b a s e d o n a v er a g e c o u n cil t a x 
c h ar g e d b a n d D / E)  

£ 4.1 m £ 4. 4 m £ 4. 8 m

Tr a n s p ort I nfr a str u ct ur e 

I n v e st m e nt C o m m u nit y 

I nfr a str u ct ur e L e v y

£ 0. 2 m £ 0. 3 m £ 0. 9 m

H e alt h c ar e & E d u c ati o n 

I n v e st m e nt
£ 0. 3 5 m £ 0. 6 m £ 1. 8 m

N e w H o m e s B o n u s £ 0. 7 m £ 1.1 m £ 3. 5 m

+ 1 5 9 + 4 5 3



w w w. b a rt o n will m o r e. c o. u k

D e s k T o p P u bli s hi n g a n d G r a p hi c D e si g n b y
B a rt o n Will m o r e

T hi s a rt w o r k w a s p ri nt e d o n p a p e r u si n g fi b r e s o u r c e d f r o m 
s u st ai n a bl e pl a nt ati o n w o o d f r o m s u p pli e r s w h o p r a cti c e 
s u st ai n a bl e m a n a g e m e nt of f o r e st s i n li n e wit h st ri ct 
i nt e r n ati o n al st a n d a r d s. P ul p u s e d i n it s m a n uf a ct u r e i s 
al s o El e m e nt al C hl o ri n e Fr e e ( E C F).

C o p y ri g ht
T h e c o nt e nt s of t hi s d o c u m e nt m u st n ot b e c o pi e d o r 
r e p r o d u c e d i n w h ol e of i n p a rt wit h o ut t h e w ritt e n c o n s e nt 
of B a rt o n Will m o r e.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 PTB Transport Planning Ltd has been commissioned by Richborough Estates 
to provide transport advice for a potential residential development at land off 
Packington Lane, Coleshill. 

1.1.2 At present, it is estimated that the site has the capacity to accommodate circa 
277 dwellings.  The site location is shown on Figure 1.1. 

1.2 Structure and Purpose of the Report 

1.2.1 This report provides an initial transport appraisal of the proposed development 
in residential use, to confirm deliverability of the site in terms of access.  The 
document supports Local Plan representations for the site. 

1.2.2 Following this introduction, the report is set out as follows: 

• Chapter 2 – Development Proposals; 

• Chapter 3 – Traffic Generation, Distribution and Assignment; 

• Chapter 4 – Sustainable Travel; 

• Chapter 5 – Summary and Conclusion. 

1.3 Limitations of this Report 

1.3.1 This report has been undertaken at the request of Richborough Estates, and 
thus should not be entrusted to any third party without written permission from 
PTB Transport Planning Ltd.  However, should any information contained 
within this report be used by any unauthorised third party, it is done so entirely 
at their own risk and shall not be the responsibility of PTB Transport Planning 
Ltd. 

1.3.2 This report has been compiled using data from a number of external sources 
(such as TRICS and public transport operator websites); whilst these sources 
are considered to be trustworthy, PTB Transport Planning Ltd is not 
responsible for the accuracy of the data provided. 
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2.0 HIGHWAY NETWORK AND DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

2.1 Highway Network and Traffic Conditions 

2.1.1 The development site is located on land to the southeast of the market town 
of Coleshill.  The site is bounded by agricultural land to the east, a small 
amount of housing and Hawkeswell Lane to the south, Packington Lane to 
the west and fields to the north.  

2.1.2 Hawkeswell Lane is a minor rural road, approximately 4.0m wide with no 
footways in proximity to the proposed development.  The lane is subject to a 
60mph speed limit and has double yellow line markings from the Hawkeswell 
Lane/Packington Lane junction to Rose Cottage. These prohibit on-street 
parking at any time. 

2.1.3 To the west of the proposed housing is Packington Lane. Packington Lane 
has a north – south alignment; with a carriageway width of 6.8m and a 30mph 
speed limit in proximity to the development site. To the south of the 
Hawkeswell Lane/Packington Lane T-junction, the speed limit of Packington 
Lane changes from 30mph to 60mph. 

2.1.4 Traffic conditions around the proposed site access are generally quiet; 
however, Packington Lane also serves local schools thus has higher levels of 
traffic during school opening and closing hours.  

2.1.5 There is on-street parking evident along Packington Lane, the quantity of 
which increases during AM and PM school traffic hours due to school drop-
offs and pick-ups.  

2.1.6 Hawkeswell Lane is lightly trafficked and provides a route to agricultural land 
south of the proposed development. 

2.2 The Site 

2.2.1 The current private housing development option would be for up to 277 
dwellings. 

2.2.2 An Indicative Site Layout is included as Appendix A. 
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2.3 Site Access 

2.3.1 Access to the new development is proposed as being via two priority T-
junctions with Packington Lane; the carriageway widths proposed are 5.5m, 
with footway widths of 2.0m and 6.0m entry and exit radii.  This is more than 
sufficient to accommodate the proposed development traffic. 

2.3.2 A potential emergency access could also be provided along Pound Lane. 

2.3.3 Indicative site access layouts are shown on drawings T17530.001 and 002; 
at this stage, visibility splays are shown as 59m, however these will eventually 
be based on speed survey data. 

2.4 Accident Data 

2.4.1 We have investigated the Crashmap database in order to assess whether 
there are any existing accident issues in the vicinity of the proposed site 
access. 

2.4.2 The data for the five-year period 2012 to 2017 indicates that there have been 
no personal injury accidents (PIA) reported at Packington Lane directly 
adjacent to the development site.  

2.4.3 There have been two ‘slight’ personal injury accidents (PIA) reported at the 
B4117 Coventry Road, close to the junctions with Brendan Close and 
Springfields; with a further ‘slight’ accident recorded south of the site close to 
the junction of Packington Lane with Hawkeswell Lane. 

2.4.4 Although all PIAs are regrettable, there isn’t any undue cause for concern in 
relation to the volume of accidents observed near the site.  The volume of 
accidents recorded is relatively low at an average of 0.42 PIAs per year over 
the most recent five-year period for which data is available. 
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3.0 TRAFFIC GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT 

3.1 TRICS Assessment 

3.1.1 The traffic generation for the proposed development has been assessed using 
the TRICS 7.3.4 database and has been carried out in accordance with the 
TRICS Good Practice Guide (2016). 

3.2 TRICS Parameters 

3.2.1 Within the TRICS assessment work, the following parameters have been 
used:  

• Sites from Greater London and all Republic of Ireland and Northern 
Ireland sites removed. 

• Proposed Private Housing use:  

o Range – 100 to 245 dwellings; 

o 9 surveys available in database; 

o One survey, CH-03-A-06 removed due to its location near a 
station; 

o 8 surveys used for calculation of trip rates. 

Table 1 – TRICS Assessment – Residential, 277 Dwellings 

Peak Period 
Trip Rate (per dwelling) Trips 

Total 
In Out In Out 

AM 0.138 0.362 38 100 138 

PM 0.323 0.219 89 61 150 

NB: AM peak is 08:00-09:00 and PM peak is 17:00-18:00; trips have been rounded. 

3.2.2 Table 1 shows that a residential site of 277 dwellings will generate 138 two-
way, AM peak hour trips and 150 two-way, PM peak hour trips. 

3.2.3 The TRICS output for residential dwellings is provided in Appendix B. 

3.3 Traffic Impact 

3.3.1 The forecast traffic generation indicates peak hour two-way traffic generation 
of approximately two to three vehicles per minute at the development access.  
In any single direction, the traffic generation is less than two vehicles per 
minute. 

3.3.2 The forecast level of traffic associated with the residential development is not 
considered to be significant, whilst the impact will be determined by further 
transport assessments.  
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3.4 Traffic Distribution and Assignment 

3.4.1 Any subsequent planning application will be accompanied by a Transport 
Assessment report that will include more detail on likely traffic routeing 
utilising Journey to Work data from the latest available Census. 

3.4.2 For the purposes of this assessment, it is clear from site observations that the 
proposed site access junction arrangements will cope with the predicted level 
of traffic from the development proposal. 

3.5 Coleshill Crossroads 

3.5.1 The peak hour congestion and delays at the Coleshill Crossroads (Blythe 
Road/Birmingham Road/High Street junction) in the town centre is significant. 

3.5.2 This primarily occurs along Blythe Road in the morning peak and then along 
Birmingham Road in the evening peak; a significant amount of traffic also 
avoids the junction by diverting along Church Hill. 

3.5.3 We are aware that the Harworth Estates application for the redevelopment of 
the Daw Mill Colliery site (ref. PAP/2014/0339) concluded, as part of their 
Transport Assessment work, that the Coleshill Crossroads was already over 
capacity and that additional background traffic growth would exacerbate the 
existing congestion and delays on this part of the highway network. 

3.5.4 With the subsequent addition of the Daw Mill development traffic, that 
congestion would get worse. 

3.5.5 The Daw Mill application proposed improvements in the vicinity of the 
crossroads junction, primarily concentrating on the use of Church Hill as a 
diversionary route to remove traffic from the problem junction; however, that 
scheme only served to mitigate the impact of the proposed development at 
Daw Mill – essentially, a ‘nil-detriment’ solution, as would reasonably be 
expected. 

3.5.6 A Technical Note report was produced by ADC Infrastructure (ADC) in 
September 2015 in respect of the proposed improvements, within which they 
state: 

   “4  It is accepted that the proposed mitigation scheme does not resolve  
   congestion at the crossroads – it is not the developer’s responsibility to solve 
   existing problems.  To do that, a more comprehensive scheme will be required 
   and WCC are exploring options.  This report also explains how Harworth  
   Estates could contribute to a more comprehensive scheme.” 
 

3.5.7 It should be noted that figure A2 in the ADC report highlights the extent of the 
congestion problems at the Coleshill Crossroads junction – their 2021 
scenario indicating that without the proposed mitigation, maximum queue 
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lengths along Blythe Road in the AM peak hour (08:00-09:00) are shown as 
reaching 182 vehicles, or 162 vehicles with the proposed Daw Mill 
development (and mitigation) in place. 

3.5.8 The reference to the “more comprehensive scheme” is clarified in sections 16 
to 19 and detailed in Appendix C of the ADC report; the scheme proposed 
being a gyratory that could potentially be introduced around Church Hill and 
the Coleshill Crossroads.  Reference is made to WCC studying the potential 
for such a scheme and therefore Harworth Estates contributing towards 
further modelling to determine a more comprehensive solution. 

3.5.9 Appendix C of the ADC report details how the gyratory system could work, 
either as a priority-controlled junction at Blythe Road/Birmingham Road/High 
Street, or with the implementation of a signals at this junction. 

3.5.10 It should be noted that we have considered the initial WCC gyratory scheme 
and have prepared a revised signalised scheme that, in our view, resolves the 
current congestion issues at the crossroads junction and provides a significant 
amount of spare capacity to allow for further growth across Coleshill. 

3.5.11 Full details of our initial proposal are provided within a separate Technical 
Note report; the scheme is currently being discussed with the local highway 
authority with a view to agreeing an acceptable design in due course. 
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4.0 LOCAL FACILITIES AND SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL 

4.1 Local Facilities 

4.1.1 A range of local facilities near to the site are noted below; these include (but 
are not limited to): 

• The George and Dragon = 365m 

• Woodlands School = 430m 

• Coleshill Leisure Centre = 530m 

• Catholic Church = 590m 

• St Edwards RC Primary School = 630m 

• The Coleshill School = 685m 

• Child 1st Day Nursery = 710m 

• Lifestyle Express General Store = 895m 

• Coleshill Clinic = 1.1km 

• The Rice Bowl= 1.1km 

• Farmers Butcher = 1.1km 

• The Upper Crust = 1.1km 

• Red Lion – Tapas and Pizza = 1.1km 

• The Lodge Veterinary Centre = 1.1km 

• Coleshill C of E Primary School = 1.2km 

• Coleshill High Street = 1.2km – 1.6km 

4.1.2 Facilities such as The George and Dragon, Catholic Church, Child 1st Day 
Nursery and Coleshill Leisure Centre are within an 800m walk of the centre of 
the development site; this distance is within the distance that Manual for 
Streets (MfS) refers to as a walkable neighbourhood (800m). 

4.1.3 Four schools are in close proximity to the proposed development; Woodlands 
School is within the ‘desirable’ walking distance of 500m, St Edwards RC 
Primary School and The Coleshill School are well within the ‘acceptable’ 
walking distance of 1000m, whilst Coleshill C of E Primary School is well 
within the ‘preferred maximum’ walking distance (all as recommended in 
Table 3.2 of the IHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot). 

4.1.4 The IHT guidelines also state that the acceptable and preferred maximum 
walking distance for common facilities, excluding schools, commuting and 
town centres, is 800m and 1.2km respectively.  Most facilities listed above are 
within this distance.  Within a 2.0km walking distance of the development, 
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local facilities on Coleshill High Street are accessible; these include health, 
community, retail and restaurant facilities. 

4.1.5 The local facilities are shown on Figure 4.1.  

4.2 Sustainable Travel 

Walk 
 
4.2.1 There are three local roads in proximity to the proposed development; 

Packington Lane, Hawkeswell Lane and the B4117 Coventry Road. 

4.2.2 Both Packington Lane and the B4117 Coventry Road have sections of 
footway for pedestrians. Hawkeswell Lane has no available footway. The 
B4117 Coventry Road and Packington Lane are subject to a 30mph speed 
limit.  Hawkeswell Lane has a speed limit of 60mph.  

4.2.3 Both Packington Lane and the B4117 Coventry Road have street lighting.  In 
addition, the B4117 Coventry Road has traffic calming measures including 
speed cameras.  

4.2.4 Towards the centre of the proposed development, there is a public right of 
way (PROW) which routes west-east towards Southfields Farm.  The PROW 
merges with other paths in fields to the northeast of the development. 

4.2.5 Footways are available near the proposed development which make it 
possible for pedestrians to walk from the site safely in all directions.  A 
pedestrian crossing could be considered along Packington Lane to allow 
improved access to the existing educational infrastructure. 

4.2.6 Any proposed site access will include 2.0m footway provision and will extend 
existing provision down the eastern side of Packington Lane. 

Cycle 
 
4.2.7 We have investigated SUSTRANS mapping to determine the national and 

local cycle network available near the proposal site. 

4.2.8 NCN Route 53 is 3.8 miles to the west of the proposed development.  There 
are no local cycle routes in proximity to the site.  

4.2.9 Most roads in proximity to the proposed development are moderately 
trafficked and subject to a 30mph speed limit; therefore, they are considered 
to be suitable for use by cyclists. 

Bus 
 
4.2.10 Bus services can be accessed on the B4117 Coventry Road at the George 

and Dragon bus stop, within a 380m walk of the centre of the proposal site; 
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this provides access to the 18A, 70/X70, 75, 75A and 223 bus services, details 
of which are provided in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 – Local Bus Service Frequencies 

Service 
No. 

Route 

Frequency (mins) 

Pks Day Eve Sat Sun 

18A 
Birmingham Business Park – 
Furnace End (Bulls Head) – 

Ansley – Nuneaton 
N/A 1 per 

weekday N/A N/A N/A 

70/X70 

Birmingham – Ward End (Fox & 
Goose) – Castle Bromwich – 

Water Orton – Coleshill – 
Chelmsley Wood 

20-30 30 60 60 60 

75 
Sutton Coldfield – Coleshill – 
Birmingham Business Park – 

Birmingham International 
60 60 1 per 

evening 120 N/A 

75A 

Bishop Walsh School, Sutton 
Coldfield – Coleshill – 

Birmingham Business Park – 
Birmingham International 

N/A 1 per 
weekday N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

4.2.11 The 75 and 75A buses provide weekday and Saturday services to 
destinations including Sutton Coldfield and Birmingham International.  The 75 
bus is the more frequent of the two buses and has a daytime, weekday 
frequency of one bus every 60 minutes. 

4.2.12 Furthermore, the 70/X70 bus which routes between Birmingham and 
Chelmsley Wood via Coleshill provides frequent weekday and weekend 
services to local destinations.  This bus has a weekday and Saturday daytime 
frequency of one bus every 20 to 30 minutes, plus a Sunday daytime 
frequency of one bus every 60 minutes.  

4.2.13 The 223 West Midlands Special Needs Transport bus to Solihull is available 
from the George and Dragon bus stop; the bus provides weekday services 
(one outbound and one return) which stop outside the pub once on a Monday.  

4.2.14 The 18 A bus routes between Birmingham Business Park and Nuneaton; the 
bus has a weekday service at a frequency of 1 per day. 

Rail 
 
4.2.15 The closest railway station to the site is Coleshill Parkway. The station is 

approximately 2.4 miles to the north of the proposed development.   

4.2.16 Coleshill Parkway station provides 240 car parking spaces for passengers, 
with 13 accessible bays allocated for Blue Badge holders. There are also 20 
cycle storage spaces available at the station for cycle parking.  
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4.2.17 The station has two platforms and provides CrossCountry rail services to 
destinations including Birmingham New Street, Stansted Airport, Cambridge 
and Leicester. Direct trains arrive/depart to either of the destinations at a 
frequency of 1-3 per hour.  

4.2.18 The 70, 75 and 75A buses provide multi-modal public transport links from the 
George and Dragon bus stop to Coleshill Parkway railway station. These 
buses can be accessed via a short walk from the proposed development site. 

4.3 Overall Transport Sustainability 

4.3.1 There are good public transport opportunities and a range of facilities within 
walking distance of the proposal site.  

4.3.2 The site is therefore accessible and in a sustainable location for development. 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Summary 

5.1.1 Safe and suitable access can be provided to the development land with 
precise details of the junction layout and visibility splays to be informed by 
traffic surveys undertaken at planning application stage. 

5.1.2 The trip generation predicted for the site and capacity of the adjacent highway 
network will be tested as part of any subsequent application. 

5.1.3 The site is well located regarding access to local facilities which may be 
typically used on a day-to-day and weekly basis by residents.  Furthermore, 
the proposal site is in close proximity to good bus links.  From Coleshill, 
national rail services can be accessed by residents. 

5.2 Conclusion 

5.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that opportunities for 
sustainable access should be taken up and that safe and suitable access is 
provided for all people. 

5.2.2 The development is located to make use of existing transport infrastructure 
and services and is sustainable in transport terms.   

5.2.3 The development will promote the use of sustainable transport and the site 
provides safe and suitable access for all users via priority junctions with 
Packington Lane. 
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APPENDIX A - INDICATIVE SITE LAYOUT 
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Calculation Reference: AUDIT-141301-170322-0308

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  03 - RESIDENTIAL

Category :  A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:

02 SOUTH EAST

EX ESSEX 1 days

WS WEST SUSSEX 1 days

03 SOUTH WEST

DV DEVON 1 days

06 WEST MIDLANDS

SH SHROPSHIRE 1 days

07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE

NE NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days

NY NORTH YORKSHIRE 1 days

08 NORTH WEST

CH CHESHIRE 1 days

11 SCOTLAND

FA FALKIRK 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Secondary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range

are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Number of dwellings

Actual Range: 108 to 237 (units: )

Range Selected by User: 100 to 245 (units: )

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/08 to 25/09/15

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are

included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:

Tuesday 3 days

Wednesday 1 days

Thursday 2 days

Friday 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:

Manual count 8 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding

up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are

undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Edge of Town Centre 1

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 4

Edge of Town 3

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories

consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:

Residential Zone 7

No Sub Category 1
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories

consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,

Out of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:

   C 3    8 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005

has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Population within 1 mile:

1,001  to 5,000 2 days

5,001  to 10,000 1 days

10,001 to 15,000 2 days

15,001 to 20,000 1 days

20,001 to 25,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

5,001   to 25,000 3 days

75,001  to 100,000 2 days

100,001 to 125,000 2 days

125,001 to 250,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:

0.6 to 1.0 2 days

1.1 to 1.5 6 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,

within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:

Yes 1 days

No 7 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,

and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:

No PTAL Present 8 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 CH-03-A-02 HOUSES/FLATS CHESHIRE

SYDNEY ROAD

CREWE

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 7 4

Survey date: TUESDAY 14/10/08 Survey Type: MANUAL

2 DV-03-A-02 HOUSES & BUNGALOWS DEVON

MILLHEAD ROAD

HONITON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 6

Survey date: FRIDAY 25/09/15 Survey Type: MANUAL

3 EX-03-A-01 SEMI-DET. ESSEX

MILTON ROAD

CORRINGHAM

STANFORD-LE-HOPE

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    2 3 7

Survey date: TUESDAY 13/05/08 Survey Type: MANUAL

4 FA-03-A-02 MIXED HOUSES FALKIRK

ROSEBANK AVENUE & SPRINGFIELD DRIVE

FALKIRK

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 6 1

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 29/05/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

5 NE-03-A-03 PRIVATE HOUSES NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE

STATION ROAD

SCUNTHORPE

Edge of Town Centre

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 8 0

Survey date: TUESDAY 20/05/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

6 NY-03-A-06 BUNGALOWS & SEMI DET. NORTH YORKSHIRE

HORSEFAIR

BOROUGHBRIDGE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 5

Survey date: FRIDAY 14/10/11 Survey Type: MANUAL

7 SH-03-A-04 TERRACED SHROPSHIRE

ST MICHAEL'S STREET

SHREWSBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

No Sub Category

Total Number of dwellings:    1 0 8

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/06/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 WS-03-A-04 MIXED HOUSES WEST SUSSEX

HILLS FARM LANE

BROADBRIDGE HEATH

HORSHAM

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 5 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/12/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a

unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the

week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.

MANUALLY DESELECTED SITES

Site Ref Reason for Deselection

CH-03-A-06 Location and contains a small number of bungalows and flats.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.064 8 155 0.252 8 155 0.31607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.138 8 155 0.362 8 155 0.50008:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.140 8 155 0.149 8 155 0.28909:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.138 8 155 0.172 8 155 0.31010:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.133 8 155 0.147 8 155 0.28011:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.178 8 155 0.156 8 155 0.33412:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.171 8 155 0.151 8 155 0.32213:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.153 8 155 0.182 8 155 0.33514:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.273 8 155 0.186 8 155 0.45915:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.271 8 155 0.172 8 155 0.44316:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.323 8 155 0.219 8 155 0.54217:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.197 8 155 0.166 8 155 0.36318:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   2.179   2.314   4.493

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

TAXIS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00608:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00509:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00310:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00411:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00612:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00413:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00614:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.007 8 155 0.006 8 155 0.01315:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.005 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00916:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00517:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00418:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.037   0.034   0.071

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

OGVS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00407:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00408:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00309:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00410:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00411:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00912:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00613:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00614:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00215:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00416:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00017:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00218:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.023   0.025   0.048

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

PSVS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00007:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00008:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00009:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00010:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00011:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00012:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00213:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00014:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00215:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00016:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00017:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.002   0.002   0.004

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

CYCLISTS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.010 8 155 0.01607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.00908:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00409:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.01310:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00711:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00912:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00713:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00714:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.009 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.01615:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00816:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.013 8 155 0.011 8 155 0.02417:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.013 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.02018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.070   0.070   0.140

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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 Land East of Packington Lane, Coleshill 
10504_R01a_Landscape & Visual Technical Note  
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This technical note has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP (TG) on behalf of Richborough, in 

response to desktop analysis and preliminary fieldwork undertaken in June 2016.  The note 
provides advice on the feasibility of future development on land located to the east of 
Packington Lane, Coleshill, in terms of landscape character and visual context.  It also 
considers the proposed development of the site with reference to the contribution to Green Belt 
purposes. 

 
1.2 It is intended that this work will support representations to the North Warwickshire Borough 

Council Local Plan process for the promotion of the site as a housing allocation.  The work does 
not constitute a full Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) or a full Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA).   

 
2.0 Site Context 
 
2.1. The proposed development site is located to the eastern periphery of Coleshill and currently 

comprises approximately 16.12 hectares of typical pastoral and arable farmland with some 
areas used as equestrian paddocks.  The land is interspersed with connecting native 
hedgerows, post and wire fencing and some scattered trees.  It also contains a small cluster of 
buildings known as ‘the piggeries’. 
 

2.2. The site adjoins the established residential edge associated with Packington Lane to the west 
and to the north the site is bordered by the residential development at Brendan Close, which 
already extends the built form of Coleshill east beyond the Coventry Road.  To the east of the 
site itself there are further agricultural fields and Southfields Farm, which is connected to 
Packington Lane via Pound Lane.  The landscape then falls away gently towards the River 
Blythe corridor.   

 
2.3. To the south is Hawkeswell Lane and four properties that immediately border the site; and, 

beyond that is Coleshill Town Football Club, with associated lighting, pitches, parking and 
hospitality infrastructure.   

 
2.4. The landform of the site gently falls from west to east with a topographical range of 

approximately 106m AOD to 93m AOD.   
 
3.0 Emerging Plan & Evidence Base Documents 
 
3.1. The site is not subject to any local or national landscape designations, nor has ever been 

considered for such.  The site is located within the Green Belt.  Whilst Green Belt is not a 
landscape designation, the review of the principles purposes have a close correlation with 
matters of inter-visibility and character, hence the consideration within this Technical Note.  
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Sustainability Appraisal (LUC – February 2017)  
 

3.2. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was produced by LUC to establish the likely social, 
environmental and economic effects of the policies and proposals within the emerging Local 
Plan from the outset of its development.   
 

3.3. The key SA objective within the document relating to landscape is ‘Objective 7’ which states 
the following: 

 
“The landscape of North Warwickshire Borough is largely rural in nature.  Therefore the 
residential and employment development proposed through the Draft Local Plan could have 
significant adverse effects on it natural environment, including landscape character.  The 
majority of the site allocation policies are located on greenfield land where the potential for 
adverse effects are greater.  Several of the site allocation policies make provision for the need 
for landscaping measures to protect the wider landscape character, including the historic 
landscape, of the area, which is likely to maintain even improve landscape character.  In 
addition, some site allocation policies which direct development to areas of previously 
developed land where there is greater potential to regenerate the visual appearance of the area 
within the immediate vicinity with positive effects.”    
 

3.4. The Draft Local Plan makes provision for mitigating the general impacts of new development 
on the natural environment through policies:  
 
• LP14: Natural Environment   
• LP16: Nature Conservation   
• LP17: Green Infrastructure   

 
3.5. However, the SA confirms at para. 6.136 that the “Overall, the effects of the PPLP on the natural 

environment are to some extent uncertain until detailed proposals for particular sites come 
forward at the planning application stage”.   

 
3.6. In response to undertaking of the SA analysis, the site (PS153) has not been suggested to be 

taken forward as a preferred site.  The detailed reasoning for why specific reasonable 
alternatives are judged as having potential to generate significant adverse and significant 
positive effects can be found in the SA matrices at Appendix 7; and, explanations for why 
specific allocations were and were not taken forward can be found in Appendix 8. 

 
3.7. The comments set out within Appendix 7 of the SA in relation to Land at Packington Lane, 

establishes that the site only scores poorly in landscape terms due to the following justification: 
  
“As there are no National Parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within or immediately 
adjacent to North Warwickshire, the location of potential housing sites is not expected to affect 
these landscape designations.  However, where development will take place on greenfield land, 
the character of the local environment is more likely to be affected and larger sites will have a 
more prominent impact than smaller sites on the local landscape.  As such, as this site is large 
and on greenfield land, a significant negative effect is likely, although this is uncertain and 
dependent on the design of the new development and quality of local landscape.” 
 

3.8. It is evident that this is a rather generic response and as acknowledged at para. 2.57 of the SA: 
 
“Due to the scale of the site options appraisal work required, it was also recognised that not 
every local characteristic would be able to be investigated in detail for each site option.”  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3.9. At para. 4.15 the SA also clarifies that: 
 

“The likely effects of the options on SA objective 7: landscape are difficult to determine until 
specific development sites are identified; however options IN1, IN2, IN4 and IN5 could all have 
significant negative effects.  Options IN2 and IN4 would require the release of land from the 
Green Belt which could have negative effects on the openness and character of the area and 
contribute towards settlement coalescence, although it is recognised that Green Belt land isn’t 
always the most sensitive or high quality in landscape terms.”    
 

3.10. In terms of the further explanation as set out at Appendix 8 of the SA, the content of the table 
simply confirms the reason for not being taken forward as being: 
 
“Site lies within Green Belt.  Green Belt release not proposed for Coleshill.”  
 

3.11. Again, it is apparent that the judgements are not site specific and have not taken into account 
the likely landscape and visual effects that are likely to arise, or opportunities available to create 
a positive development response at sustainable settlement edge locations, where improved 
settlement boundaries can be delivered in association with Green Infrastructure. 

 
Landscape Capacity Study – Stage 2 (FPCR – August 2010) 
 

3.12. The ‘Stage Two’ study was undertaken to set out a more detailed assessment, focussed on the 
main settlements and local service centres (including Atherstone / Mancetter, Polesworth / 
Dordon, Coleshill, Old and New Arley, Grendon / Baddesley Ensor, Hartshill with Ansley 
Common, Kingsbury and Water Orton) to identify distinct landscape sub units, together with 
broad descriptions and management prescriptions for each. 
 

3.13. As part of the scope, the sensitivity and capacity for change of each of these areas was 
assessed and recommendations provided for assimilating development and the provision of 
Green Infrastructure.   
 

3.14. The site is located within a much wider sub unit area, referred to as ‘B - Opposite Coleshill 
School, east side of Coleshill’; and, overall it is considered to represent ‘Higher Sensitivity’.  
When reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating description confirms that: 
 
“Generally with good existing landscape structure and a higher proportion of sensitive 
landscape features, potential for development not precluded, however there may only be very 
limited pockets where sensitive development with appropriate mitigation might be feasible.”  

 
3.15. The justification for the unsuitability of development within this sub unit area states: 

 
“The open slopes adjacent to Coleshill are not considered appropriate for development. 
Coleshill is a linear settlement built on the plateau/ridge above the Blythe Valley.  Development 
at its eastern edge would likely breach the ridge changing the currently open and unsettled 
wider valley character.”  
 

3.16. The scoring system for the sub unit area totalled 23, which placed it within 3 points of the 
threshold for ‘Medium Sensitivity’.  This suggests that more detailed and site specific 
considerations could well determine that portions of sub unit area B are indeed less sensitive 
and with greater capacity to absorb change. 
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3.17. In this case, it is clear that the scoring has been influenced by the proximity of the Conservation 
Area; however, the site under consideration is not subject to any inter-visibility or documented 
heritage concerns.  Furthermore, the site is located on gently sloping topography associated 
with the plateau and relates to existing built development to the north (Brendan Close); and, 
would be seen in that context.  Development would not be viewed as sprawling and 
conspicuous, but seen as a continuation of the existing settlement edge. 

 
3.18. The proposed development also has the ability to respond positively to the ‘Green Infrastructure 

Opportunities and Recommendations’ set out within the report.  The proposed indicative 
development layout proposed to utilise and strengthen the existing field pattern, through the 
creation of connecting GI corridors that further break-up development parcels; also, there are 
opportunities to improve ecological habitats and to provide additional recreational space. 

 
Coventry & Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study (Stage 2 Final Report – April 2016 to February 
2017) 
 

3.19. The site is identified in a much wider land parcel, referred to as CH5.  What is evident about 
the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact that it only assesses such broad 
parcels of land.  As with the Landscape Capacity Study and the Sustainability Appraisal, this 
does not allow for assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and 
the local context which defines them.  Parcel CH5 covers almost the entire eastern side of the 
town and the study does not make judgements about the ability of individual areas of land with 
reference to future sustainable urban extensions.   
 

3.20. CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; however, that is based on the fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is 
free from development and is very open agricultural land”.  Such generic statements fail to 
recognise the character of the site itself, with specific reference to the established residential 
backdrop and the transitional nature of the landscape, with other landuse clearly influencing the 
rurality.   

 
3.21. A more focused appraisal is set out at Section 6 of this note. 
 
4.0     Landscape Character  

 
4.1. At the national level the site is located within the ‘Arden’ Character Area (National Character 

Area 97).  This is the predominant landscape type, covering much of the Borough area.  Arden 
comprises farmland and former wood-pasture lying to the south and east of Birmingham.  Within 
the overall character, there is wide variation which ranges from the enclosed river valleys, 
through the undulating wooded landscape and small hedged fields of the main plateau, to the 
remains of the coal industry in the northeast. 

 
4.2. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the site area as lying within the ‘LCA 8 – Blythe Valley Parkland Farmlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.3. The key characteristics for the ‘Blythe Valley Farmlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• “Flat broad valley with gently sloping valley sides, becoming more steeply undulating and 
elevated to the south; 
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• Narrow meandering natural river course with riparian vegetation occasional flood 
meadows; 

• Mixed agricultural landscape with small irregular pastoral fields close to the river and semi-
regular arable fields associated with former estates and deer parks; 

• Areas of parkland character associated with Blyth Hall, Maxstoke Castle and Packington 
Park; 

• Remains of stone-built Maxstoke Priory at historic Maxstoke on higher land; 
• Golf courses at Maxstoke, Packington and south of the M6; 
• Dissected by M6 and A45; 
• Few scattered hamlets and farmsteads, with local brick and wood vernacular; 
• Generally a contained landscape with few views out emphasises an intimate rural 

character; 
• Occasional views from elevated land to the east fringe of Birmingham.” 

 
4.4. The landscape is described as: 
 

“Generally this is a sparsely settled landscape with only a few scattered hamlets and 
farmsteads, and a small network of connecting lanes; this contributes strongly to the peaceful, 
undisturbed character of the riverside environment.  There is little urban influence other than 
the raised landfill tip to the west of Packington and traffic noise evident around Packington in 
the vicinity of the M6 and A446.” 
 

4.5. Furthermore, beyond the more representative parkland areas and in closer proximity to the site, 
the LCA states: 
 
“Between these parkland areas, small irregular hedged pastoral fields exist close to the Blythe 
(south of Maxstoke Castle) and at the eastern fringes of Coleshill, where some are enclosed by 
post and wire fencing.  The Blythe River remains relatively unspoilt, retaining a good variety of 
marginal vegetation, wet grassland, riverside trees and scrub, and is designated as a Site of 
Special Scientific Importance (SSSI).  Pockets of flood meadow along the Blythe retain a 
peaceful, undisturbed, pastoral character with a strong sense of unity.  In places, this unity is 
uninterrupted by the encroachment of arable farmland to the river’s edge.  Elsewhere arable 
fields within a larger or more regular field pattern exist.  
 

4.6. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 
confirms that: 
 
“The Blythe Valley maintains a rural character and historic Parkland and river valley 
characteristics, the main pressures for change in recent years have come from change of use 
of the historic Parklands to golf course and recreation facilities.  In addition agricultural 
intensification has resulted in conversion to arable use and related loss of landscape features; 
meadows, wetland vegetation and hedgerows. 
 
Limited urban influence and pressures include the eastern edge of Coleshill, the Packington 
landfill and the M6 motorway and connecting A roads.  To the north wetland plantations around 
Blythe Hall currently provide protection from encroachment from adjacent industries South of 
Hams Hall.” 
 

4.7. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
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• “Safeguard and manage the rural Parkland character of the Blythe Valley; 
• Maintain the predominant unsettled character of the valley; 
• Conserve the built character of the valley by ensuring that any new development reflects 

the vernacular style; 
• New agricultural buildings should be sited, designed and landscaped to blend with the 

surrounding landscape; 
• Any development at the eastern fringe of Coleshill should not be permitted to encroach 

onto the open valley slopes; 
• Conserve rural character by restricting changes in the use of rural land; 
• Maintain the quiet, peaceful character of the area and only encourage informal recreation; 

Existing golf courses should implement landscape management plans to ensure continuity 
of their historic parkland settings; 

• Comprehensive landscape management plans should be prepared and implemented to 
ensure continuity of the historic landscape setting to both Packington and Blythe Hall, 
including the unique heathy grassland characteristics of the former deer park at 
Packington; 

• Conserve areas of pastoral character and identify opportunities for conversion of arable 
back to permanent pasture; 

• Encourage development of wide and diverse field margins within arable areas; 
• Conserve and restore the historic field pattern of ancient hedgerows; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover through natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks; 
• Enhance tree cover through small scale woodland planting; 
• Promote conservation management of existing woodlands; 
• Retain grassland along the river floodplain and where possible consider a return to 

traditional grassland management; 
• Retain and enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
• Identify opportunities for re-creating riverside wetland habitats.” 
 

4.8. Overall, it needs to be emphasised that the site does not form part of the more remote and 
tranquil Blythe Valley; and, clearly has a relationship with the transitional settlement fringe 
landscape.  The eastern edge of Coleshill is recognised as an urban influence, thus sensitive 
development on the gently sloping plateau landscape would not unduly encroach and would 
not harm the wider parkland and pastoral character of the LCA.  The adjoining overhead power 
lines are also a notable visual detractor. 
 

4.9. As already noted, opportunities have been identified to create retain the field pattern within any 
proposed development response, creating diverse margins and offering connecting Green 
Infrastructure to create robust, yet sensitive settlement boundaries. 

 
5.0 Visual Circumstances 
 

Visual Envelope 
 

5.1. The Visual Envelope (VE) associated with the site is relatively localised, largely contained to 
the north by the established settlement edge at Brendan Close and adjoining smaller scale 
fields.  To the east, the Southfields Farm complex and the layers of intervening hedgerow 
vegetation associated with the Blythe Valley offer a good degree of visual filtering. 
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5.2. To the west, the VE is limited by topography and the existing built form associated with 
Packington Lane and Coventry Road.   

5.3. To the south, the alignment of Hawkeswell Lane with associated cluster of properties and 
scattered mature vegetation, offers physical and visual containment.  The proposed 
development would be visible locally, but seen in the context of the established residential 
backdrop on gently sloping land.   

Visual Receptors  

5.4. The principal visual receptors likely to experience change will be localised and already 
influenced by the settlement fringe location.  Receptors will include: 

• The recreational users of local PRoW, including the east-west footpath that traverses the 
site; 

• The residents and school users associated with the adjoining Packington Lane and 
Coventry Road (including St. Edwards RC Primary School & Coleshill Leisure Centre); 

• Pedestrian and road users of Packington Lane and Coventry Road; 
• The residents of Brendan Close; 
• The residents, highway and recreational users of Hawkeswell Lane; and 
• The residents, workers and visitors of Southfields Farm and Coopers Farm. 

5.5. Overall, the visual circumstances of the site are influenced by the settlement fringe context and 
the enclosure created by the layers of on-site and off-site vegetation.  

 
6.0 Green Belt Purposes 

 
6.1. A review of the site’s performance and suitability for release is summarised below in relation to 

the principal Green Belt objectives as set out within the NPPF (the Framework), with reference 
to the key purposes of Green Belt land and with consideration of paragraph 81 of the NPPF, in 
terms of positively enhancing Green Belt. 

To Check Unrestricted Sprawl 
 

6.2. The principal consideration is the sprawl of the existing urban edge of Coleshill and potential 
coalescence with Maxstoke to the east (approximately 3.2km apart at present).  With reference 
to the Green Belt Study, the Stage Two assessment for Parcel CH5 confirms that: 

“The parcel sits between Coleshill to the west and the villages of Shustoke and Maxstoke to the 
east.  Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the northern third of the parcel to 
the westernmost tip of Shustoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 2.4km. 
Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the southern third of the parcel to the 
westernmost tip of Maxstoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 3.2km.”  
 

6.3. Whilst the proposed development would result in some localised loss of the existing ‘open’ 
context, the width of the gap would only be reduced by some 350 metres at-most (with a 2.85km 
gap remaining). 
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6.4. The physical distance of Green Belt separation also needs to be considered in association with 
the existing sense of enclosure and the degree of containment located at the settlement 
boundary and intervening field boundaries.  Firstly, with the notable presence of intervening 
hedgerows, scattered mature trees and vegetated River Blythe corridor, there is no real sense 
of any visual connection between Coleshill and Maxstoke, as the vegetation acts as a strong 
visual and physical feature of separation.  
 

6.5. Further scope also exists to create additional separation through the creation of a Green 
Infrastructure corridor at the eastern edge of the proposed development. 

To Prevent Neighbouring Towns Merging into one another 
 

6.6. In terms of the merging of settlements, a key consideration is the strength and permanence of 
existing boundaries.  As set out above, the site is both physically and visually contained by 
layers of vegetation, with no real inter-visibility.  The sequential users of the central PRoW and 
Hawkeswell Lane will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements.  Instead, 
these receptors will continue to experience the settlement context in the form of the established 
residential edge.  Additional housing would be visible, but the depth of vision is already limited 
for road users by hedgerow vegetation.  Importantly, the sense of travelling from one distinct 
area of settlement to another will not be lost and the perceived separation will still be substantial. 
 

6.7. Further physical growth of Coleshill in this plateau fringe location, when considered in 
accordance with the promotion of a sensitive development that retained and enhanced 
boundary features, would be largely inconspicuous in the surrounding landscape, given the 
settlement backdrop, landform and surrounding landscape character context which assists in 
diminishing any perception of coalescence. 

Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment 
 

6.8. The existing framework of vegetation and limited number of public receptor locations restricts 
the perceived sense of openness; and, the limited inter-visibility between the site and the 
surrounding settlements emphasises the degree of containment that currently exists.  The 
character of the landscape is somewhat transitional with obvious urban fringe components; and, 
there is little sense that it represents an extensive tract of open countryside.  It is certainly not 
a remote or tranquil site. 
 

6.9. The retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary vegetation, and the delivery of 
characteristic development response would further limit the extent to which any proposed built 
form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the landscape, thus any sense of visual 
encroachment into the wider open countryside would be negligible. 

Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 

6.10. Available information on the historic landscape does not determine any specific role that the 
site plays in providing an important setting or approach to Coleshill; and, the site sits remote of 
the Conservation Area.  As always, aspects of this landscape are expected to be ancient in 
origin, but no particular rare or unique landscape features have been identified at this stage that 
couldn’t be retained.  
 

6.11. Based on these findings, from a landscape perspective the effects upon this area of Green 
Belt and the associated objectives would be negligible. 
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Paragraph 81 of the Framework (NPPF) 
 

6.12. As set out at paragraph 81 of the Framework, there are also opportunities to be explored in 
terms of positively enhancing the landscape context of the site.  In association with a sensitive 
development response, the following objectives could be established and presented as part of 
the overall landscape strategy response: 
 
• The improvement to public access for recreation and the delivery of connecting Green 

Infrastructure corridors; and 
 

• New native planting and the re-establishment of defunct hedgerows. 
 
7.0 Landscape Opportunity and Constraints 

 
7.1. A series of landscape opportunities and constraints have been identified.  They have been 

established as clear ‘landscape-led’ principles to shape emerging development options for the 
site. 

 
7.2. The principal landscape themes identified include: 
 

• The provision of appropriate amenity off-sets to adjoining buildings and farmsteads; 
• The retention of field pattern and associated framework of vegetation; 
• The enhancement of hedgerows and scattered trees, through the provision of connecting 

Green Infrastructure corridors; 
• The provision of a robust, landscaped development boundary; and 
• Improved recreational access with focal public open space. 

 
8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1. In response to the desktop and fieldwork undertaken it is evident that the site represents a 

logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the settlement fringe 
context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, the degree of visual 
separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  A sensitive development response for the 
site would not result in any obvious sense of coalescence. 

 
8.2. The site is both physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, with no real inter-

visibility with Maxstoke to the east.  The sequential users of the central PRoW and Hawkeswell 
Lane will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements.  Instead, local receptors 
will experience the settlement context in the form of the established residential edge.  Additional 
housing would be visible, but the depth of vision is already limited for road users by hedgerow 
vegetation.  Importantly, the sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to another will 
not be lost and the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

 
8.3. Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of the existing 

Green Belt between Coleshill and Maxstoke (approximately 350m), there is scope to create 
additional separation through the retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary 
vegetation, and the delivery of characteristic development response would further limit the 
extent to which any proposed built form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the 
landscape, thus any sense of visual encroachment into the wider open countryside would be 
negligible. 
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8.4. The character of the landscape is neither rare nor unique and a classified within the 
Landscape SPG, it is clearly typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is 
influenced by urban context; and, the historic field pattern has been influenced by modern 
enclosure and some loss of historic hedgerow features.  At a site specific level, the landscape 
is more likely to be considered as ‘Medium Sensitivity’ rather than the ‘Higher Sensitivity’ rating 
attributed to the wider assessment area.  In response, the site is considered to have greater 
capacity to absorb characteristic change, particularly when considering the established 
residential backdrop and the lack of inter-visibility associated with the Conservation Area. 

 
8.5. Further opportunities also exist to maintain and improve public access to the site; to introduce 

planting that could better reflect the characteristics of the local landscape; and, to conserve and 
enhance historic hedgerow features as directed through the LCA objectives for the area. 

 
8.6. Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location are 

predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or uncharacteristic.  
Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure would be a considerable benefit in 
terms of public recreation and improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 
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 Land West of Packington Lane, Coleshill 
10504_R02a_Landscape & Visual Technical Note  
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This technical note has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP (TG) on behalf of Richborough, in 

response to desktop analysis and preliminary fieldwork undertaken in June 2016.  The note 
provides advice on the feasibility of future development on land located to the west of 
Packington Lane, Coleshill, in terms of landscape character and visual context.  It also 
considers the proposed development of the site with reference to the contribution to Green Belt 
purposes. 

 
1.2 It is intended that this work will support representations to the North Warwickshire Borough 

Council Local Plan process for the promotion of the site as a housing allocation.  The work does 
not constitute a full Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) or a full Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA).   

 
2.0 Site Context 
 
2.1. The proposed development site is located to the southern periphery of Coleshill and currently 

comprises approximately 10.81 hectares of typical pastoral, arable farmland with some areas 
of rough grassland, scrub and scattered tree stock to the south.  The land is interspersed with 
connecting native hedgerows and some scattered trees. 
 

2.2. The site adjoins the established settlement edge associated with Packington Lane and Coleshill 
Town Football Club to the east and to the north the site is bordered by St Edwards RC Primary 
School and The Coleshill School with associated playing fields. 

 
2.3. To the west, the residential development at Coventry Road/High Lodge, which already extends 

the built form of Coleshill south towards Stonebridge Road and the M6 Toll Road. 
 
2.4. To the south is the M6 Toll Road with infrastructure and boundary landscaping.   
 
2.5. The landform of the site is generally flat with some localised undulations at the margins with the 

M6 Toll Road.  Overall, there is topographical range of approximately 101m AOD to 97m AOD 
from north-west to south-east.   

 
3.0 Emerging Plan & Evidence Base Documents 
 
3.1. The site is not subject to any local or national landscape designations, nor has ever been 

considered for such.  The site is located within the Green Belt.  Whilst Green Belt is not a 
landscape designation, the review of the principles purposes have a close correlation with 
matters of inter-visibility and character, hence the consideration within this Technical Note.  
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Sustainability Appraisal (LUC – February 2017)  
 

3.2. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was produced by LUC to establish the likely social, 
environmental and economic effects of the policies and proposals within the emerging Local 
Plan from the outset of its development.   
 

3.3. The key SA objective within the document relating to landscape is ‘Objective 7’ which states 
the following: 

 
“The landscape of North Warwickshire Borough is largely rural in nature.  Therefore the 
residential and employment development proposed through the Draft Local Plan could have 
significant adverse effects on it natural environment, including landscape character.  The 
majority of the site allocation policies are located on greenfield land where the potential for 
adverse effects are greater.  Several of the site allocation policies make provision for the need 
for landscaping measures to protect the wider landscape character, including the historic 
landscape, of the area, which is likely to maintain even improve landscape character.  In 
addition, some site allocation policies which direct development to areas of previously 
developed land where there is greater potential to regenerate the visual appearance of the area 
within the immediate vicinity with positive effects.”    
 

3.4. The Draft Local Plan makes provision for mitigating the general impacts of new development 
on the natural environment through policies:  
 
• LP14: Natural Environment   
• LP16: Nature Conservation   
• LP17: Green Infrastructure   

 
3.5. However, the SA confirms at para. 6.136 that the “Overall, the effects of the PPLP on the natural 

environment are to some extent uncertain until detailed proposals for particular sites come 
forward at the planning application stage”.   

 
3.6. With reference to this site, it was never included within the SA analysis and thus, has not been 

suggested to be taken forward as a preferred site.  It is therefore apparent that no site specific 
judgements have been taken into account regarding the likely landscape and visual effects that 
could arise in this location, or opportunities available to create a positive development response 
at a sustainable settlement edge location, where an improved settlement boundary could be 
delivered in association with Green Infrastructure. 

 
Landscape Capacity Study – Stage 2 (FPCR – August 2010) 
 

3.7. The ‘Stage Two’ study was undertaken to set out a more detailed assessment, focussed on the 
main settlements and local service centres (including Atherstone / Mancetter, Polesworth / 
Dordon, Coleshill, Old and New Arley, Grendon / Baddesley Ensor, Hartshill with Ansley 
Common, Kingsbury and Water Orton) to identify distinct landscape sub units, together with 
broad descriptions and management prescriptions for each. 
 

3.8. As part of the scope, the sensitivity and capacity for change of each of these areas was 
assessed and recommendations provided for assimilating development and the provision of 
Green Infrastructure. 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3.9. The site is located within a relatively small sub unit area, referred to as ‘A – B4117 Adjacent 
Motorway Bridge’; and, overall it is considered to represent ‘Moderate Sensitivity’.  When 
reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating description confirms that: 
 
“Some overall capacity for change with potential for development within pockets of land with 
appropriate mitigation, but there may be sensitive landscape components and or visual 
constraints that may limit the scope of development.”  

 
3.10. The justification for built development within this sub unit area states: 

 
“There may be opportunities for development of a suitable scale and appropriate nature upon 
the plateau area to the west of the B4117.  Appropriate development may be 2 storey residential 
properties or sensitive recreational facilities that can be accommodated within the existing 
landscape framework of hedgerows and trees.  It is important that the land to the east of the 
B4117 remain undeveloped to ensure that the settlement of Coleshill does not breach the 
ridgeline into the rural Blythe Valley. 
  
The east side of the B4117 is more sensitive with a number of vernacular farm buildings and 
should be protected from development.”  

 
3.11. This clearly determines that the land in association with the site would be suitable for some 

form of sensitive residential development. 
 

3.12. The scoring system for the sub unit area totalled 31, which placed it within 1 point of the 
threshold for ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  This suggests that more detailed and site specific 
considerations could well determine that portions of sub unit area A are indeed less sensitive 
and with greater capacity to absorb change. 
 

3.13. In this case, it is clear from the descriptive analysis that the landscape is influenced by the 
settlement edge land use, the presence of Coleshill Town Football Club and the M6 Toll Road.  
Development would be well contained and not viewed as sprawling and conspicuous. 

 
3.14. The proposed development also has the ability to respond positively to the ‘Green Infrastructure 

Opportunities and Recommendations’ set out within the report: 
 

“Any development would need to retain the existing landscape framework of hedgerows and 
trees and ensure a robust peripheral GI to provide a buffer to the M6 and landfill and to the 
adjacent Blythe Valley landscape.  Further landscape framework planting may be required at 
this interface.”  
 

3.15. In response, the indicative development layout proposed to utilise and strengthen the existing 
field pattern, through the creation of connecting GI corridors and the provision of a substantial 
area of informal open space, recreational space and possible sports pitch provision. 

 
Coventry & Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study (Stage 2 Final Report – April 2016 to February 
2017) 
 

3.16. The site is identified within a slightly larger land parcel, referred to as CH6.  What is evident 
about the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact that it only assesses such broad 
parcels of land.  As with the Landscape Capacity Study and the Sustainability Appraisal, this 
does not allow for assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and 
the local context which defines them.  
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3.17. Parcel CH6 corresponds with both the M6 Toll Road and the M6 beyond, so overall it does not 
score highly against the Green Belt purposes, noting that “the M6 Toll cuts through the parcel 
east-west and the M6 borders the parcel’s southern edge.  Together they play a significant role 
in preventing encroachment of the countryside to the south of the parcel”.  

 
3.18. A more focused appraisal is set out at Section 6 of this note. 
 
4.0 Landscape Character  

 
4.1. At the national level the site is located within the ‘Arden’ Character Area (National Character 

Area 97).  This is the predominant landscape type, covering much of the Borough area.  Arden 
comprises farmland and former wood-pasture lying to the south and east of Birmingham.  Within 
the overall character, there is wide variation which ranges from the enclosed river valleys, 
through the undulating wooded landscape and small hedged fields of the main plateau, to the 
remains of the coal industry in the northeast. 

 
4.2. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the site area as lying within the ‘LCA 8 – Blythe Valley Parkland Farmlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.3. The key characteristics for the ‘Blythe Valley Farmlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• “Flat broad valley with gently sloping valley sides, becoming more steeply undulating and 
elevated to the south; 

• Narrow meandering natural river course with riparian vegetation occasional flood 
meadows; 

• Mixed agricultural landscape with small irregular pastoral fields close to the river and semi-
regular arable fields associated with former estates and deer parks; 

• Areas of parkland character associated with Blyth Hall, Maxstoke Castle and Packington 
Park; 

• Remains of stone-built Maxstoke Priory at historic Maxstoke on higher land; 
• Golf courses at Maxstoke, Packington and south of the M6; 
• Dissected by M6 and A45; 
• Few scattered hamlets and farmsteads, with local brick and wood vernacular; 
• Generally a contained landscape with few views out emphasises an intimate rural 

character; 
• Occasional views from elevated land to the east fringe of Birmingham.” 

 
4.4. The landscape is described as: 
 

“Generally this is a sparsely settled landscape with only a few scattered hamlets and 
farmsteads, and a small network of connecting lanes; this contributes strongly to the peaceful, 
undisturbed character of the riverside environment.  There is little urban influence other than 
the raised landfill tip to the west of Packington and traffic noise evident around Packington in 
the vicinity of the M6 and A446.” 
 

4.5. Furthermore, beyond the more representative parkland areas and in closer proximity to the site, 
the LCA states: 
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“Between these parkland areas, small irregular hedged pastoral fields exist close to the Blythe 
(south of Maxstoke Castle) and at the eastern fringes of Coleshill, where some are enclosed by 
post and wire fencing.  The Blythe River remains relatively unspoilt, retaining a good variety of 
marginal vegetation, wet grassland, riverside trees and scrub, and is designated as a Site of 
Special Scientific Importance (SSSI).  Pockets of flood meadow along the Blythe retain a 
peaceful, undisturbed, pastoral character with a strong sense of unity.  In places, this unity is 
uninterrupted by the encroachment of arable farmland to the river’s edge.  Elsewhere arable 
fields within a larger or more regular field pattern exist.  
 

4.6. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 
confirms that: 
 
“The Blythe Valley maintains a rural character and historic Parkland and river valley 
characteristics, the main pressures for change in recent years have come from change of use 
of the historic Parklands to golf course and recreation facilities.  In addition agricultural 
intensification has resulted in conversion to arable use and related loss of landscape features; 
meadows, wetland vegetation and hedgerows. 
 
Limited urban influence and pressures include the eastern edge of Coleshill, the Packington 
landfill and the M6 motorway and connecting A roads.  To the north wetland plantations around 
Blythe Hall currently provide protection from encroachment from adjacent industries South of 
Hams Hall.” 
 

4.7. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
 
• “Safeguard and manage the rural Parkland character of the Blythe Valley; 
• Maintain the predominant unsettled character of the valley; 
• Conserve the built character of the valley by ensuring that any new development reflects 

the vernacular style; 
• New agricultural buildings should be sited, designed and landscaped to blend with the 

surrounding landscape; 
• Any development at the eastern fringe of Coleshill should not be permitted to encroach 

onto the open valley slopes; 
• Conserve rural character by restricting changes in the use of rural land; 
• Maintain the quiet, peaceful character of the area and only encourage informal recreation; 

Existing golf courses should implement landscape management plans to ensure continuity 
of their historic parkland settings; 

• Comprehensive landscape management plans should be prepared and implemented to 
ensure continuity of the historic landscape setting to both Packington and Blythe Hall, 
including the unique heathy grassland characteristics of the former deer park at 
Packington; 

• Conserve areas of pastoral character and identify opportunities for conversion of arable 
back to permanent pasture; 

• Encourage development of wide and diverse field margins within arable areas; 
• Conserve and restore the historic field pattern of ancient hedgerows; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover through natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks; 
• Enhance tree cover through small scale woodland planting; 
• Promote conservation management of existing woodlands; 
• Retain grassland along the river floodplain and where possible consider a return to 

traditional grassland management; 
• Retain and enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
• Identify opportunities for re-creating riverside wetland habitats.” 
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4.8. Overall, it needs to be emphasised that the site does not form part of the more remote and 

tranquil Blythe Valley; and, clearly has a relationship with the transitional settlement fringe 
landscape and the M6 Toll Road corridor.  The eastern edge of Coleshill is recognised as an 
urban influence, as is the M6.  Thus, sensitive development on the plateau landscape in this 
location would not unduly encroach and would not harm or alter the perception of the wider 
parkland and pastoral character of the LCA.  
 

4.9. As already noted, opportunities have been identified to retain the field pattern within any 
proposed development response and offer a substantial area of formal / informal open space 
provision. 

 
5.0 Visual Circumstances 
 

Visual Envelope 
 

5.1 The Visual Envelope (VE) associated with the site is localised and largely contained to the north 
by the established settlement edge, which includes St Edwards RC Primary School and The 
Coleshill School.  To the east, the vegetation associated with Packington Lane and Coleshill 
Town Football Club offers good visual containment and diminishes the extent to which the site 
has any relationship with the Blythe Valley landscape beyond. 

 
5.2 To the west, the residential development at Coventry Road and mature trees associated with 

rear boundaries prevents views beyond; and, to the south is the M6 Toll Road with infrastructure 
and boundary landscaping offers strong visual containment. 

 
Visual Receptors  
 

5.3 The principal visual receptors likely to experience change will be localised and already 
influenced by the settlement fringe location.  Receptors will include: 

• The school and playing field users associated adjoining Packington Lane (including St. 
Edwards RC Primary School & Coleshill School); 

• Pedestrian and road users of Packington Lane; 
• The residents off Coventry Road/High Lodge; 
• The residents, workers and visitors of Packington Lane Farm and Coopers Farm; and 
• The users and visitors to Coleshill Town Football Club. 

 
5.4 Overall, the visual circumstances of the site are influenced by the settlement fringe context and 

the enclosure created by the surrounding vegetation.  
 
6.0 Green Belt Purposes 

 
6.1. A review of the site’s performance and suitability for release is summarised below in relation to 

the principal Green Belt objectives as set out within the NPPF (the Framework), with reference 
to the key purposes of Green Belt land and with consideration of paragraph 81 of the NPPF, in 
terms of positively enhancing Green Belt. 
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To Check Unrestricted Sprawl 
 

6.2. The principal consideration is the sprawl of the existing urban edge of Coleshill and potential 
coalescence with the Birmingham Business Park to the south-west (approximately 1.85km 
apart at present).  With reference to the Green Belt Study, the Stage Two assessment for Parcel 
CH6 confirms that: 

“The parcel sits between Coleshill to the north and Birmingham Business Park to the south 
west.  Measured from the southern edge of Coleshill to the north eastern edge of the 
Birmingham Business Park, the distance between the two settlements is roughly 1.85km.  There 
are several significant boundaries between the two settlements which make it unlikely that the 
two settlements will merge in the long term.  The significant boundaries include the M42, M6 
and M6 Toll motorways and the Coleshill Pools.”  
 

6.3. Whilst the proposed development would result in some localised loss of the existing ‘open’ 
context, the width of the gap would only be reduced by some 150 metres at-most (with a 1.6km 
gap remaining). 
 

6.4. The physical distance of Green Belt separation also needs to be considered in association with 
the existing sense of enclosure and the degree of containment located at the settlement 
boundary and intervening field boundaries.  Firstly, with the notable presence of intervening 
hedgerows, scattered mature trees and vegetated corridor of the M6 Toll Road acts as a strong 
visual and physical feature of separation. 
 

6.5. Further scope also exists to create long-lasting separation through the creation of a Green 
Infrastructure and public open space provision at the southern edge of the proposed 
development. 

To Prevent Neighbouring Towns Merging into one another 
 

6.6. In terms of the merging of settlements, a key consideration is the strength and permanence of 
existing boundaries.  As set out above, the site is both physically and visually contained by 
layers of vegetation, with no real inter-visibility.  The sequential users of the central PRoW and 
Hawkeswell Lane will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements.  Instead, 
these receptors will continue to experience the settlement context in the form of the established 
residential edge.  Additional housing would be visible, but the depth of vision is already limited 
for road users by hedgerow vegetation.  Importantly, the sense of travelling from one distinct 
area of settlement to another will not be lost and the perceived separation will still be substantial. 
 

6.7. Further physical growth of Coleshill in this plateau fringe location, when considered in 
accordance with the promotion of a sensitive development that retained and enhanced 
boundary features, would be largely inconspicuous in the surrounding landscape, given the 
settlement backdrop, landform and surrounding landscape character context which assists in 
diminishing any perception of coalescence. 

Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment 
 

6.8. The existing framework of vegetation and limited number of public receptor locations restricts 
the perceived sense of openness; and, the limited inter-visibility between the site and the 
surrounding settlements emphasises the degree of containment that currently exists.  The 
character of the landscape is somewhat transitional with obvious urban fringe components; and, 
there is little sense that it represents an extensive tract of open countryside.  It is certainly not 
a remote or tranquil site. 
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6.9. The retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary vegetation, and the delivery of 

a small-scale, characteristic development response would further limit the extent to which any 
proposed built form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the landscape, thus any 
sense of visual encroachment into the wider open countryside would be negligible.  This is 
consistent with the findings of the Stage Two Green Belt Study, which identifies the M6 as 
playing a significant role in limiting encroachment in this location. 

Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 

6.10. Available information on the historic landscape does not determine any specific role that the 
site plays in providing an important setting or approach to Coleshill; and, the site sits remote of 
the Conservation Area.  As always, aspects of this landscape are expected to be ancient in 
origin, but no particular rare or unique landscape features have been identified at this stage that 
couldn’t be retained.  
 

6.11. Based on these findings, from a landscape perspective the effects upon this area of Green Belt 
and the associated objectives would be negligible. 

Paragraph 81 of the Framework (NPPF) 
 

6.12. As set out at paragraph 81 of the Framework, there are also opportunities to be explored in 
terms of positively enhancing the landscape context of the site.  In association with a sensitive 
development response, the following objectives could be established and presented as part of 
the overall landscape strategy response: 
 
• The improvement to public access for recreation and the delivery of connecting Green 

Infrastructure corridors; and 
 
• The potential for new sports pitch provision. 

 
7.0 Landscape Opportunity and Constraints 

 
7.1. A series of landscape opportunities and constraints have been identified.  They have been 

established as clear ‘landscape-led’ principles to shape emerging development options for the 
site. 

 
7.2. The principal landscape themes identified include: 
 

• The provision of appropriate amenity off-sets to adjoining buildings; 
• A soft interface with the adjoining school playing fields; 
• The retention of field pattern and associated framework of vegetation; 
• The enhancement of hedgerows and scattered trees, through the provision of connecting 

Green Infrastructure corridors; 
• The provision of a robust, landscaped development boundary; and 
• Improved recreational access with informal public open space and potential pitch 

provision. 
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8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1. In response to the desktop and fieldwork undertaken it is evident that the site represents a 

modest and logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the 
settlement fringe context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, the degree 
of visual separation in terms of the wider landscape context, particularly given the proximity of 
the M6 Toll Road corridor.  A sensitive development response for the site would not result in 
any obvious sense of coalescence. 

 
8.2. The site is both physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, with no inter-visibility 

with the Birmingham Business Park to the south-west.  The sequential users of Packington 
Lane will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements; and, local receptors will 
experience the settlement context in the form of a short continuation of the existing residential 
edge.  Importantly, the sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to another will not 
be lost and the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

 
8.3. Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of the existing 

Green Belt between Coleshill and Maxstoke (approximately 150m), there is scope to create 
additional separation through the retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary 
vegetation, the delivery of characteristic development response and the provision of a 
substantial area of adjoining informal public open space.  Thus, any sense of visual 
encroachment into the wider open countryside would be negligible. 

 
8.4. The character of the landscape is neither rare nor unique and a classified within the Landscape 

SPG, it is clearly typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban 
context; and, the obvious presence of the M6 Toll Road.  At a site specific level, the landscape 
is considered as ‘Medium Sensitivity’; however, it was at the margin of the ‘Lower Sensitivity’ 
rating.  The site is considered to have capacity to absorb characteristic change, particularly 
when considering the established residential backdrop and the lack of inter-visibility associated 
with the Conservation Area; and, as it does not influence the wider Blythe Valley landscape 
characteristics. 
 

8.5. Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location are 
predicted to be very localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or uncharacteristic.  
Furthermore, the creation of layers of Green Infrastructure, informal public open space and 
possible pitch provision would be a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation and 
improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 
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ILLUSTRATIVE MASTERPLAN 

 
LAND NORTH OF BLYTHE ROAD 
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LAND TO THE NORTH OF BLYTHE ROAD, COLESHILL
PROPOSED INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN

Site location
40.04 Acres/
16.20 Hectares

LEGEND

1. Proposed vehicular and pedestrian access via Blythe Road
(also utilising existing track);

2. High quality development frontage set back to achieve
gradual transition into Coleshill;

3. Continuation of existing building line;
4. Principal tree lined street;
5. Landscape corridors linking together green space;
6. Existing boundaries to be bolstered by new landscape;
7. Low density residential lane with landscape feature;
8. Children's play area;
9. Natural play trail;
10. Tree lined route/ view towards Parish Church;
11. Potential future link road;
12. Riverside Park (public open space);
13. River Cole and existing landscape;
14. Low density development edges;
15. New woodland copse;
16. Very low development to provide soft development edge

and transition from woodland; and
17. Overhead cables to be diverted.
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ILLUSTRATIVE MASTERPLAN 

 
LAND SOUTH OF BLYTHE ROAD 
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LAND TO THE SOUTH OF BLYTHE ROAD, COLESHILL
PROPOSED INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN

Site location
6.15 Acres/
2.49 Hectares

LEGEND

1. Proposed vehicular and pedestrian access via Blythe
Road;

2. High quality development frontage set back to achieve
gradual transition into Coleshill and maintain view
towards the Parish Church;

3. Existing landscape edge to be bolstered;
4. New woodland copse to extend existing landscape across

ridge line;
5. Principal tree lined street; and
6. Key focal point space.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 PTB Transport Planning Ltd has been commissioned by Richborough Estates 
to provide transport advice for a potential residential development at land off 
Blythe Road, Coleshill; with a view to the proposed dwellings being included 
as a Local Plan proposal. 

1.1.2 At present, it is estimated that the site has the capacity to accommodate circa 
195 dwellings.  The site location is shown on Figure 1.1. 

1.2 Structure and Purpose of the Report 

1.2.1 This report provides an initial transport appraisal of the proposed development 
in residential use, to confirm deliverability of the site in terms of access.  The 
document supports Local Plan representations for the site. 

1.2.2 Following this introduction, the report is set out as follows: 

• Chapter 2 – Development Proposals; 

• Chapter 3 – Traffic Generation, Distribution and Assignment; 

• Chapter 4 – Sustainable Travel; 

• Chapter 5 – Summary and Conclusion. 

1.3 Limitations of this Report 

1.3.1 This report has been undertaken at the request of Richborough Estates, and 
thus should not be entrusted to any third party without written permission from 
PTB Transport Planning Ltd.  However, should any information contained 
within this report be used by any unauthorised third party, it is done so entirely 
at their own risk and shall not be the responsibility of PTB Transport Planning 
Ltd. 

1.3.2 This report has been compiled using data from a number of external sources 
(such as TRICS and public transport operator websites); whilst these sources 
are considered to be trustworthy, PTB Transport Planning Ltd is not 
responsible for the accuracy of the data provided. 
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2.0 HIGHWAY NETWORK AND DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

2.1 Highway Network and Traffic Conditions 

2.1.1 The development site is located at land to the northeast of the market town of 
Coleshill.  The site is bounded by agricultural land to the north and east, 
housing to the southwest, Blythe Road to the south and southeast and 
industrial units to the west.  

2.1.2 Blythe Road is a predominantly rural B-road with a carriageway width of 
approximately 7.3m adjacent to the proposed development.  The road is 
mostly subject to a 60mph speed limit, but changes to 30mph to the southwest 
of the proposed development, approaching the urban area of Coleshill.  

2.1.3 Traffic conditions around the proposed site access locations are generally 
relatively quiet; with Blythe Road functioning as a local distributor road to 
surrounding villages and farm buildings including Blyth End, Blyth Hall Farm 
and Blythe Mill Farm Supplies, as well as further afield to Atherstone and the 
A5.   

2.1.4 The road generally carries low to moderate levels of traffic, but with significant 
queuing and delay at the Coleshill Crossroads junction in the town centre 
(Blythe Road/High Street/Birmingham Road) during both the AM and PM 
traffic peaks.  

2.1.5 Blythe Road has a low level of on-street parking due to most residential 
properties having driveway access and parking within their curtilage.  

2.2 The Site 

2.2.1 The current site option is for a private housing development of up to 195 
dwellings.  

2.2.2 An Indicative Site Layout is included as Appendix A. 
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2.3 Site Access 

2.3.1 Access to the new development is proposed as being via two priority T-
junctions with Blythe Road; the carriageway widths proposed are 5.5m, with 
footway widths of 2.0m and 10.0m entry and exit radii.  This is more than 
sufficient to accommodate the proposed development traffic. 

2.3.2 Indicative site access layouts are shown on drawings T17531.001 and 002. 

2.3.3 Although the access junctions sit within the 60mph zone, it would be expected 
that the existing 30mph speed limit would be relocated to the eastern edge of 
the site as part of the development proposals. 

2.3.4 Therefore, visibility splays are shown as 120m which accords with a speed 
limit of 40mph, thus providing an allowance for vehicles travelling above the 
eventual 30mph speed limit; however, the splays are likely to be based on 
speed survey data obtained during the application stage. 

2.4 Accident Data 

2.4.1 We have investigated the Crashmap database in order to assess whether 
there are any existing accident issues in the vicinity of the proposed site 
access. 

2.4.2 The data for the five-year period 2012 to 2016 indicates that there have been 
no personal injury accidents (PIA) reported along Blythe Road directly 
adjacent to the development site.  

2.4.3 There have been twelve ‘slight’ PIAs and one ‘serious’ accident reported at 
the Coleshill Crossroads junction in the centre of Coleshill; further details 
concerning a potential improvement scheme at this junction are provided in 
Chapter3, which is expected to have a positive impact on the safety of the 
junction. 

2.4.4 A cluster of PIAs have also been reported on Blythe Road; east of the 
proposed development, near to the bridge crossing the River Blythe. There 
have been six ‘slight’ accidents and two ‘serious’ accidents recorded at this 
section of highway between 2012 and 2016.  

2.4.5 It should be noted that of the eight accidents at the River Blythe bridge, five 
were single vehicle accidents, including one of the ‘serious’ accidents; 
therefore, it is highly unlikely that these accidents relate to traffic conflict on 
this part of the network. 

2.4.6 Further consideration will be given the expected highway safety impact of the 
development proposals as part of any planning application 
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3.0 TRAFFIC GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT 

3.1 TRICS Assessment 

3.1.1 The traffic generation for the proposed development has been assessed using 
the TRICS 7.3.4 database and has been carried out in accordance with the 
TRICS Good Practice Guide (2016). 

3.2 TRICS Parameters 

3.2.1 Within the TRICS assessment work, the following parameters have been 
used:  

• Sites from Greater London and all Republic of Ireland and Northern 
Ireland sites removed. 

• Proposed Private Housing use:  

o Range – 100 to 245 dwellings; 

o 9 surveys available in database; 

o One survey, CH-03-A-06 removed due to its location near a 
station; 

o 8 surveys used for calculation of trip rates. 

Table 1 – TRICS Assessment – Residential, 195 Dwellings 

Peak Period 
Trip Rate (per dwelling) Trips 

Total 
In Out In Out 

AM 0.138 0.362 27 71 98 

PM 0.323 0.219 63 43 106 

NB: AM peak is 08:00-09:00 and PM peak is 17:00-18:00; trips have been rounded. 

3.2.2 For the residential proposals, it is expected that there will be 98 two-way, AM 
peak hour trips and 106 two-way, PM peak hour trips. 

3.2.3 The TRICS output for residential dwellings is provided in Appendix B. 

3.3 Traffic Impact 

3.3.1 The forecast traffic generation indicates peak hour two-way traffic generation 
of between one and two vehicles per minute at the development access.  In 
any single direction, the traffic generation is around one vehicle per minute. 

3.3.2 The forecast level of traffic associated with the residential development is not 
considered to be significant, whilst the impact will be determined by further 
transport assessments.  
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3.4 Traffic Distribution and Assignment 

3.4.1 Any subsequent planning application will be accompanied by a Transport 
Assessment report that will include more detail on likely traffic routeing 
utilising Journey to Work data from the latest available Census. 

3.4.2 For the purposes of this assessment, it is clear from site observations that the 
proposed site access junction arrangements will cope with the predicted level 
of traffic from the development proposal. 

3.5 Coleshill Crossroads 

3.5.1 The peak hour congestion and delays at the Coleshill Crossroads (Blythe 
Road/Birmingham Road/High Street junction) in the town centre is significant. 

3.5.2 This primarily occurs along Blythe Road in the morning peak and then along 
Birmingham Road in the evening peak; a significant amount of traffic also 
avoids the junction by diverting along Church Hill. 

3.5.3 We are aware that the Harworth Estates application for the redevelopment of 
the Daw Mill Colliery site (ref. PAP/2014/0339) concluded, as part of their 
Transport Assessment work, that the Coleshill Crossroads was already over 
capacity and that additional background traffic growth would exacerbate the 
existing congestion and delays on this part of the highway network. 

3.5.4 With the subsequent addition of the Daw Mill development traffic, that 
congestion would get worse. 

3.5.5 The Daw Mill application proposed improvements in the vicinity of the 
crossroads junction, primarily concentrating on the use of Church Hill as a 
diversionary route to remove traffic from the problem junction; however, that 
scheme only served to mitigate the impact of the proposed development at 
Daw Mill – essentially, a ‘nil-detriment’ solution, as would reasonably be 
expected. 

3.5.6 A Technical Note report was produced by ADC Infrastructure (ADC) in 
September 2015 in respect of the proposed improvements, within which they 
state: 

   “4  It is accepted that the proposed mitigation scheme does not resolve  
   congestion at the crossroads – it is not the developer’s responsibility to solve 
   existing problems.  To do that, a more comprehensive scheme will be required 
   and WCC are exploring options.  This report also explains how Harworth  
   Estates could contribute to a more comprehensive scheme.” 
 

3.5.7 It should be noted that figure A2 in the ADC report highlights the extent of the 
congestion problems at the Coleshill Crossroads junction – their 2021 
scenario indicating that without the proposed mitigation, maximum queue 
lengths along Blythe Road in the AM peak hour (08:00-09:00) are shown as 
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reaching 182 vehicles, or 162 vehicles with the proposed Daw Mill 
development (and mitigation) in place. 

3.5.8 The reference to the “more comprehensive scheme” is clarified in sections 16 
to 19 and detailed in Appendix C of the ADC report; the scheme proposed 
being a gyratory that could potentially be introduced around Church Hill and 
the Coleshill Crossroads.  Reference is made to WCC studying the potential 
for such a scheme and therefore Harworth Estates contributing towards 
further modelling to determine a more comprehensive solution. 

3.5.9 Appendix C of the ADC report details how the gyratory system could work, 
either as a priority-controlled junction at Blythe Road/Birmingham Road/High 
Street, or with the implementation of a signals at this junction. 

3.5.10 It should be noted that we have considered the initial WCC gyratory scheme 
and have prepared a revised signalised scheme that, in our view, resolves the 
current congestion issues at the crossroads junction and provides a significant 
amount of spare capacity to allow for further growth across Coleshill. 

3.5.11 Full details of our initial proposal are provided within a separate Technical 
Note report; the scheme is currently being discussed with the local highway 
authority with a view to agreeing an acceptable design in due course. 
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4.0 LOCAL FACILITIES AND SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL 

4.1 Local Facilities 

4.1.1 A range of local facilities near to the site are noted below; these include (but 
are not limited to): 

• Coleshill Parish Church = 750m 

• Chalk and Linen = 755m 

• Coleshill High Street = 750m – 1.2km 

• The Bell Inn = 850m 

• Warwickshire Fire & Rescue Service = 1.15km 

• Coleshill Cricket Club = 1.15km 

• The Lodge Veterinary Centre = 1.15km 

• Coleshill Cricket Club = 1.15km 

• The Rice Bowl = 1.25km 

• Coleshill C of E Primary School = 1.45km 

• High Meadow Infant School = 1.65km 

4.1.2 Facilities such as Chalk and Linen, Coleshill Parish Church and Coleshill High 
Street are within an 800m walk of the centre of the development site; this 
distance is the distance that Manual for Streets (MfS) refers to as a walkable 
neighbourhood (800m). 

4.1.3 Two schools, Coleshill C of E Primary School and High Meadow Infant School 
are in proximity to the proposed development. These are within the 2km 
preferred maximum walking distance recommended in the IHT Guidelines for 
Providing for Journeys on Foot (Table 3.2). 

4.1.4 IHT guidelines also state that the acceptable and preferred maximum walking 
distance for common facilities, excluding schools, commuting and town 
centres, is 800m and 1.2km respectively.  The majority of the facilities listed 
above (including Coleshill High Street) are within these distances.  

4.1.5 Figure 4.1 illustrates the amenities on a Local Facilities Plan. 

4.2 Sustainable Travel 

Walk 
 
4.2.1 There is a single road in proximity to the proposed development; Blythe Road. 
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4.2.2 Blythe Road has a section of footway at the south of the carriageway, opposite 
the proposal site. There is footway at both sides of the carriageway on Blythe 
Road, approaching the centre of Coleshill. 

4.2.3 Near the town centre, Blythe Road is subject to a 30mph national speed limit; 
this changes to 60mph to the southwest of the proposed development.  Blythe 
Road is moderately trafficked and has street lighting.  

4.2.4 To the east of the proposed development, there is a public right of way 
(PROW) which routes northwest - southeast between Blythe Road and 
agricultural land.  

4.2.5 The existing footway near the proposed development makes it possible for 
pedestrians to walk from the site to Coleshill town centre.  A new section of 
footway will be proposed along the northern edge of Blythe Road adjacent to 
proposed site access and a pedestrian crossing could be considered to allow 
improved access to the town centre. 

4.2.6 The proposed access will include a 2.0m footway either side of the access 
road to the proposed dwellings. 

Cycle 
 
4.2.7 We have investigated SUSTRANS mapping to determine the national and 

local cycle network available near the proposal site. 

4.2.8 NCN Route 53 is 3.1 miles to the west of the proposed development. There 
are no local cycle routes in proximity to the site.  

4.2.9 Most highways in proximity to the proposed development are subject to 
30mph speed limits; therefore, these are considered safe and suitable for use 
by cyclists. 

Bus 
 
4.2.10 Bus services can be accessed on Coleshill High Street at the Swan Hotel bus 

stop, within a 1.0km walk of the centre of the proposal site.  This stop provides 
transport access to the 18A, 70, 75, 75A, 216, 223, 228 and 232 bus services. 
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Table 2 – Local Bus Service Frequencies 

Service 
No. 

Route 

Frequency (mins) 

Pks Day Eve Sat Sun 

18A 

Birmingham Business Park – 

Furnace End (Bulls Head) – 

Ansley – Nuneaton 

N/A 
1 per 

weekday 
N/A N/A N/A 

70 

Birmingham – Ward End (Fox & 

Goose) – Castle Bromwich – 

Water Orton – Coleshill – 

Chelmsley Wood 

30 30 60 30 60 

75 

Sutton Coldfield – Coleshill – 

Birmingham Business Park – 

Birmingham International 

60 60 
1 per 

evening 
120 N/A 

75A 

Bishop Walsh School, Sutton 

Coldfield – Coleshill – 

Birmingham Business Park – 

Birmingham International 

N/A 
1 per 

weekday 
N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

4.2.11 The 75 and 75A buses provide weekday and Saturday services to 
destinations including Sutton Coldfield and Birmingham International.  The 75 
bus is the more frequent of the two buses and has a daytime, weekday 
frequency of one bus every 60 minutes. 

4.2.12 Furthermore, the 70 bus which routes between Birmingham and Chelmsley 
Wood via Coleshill provides frequent weekday and weekend services to local 
destinations. This bus has a weekday and Saturday daytime frequency of one 
bus every 30 minutes. The 70 has a Sunday daytime frequency of one bus 
every 60 minutes.  

4.2.13 Four West Midlands Special Needs Transport buses; the 216, 223, 228 and 
232 are available from the Swan Hotel bus stop. These buses provide 
weekday services (one outbound and one return) to/from the hotel on several 
days within the week. 

4.2.14 The Special Needs Transport buses provide transport links from Coleshill to 
destinations including Atherstone, Nuneaton, Tamworth and Solihull. 

4.2.15 The 18A bus routes between Birmingham Business Park and Nuneaton; the 
bus has a weekday service at a frequency of 1 per day. 

Rail 
 

4.2.16 The closest railway station to the site is Coleshill Parkway. The station is 
approximately 1.7 miles to the north of the proposed development.   

4.2.17 Coleshill Parkway station provides 240 car parking spaces for passengers 
with 13 accessible bays allocated for Blue Badge holders. There are also 20 
cycle storage spaces available at the station for cycle parking.  
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4.2.18 The station has two platforms and provides CrossCountry rail services to 
destinations including Birmingham New Street, Stansted Airport, Cambridge 
and Leicester. Direct trains travel to destinations at a frequency of 1-3 per 
hour.  

4.2.19 The 70, 75 and 75A buses provide multi-modal public transport links from the 
Swan Hotel to Coleshill Parkway railway station. These buses can be 
accessed via a short walk from the proposed development site. 

4.3 Overall Transport Sustainability 

4.3.1 There are good public transport opportunities and a range of facilities within 
easy walking reach of the proposal site.  

4.3.2 The site is therefore accessible and in a sustainable location for development. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 T17531 
 Land Off Blythe Road, Coleshill      

 

 
PTB Transport Planning Ltd  - 11 - T17531 - Transport Appraisal.docx 

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Summary 

5.1.1 Safe and suitable access can be provided to the development land with 
precise details of the junction layout and visibility splays to be informed by 
traffic surveys undertaken at planning application stage. 

5.1.2 The trip generation predicted for the site and capacity of the adjacent highway 
network will be tested as part of any subsequent application. 

5.1.3 The site is well located regarding access to local facilities which may be 
typically used on a day-to-day and weekly basis by residents.  Furthermore, 
the proposal site is in close proximity to good bus links.  From Coleshill, 
national rail services can be accessed by residents. 

5.2 Conclusion 

5.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that opportunities for 
sustainable access should be taken up and that safe and suitable access is 
provided for all people. 

5.2.2 The development is located to make use of existing transport infrastructure 
and services and is sustainable in transport terms.   

5.2.3 The development will promote the use of sustainable transport and the site 
provides safe and suitable access for all users via priority junctions with Blythe 
Road. 
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APPENDIX A - INDICATIVE SITE LAYOUT 
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APPENDIX B - TRICS DATA – PRIVATE HOUSING 
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Calculation Reference: AUDIT-141301-170322-0308

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  03 - RESIDENTIAL

Category :  A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:

02 SOUTH EAST

EX ESSEX 1 days

WS WEST SUSSEX 1 days

03 SOUTH WEST

DV DEVON 1 days

06 WEST MIDLANDS

SH SHROPSHIRE 1 days

07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE

NE NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days

NY NORTH YORKSHIRE 1 days

08 NORTH WEST

CH CHESHIRE 1 days

11 SCOTLAND

FA FALKIRK 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Secondary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range

are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Number of dwellings

Actual Range: 108 to 237 (units: )

Range Selected by User: 100 to 245 (units: )

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/08 to 25/09/15

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are

included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:

Tuesday 3 days

Wednesday 1 days

Thursday 2 days

Friday 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:

Manual count 8 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding

up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are

undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Edge of Town Centre 1

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 4

Edge of Town 3

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories

consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:

Residential Zone 7

No Sub Category 1
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories

consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,

Out of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:

   C 3    8 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005

has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Population within 1 mile:

1,001  to 5,000 2 days

5,001  to 10,000 1 days

10,001 to 15,000 2 days

15,001 to 20,000 1 days

20,001 to 25,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

5,001   to 25,000 3 days

75,001  to 100,000 2 days

100,001 to 125,000 2 days

125,001 to 250,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:

0.6 to 1.0 2 days

1.1 to 1.5 6 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,

within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:

Yes 1 days

No 7 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,

and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:

No PTAL Present 8 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 CH-03-A-02 HOUSES/FLATS CHESHIRE

SYDNEY ROAD

CREWE

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 7 4

Survey date: TUESDAY 14/10/08 Survey Type: MANUAL

2 DV-03-A-02 HOUSES & BUNGALOWS DEVON

MILLHEAD ROAD

HONITON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 6

Survey date: FRIDAY 25/09/15 Survey Type: MANUAL

3 EX-03-A-01 SEMI-DET. ESSEX

MILTON ROAD

CORRINGHAM

STANFORD-LE-HOPE

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    2 3 7

Survey date: TUESDAY 13/05/08 Survey Type: MANUAL

4 FA-03-A-02 MIXED HOUSES FALKIRK

ROSEBANK AVENUE & SPRINGFIELD DRIVE

FALKIRK

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 6 1

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 29/05/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

5 NE-03-A-03 PRIVATE HOUSES NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE

STATION ROAD

SCUNTHORPE

Edge of Town Centre

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 8 0

Survey date: TUESDAY 20/05/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

6 NY-03-A-06 BUNGALOWS & SEMI DET. NORTH YORKSHIRE

HORSEFAIR

BOROUGHBRIDGE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 5

Survey date: FRIDAY 14/10/11 Survey Type: MANUAL

7 SH-03-A-04 TERRACED SHROPSHIRE

ST MICHAEL'S STREET

SHREWSBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

No Sub Category

Total Number of dwellings:    1 0 8

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/06/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 WS-03-A-04 MIXED HOUSES WEST SUSSEX

HILLS FARM LANE

BROADBRIDGE HEATH

HORSHAM

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 5 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/12/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a

unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the

week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.

MANUALLY DESELECTED SITES

Site Ref Reason for Deselection

CH-03-A-06 Location and contains a small number of bungalows and flats.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.064 8 155 0.252 8 155 0.31607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.138 8 155 0.362 8 155 0.50008:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.140 8 155 0.149 8 155 0.28909:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.138 8 155 0.172 8 155 0.31010:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.133 8 155 0.147 8 155 0.28011:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.178 8 155 0.156 8 155 0.33412:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.171 8 155 0.151 8 155 0.32213:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.153 8 155 0.182 8 155 0.33514:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.273 8 155 0.186 8 155 0.45915:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.271 8 155 0.172 8 155 0.44316:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.323 8 155 0.219 8 155 0.54217:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.197 8 155 0.166 8 155 0.36318:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   2.179   2.314   4.493

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

TAXIS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00608:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00509:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00310:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00411:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00612:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00413:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00614:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.007 8 155 0.006 8 155 0.01315:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.005 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00916:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00517:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00418:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.037   0.034   0.071

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

OGVS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00407:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00408:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00309:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00410:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00411:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00912:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00613:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00614:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00215:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.002 8 155 0.00416:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00017:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00218:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.023   0.025   0.048

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

PSVS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00007:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00008:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00009:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00010:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00011:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00012:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00213:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00014:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.001 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00215:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00016:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00017:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.000 8 155 0.000 8 155 0.00018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.002   0.002   0.004

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

CYCLISTS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.010 8 155 0.01607:00 - 08:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.00908:00 - 09:00

8 155 0.003 8 155 0.001 8 155 0.00409:00 - 10:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.01310:00 - 11:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00711:00 - 12:00

8 155 0.006 8 155 0.003 8 155 0.00912:00 - 13:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00713:00 - 14:00

8 155 0.002 8 155 0.005 8 155 0.00714:00 - 15:00

8 155 0.009 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.01615:00 - 16:00

8 155 0.004 8 155 0.004 8 155 0.00816:00 - 17:00

8 155 0.013 8 155 0.011 8 155 0.02417:00 - 18:00

8 155 0.013 8 155 0.007 8 155 0.02018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.070   0.070   0.140

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 108 - 237 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/08 - 25/09/15

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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 Land at Blythe Road, Coleshill 
10504_R03a_Landscape & Visual Technical Note  
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This technical note has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP (TG) on behalf of Richborough, in 

response to desktop analysis and preliminary fieldwork undertaken in June 2016.  The note 
provides advice on the feasibility of future development on land located to the north and south 
of Blythe Road, Coleshill, in terms of landscape character and visual context.  It also considers 
the proposed development of the site with reference to the contribution to Green Belt purposes. 

 
1.2 It is intended that this work will support representations to the North Warwickshire Borough 

Council Local Plan process for the promotion of the site as a housing allocation.  The work does 
not constitute a full Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) or a full Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA).   

 
2.0 Site Context 
 
2.1. The proposed development site is located to the northern periphery of Coleshill and currently 

comprises approximately two portions of land.  To the north is 16.20 hectares of typical arable 
farmland with pasture adjoining the River Cole.  The land is interspersed with connecting and 
managed native hedgerows, with a vegetated ditch to the north-west and interspersed with 
some scattered trees.  The site adjoins the established residential edge associated with 
Chestnut Grove and Blythe Road; and, is also influenced by the presence of the Coleshill House 
office, industrial and commercial development to the west.  The landform of the site gently falls 
from east (Blythe Road) to west (River Cole) with a topographical range of approximately 86m 
AOD to 73m AOD.   

 
2.2. To the south is a smaller portion of land totalling 2.46 hectares.  It comprises a singular arable 

field, contained by well established hedgerow vegetation.  It adjoins Blythe Road to the north-
west and the existing residential edge (former recreation ground and existing allotments to the 
south)  Low voltage power lines run parallel with the eastern boundary.  The landform of the 
site gently domed,  with a topographical range of approximately 85m AOD to 81m AOD.   

 
3.0 Emerging Plan & Evidence Base Documents 
 
3.1. The sites are not subject to any local or national landscape designations, nor have ever been 

considered for such.  The sites are located within the Green Belt.  Whilst Green Belt is not a 
landscape designation, the review of the principles purposes have a close correlation with 
matters of inter-visibility and character, hence the consideration within this Technical Note. 
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Sustainability Appraisal (LUC – February 2017)  
 

3.2. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was produced by LUC to establish the likely social, 
environmental and economic effects of the policies and proposals within the emerging Local 
Plan from the outset of its development.   
 

3.3. The key SA objective within the document relating to landscape is ‘Objective 7’ which states 
the following: 

 
“The landscape of North Warwickshire Borough is largely rural in nature.  Therefore the 
residential and employment development proposed through the Draft Local Plan could have 
significant adverse effects on it natural environment, including landscape character.  The 
majority of the site allocation policies are located on greenfield land where the potential for 
adverse effects are greater.  Several of the site allocation policies make provision for the need 
for landscaping measures to protect the wider landscape character, including the historic 
landscape, of the area, which is likely to maintain even improve landscape character.  In 
addition, some site allocation policies which direct development to areas of previously 
developed land where there is greater potential to regenerate the visual appearance of the area 
within the immediate vicinity with positive effects.”    
 

3.4. The Draft Local Plan makes provision for mitigating the general impacts of new development 
on the natural environment through policies:  
 
• LP14: Natural Environment   
• LP16: Nature Conservation   
• LP17: Green Infrastructure   

 
3.5. However, the SA confirms at para. 6.136 that the “Overall, the effects of the PPLP on the natural 

environment are to some extent uncertain until detailed proposals for particular sites come 
forward at the planning application stage”.   

 
3.6. Only the southern portion of the site was considered in the SA; and, in response to undertaking 

of the SA analysis, the site (SLA59) has not been suggested to be taken forward as a preferred 
site.  The detailed reasoning for why specific reasonable alternatives are judged as having 
potential to generate adverse and significant positive effects can be found in the SA matrices 
at Appendix 7; and, explanations for why specific allocations were and were not taken forward 
can be found in Appendix 8. 

 
3.7. The comments set out within Appendix 7 of the SA in relation to Land South of Blythe Road, 

establishes that the site only scores poorly in landscape terms due to the following justification: 
  
“As there are no National Parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within or immediately 
adjacent to North Warwickshire, the location of potential housing sites is not expected to affect 
these landscape designations.  However, where development will take place on greenfield land, 
the character of the local environment is more likely to be affected and larger sites will have a 
more prominent impact than smaller sites on the local landscape. As such, as this site is small 
(2.5ha) and on greenfield land, a minor negative effect is likely, although this is uncertain and 
dependent on the design of the new development and quality of local landscape.” 

 
3.8. Whilst not setting out a presumption against development, it is evident that this is a rather 

generic response and as acknowledged at para. 2.57 of the SA: 
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“Due to the scale of the site options appraisal work required, it was also recognised that not 
every local characteristic would be able to be investigated in detail for each site option.”   

 
3.9. At para. 4.15 the SA also clarifies that: 
 

“The likely effects of the options on SA objective 7: landscape are difficult to determine until 
specific development sites are identified; however options IN1, IN2, IN4 and IN5 could all have 
significant negative effects.  Options IN2 and IN4 would require the release of land from the 
Green Belt which could have negative effects on the openness and character of the area and 
contribute towards settlement coalescence, although it is recognised that Green Belt land isn’t 
always the most sensitive or high quality in landscape terms.”    
 

3.10. In terms of the further explanation as set out at Appendix 8 of the SA, the content of the table 
simply confirms the reason for not being taken forward as being: 
 
“Site lies within Green Belt.  Green Belt release not proposed for Coleshill.”  
 

3.11. Again, it is apparent that the judgements are not site specific and have not taken into account 
the likely landscape and visual effects that are likely to arise, or opportunities available to create 
a positive development response at sustainable settlement edge locations, where improved 
settlement boundaries can be delivered in association with Green Infrastructure. 

 
Landscape Capacity Study – Stage 2 (FPCR – August 2010) 
 

3.12. The ‘Stage Two’ study was undertaken to set out a more detailed assessment, focussed on the 
main settlements and local service centres (including Atherstone / Mancetter, Polesworth / 
Dordon, Coleshill, Old and New Arley, Grendon / Baddesley Ensor, Hartshill with Ansley 
Common, Kingsbury and Water Orton) to identify distinct landscape sub units, together with 
broad descriptions and management prescriptions for each. 
 

3.13. As part of the scope, the sensitivity and capacity for change of each of these areas was 
assessed and recommendations provided for assimilating development and the provision of 
Green Infrastructure.   
 

3.14. The northern site is located within a relatively large sub unit area, referred to as ‘C – Blythe 
Road, East of Coleshill; and, overall it is considered to represent ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  When 
reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating description confirms that: 
 
“Visually contained and / or degraded landscapes lacking in landscape structure and /or without 
sensitive landscape components with the most capacity for change and / or development.”  
 

3.15. In terms of potential for built development, the Study states: 
 

“The landscape includes urban fringe uses and extractive industries, is heavily influenced by 
adjacent employment uses and is largely separated by landform and vegetation from the rural 
landscape to the south east; however it is overlooked by properties on rising land within 
Coleshill.  Subject to potential floodplain constraints further employment uses may be 
appropriate within parts of this area.  Any structures would need to be carefully located and of 
a small enough scale to avoid impact on the adjacent Blythe Hall or rural landscape.  No 
development should breach the subtle ridgeline within the south east of this unit.  Proposals 
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would need to consider the effect on views from residential properties to the west.  This area 
may be most suitable for ongoing extractive industries provided that a comprehensive 
landscape restoration strategy is prepared and implemented to bring landscape, biodiversity 
and recreation enhancements to this corridor following restoration.”  
 

3.16. It is clearly apparent that in landscape terms, this represents area one of the best opportunities 
around Coleshill in terms of absorbing development change, providing certain objectives and 
design aspirations are met.  Furthermore, the proposed Indicative Masterplan for the site has 
responded positively to ‘Green Infrastructure Opportunities and Recommendations’, which 
states that: 

 
“Any proposals would need to be accompanied by a robust GI which should incorporate 
strategically located tree belt and copse planting to contain development and bring river corridor 
landscape enhancements to minimise the landscape and visual impacts of existing and new 
development and bring habitat enhancement to the river corridor.  Consideration should also 
be given to formalising and improving recreational access to the river corridor.”  

 
3.17. Whilst in immediate proximity, the southern site is located within a much wider sub unit area, 

referred to as ‘B - Opposite Coleshill School, east side of Coleshill’; and, overall it is considered 
to represent ‘Higher Sensitivity’.  When reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating 
description confirms that: 
 
“Generally with good existing landscape structure and a higher proportion of sensitive 
landscape features, potential for development not precluded, however there may only be very 
limited pockets where sensitive development with appropriate mitigation might be feasible.”  

 
3.18. The justification for the unsuitability of development within this sub unit area states: 

 
“The open slopes adjacent to Coleshill are not considered appropriate for development. 
Coleshill is a linear settlement built on the plateau/ridge above the Blythe Valley.  Development 
at its eastern edge would likely breach the ridge changing the currently open and unsettled 
wider valley character.”  
 

3.19. The scoring system for the sub unit area totalled 23, which placed it within 3 points of the 
threshold for ‘Medium Sensitivity’.  This suggests that more detailed and site specific 
considerations could well determine that portions of sub unit area B are indeed less sensitive 
and with greater capacity to absorb change. 
 

3.20. In this case, it is clear that the scoring should be influenced by the proximity to / judgements 
associated with the sub unit area ‘C – Blythe Road, East of Coleshill’; which is considered to 
represent ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  Proximity to the Conservation Area appears to have increased 
the sensitivity judgement; however, the site under consideration is not subject to any inter-
visibility or documented heritage concerns.  Furthermore, the site is located on gently sloping 
topography associated with the plateau and relates to existing built development to the south; 
and, would be seen in that context rather than as a component of the wider Blythe Valley 
landscape.  Development would not be viewed as sprawling and conspicuous, but seen as a 
continuation of the existing settlement edge and in association with the proposed development 
parcel to the immediate north of Blythe Road. 

 
3.21. The proposed development also has the ability to respond positively to the ‘Green Infrastructure 

Opportunities and Recommendations’ set out within the report.  The proposed indicative 
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development layout represents a modest area of built form, with the creation of a ridgeline 
wooded copse reflective of other local landscape features; and, the provision of a substantial 
area of open space which enables views towards Coleshill Parish Church to be retained. 

 
Coventry & Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study (Stage 2 Final Report – April 2016 to February 
2017) 
 

3.22. The sites are identified in a much wider land parcel, referred to as CH5.  What is evident about 
the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact that it only assesses such broad 
parcels of land.  As with the Landscape Capacity Study and the Sustainability Appraisal, this 
does not allow for assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and 
the local context which defines them.  Parcel CH5 covers almost the entire eastern side of the 
town and the study does not make judgements about the ability of individual areas of land with 
reference to future sustainable urban extensions.   
 

3.23. CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; however, that is based on the fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is 
free from development and is very open agricultural land”.  Such generic statements fail to 
recognise the character of the sites, with specific reference to the established residential 
backdrop and the transitional nature of the landscape, with other landuse clearly influencing the 
rurality.   

 
3.24. A more focused appraisal is set out at Section 6 of this note. 
 
4.0     Landscape Character  

 
4.1. At the national level the northern site is located within the ‘Trent Valley Washlands’ Character 

Area (National Character Area 69).  This is a distinctly narrow, linear and low-lying landscape, 
often clearly delineated at its edges by higher ground, and it is largely comprised of the flat flood 
plains and gravel terraces of the rivers.  Arable crops are by and large located on the freely 
draining soils of the river terraces and on the higher ground where fields are big and hedgerows 
are small with few trees.  Pastoral farming generally takes place on the river flood plains, where 
soils are subject to frequent flooding or are naturally wet.  Here fields are usually smaller and 
the hedgerows fuller with more tree cover.  Overall woodland cover in the Washlands is very 
limited, although riparian trees, especially willows, provide an important component of the 
landscape. 

 
4.2. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the northern site area as lying within the ‘LCA 11 – Thame Valley Wetlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.3. The key characteristics for the ‘Thame Valley Wetlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• Alluvial river terraces of the very flat broad valley bottom; 
• Extensive central network of restored former gravel workings with significant areas of 

wetland scrub and woodland centred on Kingsbury Water Park; 
• Middleton Hall and gravel workings are contained within a Parkland and wetland 

landscape; 
• Recently restored workings at Cliff Pool Nature Reserve to the north are yet to establish a 

landscape structure; 
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• Historic flood meadows and riparian vegetation at Whitacre Heath and Ladywalk Nature 
Reserves in the south; 

• To the far south at the confluence of the Cole and Blythe with the Tame the landscape is 
disturbed by historic and modern small scale works set against the open backdrop of the 
Hams Hall industrial estates; 

• The river Tame winds unobtrusively through the wetlands; 
• Birmingham and Fazeley canal passes through the north; 
• Settlements of Whitacre Heath, Nether Whitacre Heath, Lea Marston and Marston include 

typical red brick vernacular, with peripheral pastoral fields, there are few other properties 
within the area; 

• A low lying landscape, visually contained by wetland vegetation, and the adjacent Hams 
Hall power station and pylons have little visual influence. 

 
4.4. The landscape is described as: 
 

“This flat, highly modified river corridor landscape has been extensively worked for sand and 
gravel, the resulting new wetland landscape dominates the north and contrasts with the 
remaining flood meadows, villages and pastoral land to the south.  Although largely contained 
by wetland vegetation, busy roads and rail lines pass through linking peripheral settlement and 
industry have an urbanising influence.”  

 
4.5. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 

confirms that: 
 
“The low lying wetlands adjacent to the River Tame have changed dramatically following former 
gravel extraction.  Few areas of traditional landscape remain; the landscape is still evolving as 
wetland regeneration associated with former gravel workings continues. Given the location 
between and close proximity to Tamworth, Kingsbury and industrial areas around Tams Hall 
power station, these peripheral urbanising elements and the connecting busy A roads and 
motorways have an ongoing influence on the area.  Pressure for minerals extraction continues, 
with areas south of Middleton Hall and west of Blyth Hall under extraction.  The floodplain 
character largely protects this area from encroachment by built development.” 
 

4.6. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
 
• “Maintain the predominantly unsettled character of this area; 
• Conserve the built character of the area by ensuring that new development reflects the 

vernacular style; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover around the peripheral settlement and industrial fringes; 
• Prepare and implement a Landscape Enhancement Plan to protect the setting of the 

historic Conservation Area at Kingsbury and remnant historic landscape structure 
elsewhere; 

• The design and management of new and enhancement of existing recreational facilities 
should seek to reflect the character of the existing landscape features; 

• Conserve the pastoral character of the remnant farmland and identify opportunities for 
conversion of arable back to permanent pasture; 

• Retain grassland along the River floodplain and where possible consider a return to 
traditional grassland management; 

• Enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
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• Conserve and enhance remaining riverside wetland habitats and identify opportunities for 
re-creating elsewhere; and 

• Opportunities should be sought for creating more diverse wetland habitats during 
restoration of any future sand and gravel workings, developers should provide 
comprehensive restoration proposals for approval at planning stage.” 

 
4.7. At the national level the southern site is located within the ‘Arden’ Character Area (National 

Character Area 97).  This is the predominant landscape type, covering much of the Borough 
area.  Arden comprises farmland and former wood-pasture lying to the south and east of 
Birmingham.  Within the overall character, there is wide variation which ranges from the 
enclosed river valleys, through the undulating wooded landscape and small hedged fields of 
the main plateau, to the remains of the coal industry in the northeast. 

 
4.8. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the site area as lying within the ‘LCA 8 – Blythe Valley Parkland Farmlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.9. The key characteristics for the ‘Blythe Valley Farmlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• “Flat broad valley with gently sloping valley sides, becoming more steeply undulating and 
elevated to the south; 

• Narrow meandering natural river course with riparian vegetation occasional flood 
meadows; 

• Mixed agricultural landscape with small irregular pastoral fields close to the river and semi-
regular arable fields associated with former estates and deer parks; 

• Areas of parkland character associated with Blyth Hall, Maxstoke Castle and Packington 
Park; 

• Remains of stone-built Maxstoke Priory at historic Maxstoke on higher land; 
• Golf courses at Maxstoke, Packington and south of the M6; 
• Dissected by M6 and A45; 
• Few scattered hamlets and farmsteads, with local brick and wood vernacular; 
• Generally a contained landscape with few views out emphasises an intimate rural 

character; 
• Occasional views from elevated land to the east fringe of Birmingham.” 

 
4.10. The landscape is described as: 
 

“Generally this is a sparsely settled landscape with only a few scattered hamlets and 
farmsteads, and a small network of connecting lanes; this contributes strongly to the peaceful, 
undisturbed character of the riverside environment.  There is little urban influence other than 
the raised landfill tip to the west of Packington and traffic noise evident around Packington in 
the vicinity of the M6 and A446.” 
 

4.11. Furthermore, beyond the more representative parkland areas and in closer proximity to the site, 
the LCA states: 
 
“Between these parkland areas, small irregular hedged pastoral fields exist close to the Blythe 
(south of Maxstoke Castle) and at the eastern fringes of Coleshill, where some are enclosed by 
post and wire fencing.  The Blythe River remains relatively unspoilt, retaining a good variety of 
marginal vegetation, wet grassland, riverside trees and scrub, and is designated as a Site of 
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Special Scientific Importance (SSSI).  Pockets of flood meadow along the Blythe retain a 
peaceful, undisturbed, pastoral character with a strong sense of unity.  In places, this unity is 
uninterrupted by the encroachment of arable farmland to the river’s edge.  Elsewhere arable 
fields within a larger or more regular field pattern exist.  
 

4.12. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 
confirms that: 
 
“The Blythe Valley maintains a rural character and historic Parkland and river valley 
characteristics, the main pressures for change in recent years have come from change of use 
of the historic Parklands to golf course and recreation facilities.  In addition agricultural 
intensification has resulted in conversion to arable use and related loss of landscape features; 
meadows, wetland vegetation and hedgerows. 
 
Limited urban influence and pressures include the eastern edge of Coleshill, the Packington 
landfill and the M6 motorway and connecting A roads.  To the north wetland plantations around 
Blythe Hall currently provide protection from encroachment from adjacent industries South of 
Hams Hall.” 
 

4.13. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
 
• “Safeguard and manage the rural Parkland character of the Blythe Valley; 
• Maintain the predominant unsettled character of the valley; 
• Conserve the built character of the valley by ensuring that any new development reflects 

the vernacular style; 
• New agricultural buildings should be sited, designed and landscaped to blend with the 

surrounding landscape; 
• Any development at the eastern fringe of Coleshill should not be permitted to encroach 

onto the open valley slopes; 
• Conserve rural character by restricting changes in the use of rural land; 
• Maintain the quiet, peaceful character of the area and only encourage informal recreation; 

Existing golf courses should implement landscape management plans to ensure continuity 
of their historic parkland settings; 

• Comprehensive landscape management plans should be prepared and implemented to 
ensure continuity of the historic landscape setting to both Packington and Blythe Hall, 
including the unique heathy grassland characteristics of the former deer park at 
Packington; 

• Conserve areas of pastoral character and identify opportunities for conversion of arable 
back to permanent pasture; 

• Encourage development of wide and diverse field margins within arable areas; 
• Conserve and restore the historic field pattern of ancient hedgerows; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover through natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks; 
• Enhance tree cover through small scale woodland planting; 
• Promote conservation management of existing woodlands; 
• Retain grassland along the river floodplain and where possible consider a return to 

traditional grassland management; 
• Retain and enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
• Identify opportunities for re-creating riverside wetland habitats.”  
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4.14. Overall, it needs to be emphasised that neither site forms part of the more remote and tranquil 
rural landscape; and, clearly they have a relationship with the transitional settlement fringe 
landscape.  In term of the northern site, whilst valley characteristics are apparent, the settlement 
context has been documented as influencing the sensitivity of the landscape and its ability to 
absorb change.  For the southern site, the eastern edge of Coleshill is recognised as an urban 
influence, thus sensitive development on the gently sloping plateau landscape that does not 
unduly encroach, would not harm the wider parkland and pastoral character of the LCA. 
 

4.15. Both sites represent small portions of much larger LCA’s and development would not result in 
the loss of most valuable, intact or notable elements of the landscape. 
 

4.16. Opportunities also exist to create an extensive waterside park, offer connecting Green 
Infrastructure and to create robust, yet sensitive settlement boundaries. 

 
5.0 Visual Circumstances 
 

Visual Envelope 
 

5.1. The Visual Envelope (VE) associated with both sites is relatively localised, largely contained by 
the confines of the local topography, adjoining settlement edge and the dominant woodland 
blocks surrounding Blyth Hall to the north.  
 

5.2. To the east, views of the southern site do extend across the gently sloping valley landscape, 
albeit filtered by layers of boundary vegetation.  Furthermore, there are limited publically 
accessible vantage points in that area. 

5.3. To the west, the VE is limited by topography and the existing built form associated with Lichfield 
Road and the presence of the Coleshill House office, industrial and commercial development 
(off Station Road).   

5.4. To the south, views extend to the established residential backdrop at Chestnut Grove and the 
gently sloping land to the south-east of Blythe Road.   

Visual Receptors  

5.5. The principal visual receptors likely to experience change will be localised and already 
influenced by the settlement fringe location.  Receptors will include: 

• The residents and users associated with Blythe Road and Chestnut Grove; 
• Pedestrian and road users of Blythe Road over a relatively short distance; and 
• The residents, workers and visitors of Lichfield Road and Coleshill House (Station Road). 

5.6. Overall, the visual circumstances of the site are influenced by the settlement fringe context and 
the enclosure created by the layers of on-site and off-site vegetation.  
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6.0 Green Belt Purposes 
 

6.1. A review of the site’s performance and suitability for release is summarised below in relation to 
the principal Green Belt objectives as set out within the NPPF (the Framework), with reference 
to the key purposes of Green Belt land and with consideration of paragraph 81 of the NPPF, in 
terms of positively enhancing Green Belt. 

To Check Unrestricted Sprawl 
 

6.2. The principal consideration is the sprawl of the existing urban edge of Coleshill and potential 
coalescence with Shustoke to the north-east (approximately 2.4km apart at present).  With 
reference to the Green Belt Study, the Stage Two assessment for Parcel CH5 confirms that: 

“The parcel sits between Coleshill to the west and the villages of Shustoke and Maxstoke to the 
east.  Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the northern third of the parcel to 
the westernmost tip of Shustoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 2.4km. 
Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the southern third of the parcel to the 
westernmost tip of Maxstoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 3.2km.”  
 

6.3. Whilst the proposed development would result in some localised loss of the existing ‘open’ 
context, the width of the gap would only be reduced by some 190 metres at-most (with a 
considerable gap of 2.21km remaining). 
 

6.4. The physical distance of Green Belt separation also needs to be considered in association with 
the existing sense of enclosure and the degree of containment located at the settlement 
boundary and intervening field boundaries.  Firstly, with the notable presence of intervening 
hedgerows, scattered mature trees and woodland plantations to the south of Blyth Hall.  There 
is no real sense of any visual connection between Coleshill and Shustoke, as the vegetation 
acts as a strong visual and physical feature of separation.  

To Prevent Neighbouring Towns Merging into one another 
 

6.5. In terms of the merging of settlements, a key consideration is the strength and permanence of 
existing boundaries.  As set out above, the sites are contained within well defined field 
boundaries and there is no real inter-visibility.  The sequential users of Blythe Road will not 
obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements and will therefore continue to experience 
the settlement context in the form of the established residential edge, albeit extended over a 
relatively short distance.  The sense of travelling from one distinct area of settlement to another 
will not be lost and the perceived separation will still be substantial. 
 

6.6. Further physical growth of Coleshill in this plateau fringe and Cole Valley location, when 
considered in accordance with the promotion of a sensitive development that retained and 
enhanced boundary features, would be largely inconspicuous in the surrounding landscape, 
given the settlement backdrop, landform and surrounding landscape character context which 
assists in diminishing any perception of coalescence. 

Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment 
 

6.7. The existing framework of vegetation and limited number of public receptor locations restricts 
the perceived sense of openness; and, the limited inter-visibility between the site and the 
surrounding settlements emphasises the degree of containment that currently exists.  The 



 

10504_R03a_Blythe Road, Landscape and Visual Technical Note  JB_AR_31.03.17 11 
 
 

character of the landscape is somewhat transitional with obvious urban fringe components; and, 
there is little sense that it represents an extensive tract of open countryside.  It is certainly not 
a remote or tranquil site, particularly considering the Council’s own landscape sensitivity 
observations for the northern site. 
 

6.8. The retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary vegetation, and the delivery of 
characteristic development response would further limit the extent to which any proposed built 
form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the landscape, thus any sense of visual 
encroachment into the wider open countryside would be negligible. 

Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 

6.9. Available information on the historic landscape does not determine any specific role that either 
site plays in providing an important setting or approach to Coleshill; and, both sites sits remote 
of the Conservation Area.  Consideration has been given to the retention of views towards 
Coleshill Parish Church as demonstrated through the Illustrative Masterplan parameters.  
 

6.10. Based on these findings, from a landscape perspective the effects upon this area of Green Belt 
and the associated objectives would be negligible. 

Paragraph 81 of the Framework (NPPF) 
 

6.11. As set out at paragraph 81 of the Framework, there are also opportunities to be explored in 
terms of positively enhancing the landscape context of the site.  In association with a sensitive 
development response, the following objectives could be established and presented as part of 
the overall landscape strategy response: 
 
• The improvement to public access for recreation and the delivery of connecting Green 

Infrastructure corridors; and 
 

• New native planting and the re-establishment of defunct hedgerows. 
 
7.0 Landscape Opportunity and Constraints 

 
7.1. A series of landscape opportunities and constraints have been identified.  They have been 

established as clear ‘landscape-led’ principles to shape emerging development options for the 
site. 

 
7.2. The principal landscape themes identified include: 
 

• The provision of appropriate amenity off-sets to adjoining buildings and the retention of 
view corridors towards Coleshill Parish Church; 

• The retention of field pattern and associated framework of vegetation; 
• The enhancement of hedgerows and scattered trees, through the provision of connecting 

Green Infrastructure corridors; 
• For the northern site, the creation of a riverside park in response to LCA objectives and 

the provision of a robust, landscaped development boundary; and 
• For the southern site, the provision of development setback / soft frontage onto Blythe 

Road and the introduction of a characteristic wooded copse as a backdrop to the proposed 
development. 
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8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1. In response to the desktop and fieldwork undertaken it is evident that both sites represent a 

logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the settlement fringe 
context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, the degree of visual 
separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  This is evident in the Council’s own analysis 
of landscape capacity for the northern site, which is only considered to be of ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  
A sensitive development response for both sites would not result in any obvious sense of 
coalescence and would not result in the loss of notable, rare or valuable landscape features. 

 
8.2. The site is physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, existing built form and 

topography, with no real inter-visibility with Shustoke to the north-east.  The sequential users of 
Blythe Road will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements and the limited 
number of local receptors will experience the settlement context in the form of a slightly 
extended but characteristic edge.  The sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to 
another will not be lost and the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

 
8.3. Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of the existing 

Green Belt between Coleshill and Shustoke (approximately 190m), the delivery of a 
characteristic development response would limit the extent to which any proposed built form 
would result in a sense of visual encroachment into the wider open countryside. 
 

8.4. The character of the landscape is neither rare nor unique and a classified within the Landscape 
SPG, it is clearly typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban 
context; and, the historic field pattern has been influenced by modern enclosure and some loss 
of historic hedgerow features.  Further opportunities also exist to maintain and improve public 
access to the sites; to introduce planting that could better reflect the characteristics of the local 
landscape; and, to conserve and enhance historic hedgerow features as directed through the 
LCA objectives for the area.  Views towards Coleshill Parish Church would also be safeguarded. 

 
8.5. Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location are 

predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or uncharacteristic.  
Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure and a new riverside park would be 
a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation and improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This technical note has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP (TG) on behalf of Richborough, in 

response to desktop analysis and preliminary fieldwork undertaken in June 2016.  The note 
provides advice on the feasibility of future development on land located to the north and south 
of Blythe Road, Coleshill, in terms of landscape character and visual context.  It also considers 
the proposed development of the site with reference to the contribution to Green Belt purposes. 

 
1.2 It is intended that this work will support representations to the North Warwickshire Borough 

Council Local Plan process for the promotion of the site as a housing allocation.  The work does 
not constitute a full Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) or a full Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA).   

 
2.0 Site Context 
 
2.1. The proposed development site is located to the northern periphery of Coleshill and currently 

comprises approximately two portions of land.  To the north is 16.20 hectares of typical arable 
farmland with pasture adjoining the River Cole.  The land is interspersed with connecting and 
managed native hedgerows, with a vegetated ditch to the north-west and interspersed with 
some scattered trees.  The site adjoins the established residential edge associated with 
Chestnut Grove and Blythe Road; and, is also influenced by the presence of the Coleshill House 
office, industrial and commercial development to the west.  The landform of the site gently falls 
from east (Blythe Road) to west (River Cole) with a topographical range of approximately 86m 
AOD to 73m AOD.   

 
2.2. To the south is a smaller portion of land totalling 2.46 hectares.  It comprises a singular arable 

field, contained by well established hedgerow vegetation.  It adjoins Blythe Road to the north-
west and the existing residential edge (former recreation ground and existing allotments to the 
south)  Low voltage power lines run parallel with the eastern boundary.  The landform of the 
site gently domed,  with a topographical range of approximately 85m AOD to 81m AOD.   

 
3.0 Emerging Plan & Evidence Base Documents 
 
3.1. The sites are not subject to any local or national landscape designations, nor have ever been 

considered for such.  The sites are located within the Green Belt.  Whilst Green Belt is not a 
landscape designation, the review of the principles purposes have a close correlation with 
matters of inter-visibility and character, hence the consideration within this Technical Note. 
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Sustainability Appraisal (LUC – February 2017)  
 

3.2. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was produced by LUC to establish the likely social, 
environmental and economic effects of the policies and proposals within the emerging Local 
Plan from the outset of its development.   
 

3.3. The key SA objective within the document relating to landscape is ‘Objective 7’ which states 
the following: 

 
“The landscape of North Warwickshire Borough is largely rural in nature.  Therefore the 
residential and employment development proposed through the Draft Local Plan could have 
significant adverse effects on it natural environment, including landscape character.  The 
majority of the site allocation policies are located on greenfield land where the potential for 
adverse effects are greater.  Several of the site allocation policies make provision for the need 
for landscaping measures to protect the wider landscape character, including the historic 
landscape, of the area, which is likely to maintain even improve landscape character.  In 
addition, some site allocation policies which direct development to areas of previously 
developed land where there is greater potential to regenerate the visual appearance of the area 
within the immediate vicinity with positive effects.”    
 

3.4. The Draft Local Plan makes provision for mitigating the general impacts of new development 
on the natural environment through policies:  
 
• LP14: Natural Environment   
• LP16: Nature Conservation   
• LP17: Green Infrastructure   

 
3.5. However, the SA confirms at para. 6.136 that the “Overall, the effects of the PPLP on the natural 

environment are to some extent uncertain until detailed proposals for particular sites come 
forward at the planning application stage”.   

 
3.6. Only the southern portion of the site was considered in the SA; and, in response to undertaking 

of the SA analysis, the site (SLA59) has not been suggested to be taken forward as a preferred 
site.  The detailed reasoning for why specific reasonable alternatives are judged as having 
potential to generate adverse and significant positive effects can be found in the SA matrices 
at Appendix 7; and, explanations for why specific allocations were and were not taken forward 
can be found in Appendix 8. 

 
3.7. The comments set out within Appendix 7 of the SA in relation to Land South of Blythe Road, 

establishes that the site only scores poorly in landscape terms due to the following justification: 
  
“As there are no National Parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within or immediately 
adjacent to North Warwickshire, the location of potential housing sites is not expected to affect 
these landscape designations.  However, where development will take place on greenfield land, 
the character of the local environment is more likely to be affected and larger sites will have a 
more prominent impact than smaller sites on the local landscape. As such, as this site is small 
(2.5ha) and on greenfield land, a minor negative effect is likely, although this is uncertain and 
dependent on the design of the new development and quality of local landscape.” 

 
3.8. Whilst not setting out a presumption against development, it is evident that this is a rather 

generic response and as acknowledged at para. 2.57 of the SA: 
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“Due to the scale of the site options appraisal work required, it was also recognised that not 
every local characteristic would be able to be investigated in detail for each site option.”   

 
3.9. At para. 4.15 the SA also clarifies that: 
 

“The likely effects of the options on SA objective 7: landscape are difficult to determine until 
specific development sites are identified; however options IN1, IN2, IN4 and IN5 could all have 
significant negative effects.  Options IN2 and IN4 would require the release of land from the 
Green Belt which could have negative effects on the openness and character of the area and 
contribute towards settlement coalescence, although it is recognised that Green Belt land isn’t 
always the most sensitive or high quality in landscape terms.”    
 

3.10. In terms of the further explanation as set out at Appendix 8 of the SA, the content of the table 
simply confirms the reason for not being taken forward as being: 
 
“Site lies within Green Belt.  Green Belt release not proposed for Coleshill.”  
 

3.11. Again, it is apparent that the judgements are not site specific and have not taken into account 
the likely landscape and visual effects that are likely to arise, or opportunities available to create 
a positive development response at sustainable settlement edge locations, where improved 
settlement boundaries can be delivered in association with Green Infrastructure. 

 
Landscape Capacity Study – Stage 2 (FPCR – August 2010) 
 

3.12. The ‘Stage Two’ study was undertaken to set out a more detailed assessment, focussed on the 
main settlements and local service centres (including Atherstone / Mancetter, Polesworth / 
Dordon, Coleshill, Old and New Arley, Grendon / Baddesley Ensor, Hartshill with Ansley 
Common, Kingsbury and Water Orton) to identify distinct landscape sub units, together with 
broad descriptions and management prescriptions for each. 
 

3.13. As part of the scope, the sensitivity and capacity for change of each of these areas was 
assessed and recommendations provided for assimilating development and the provision of 
Green Infrastructure.   
 

3.14. The northern site is located within a relatively large sub unit area, referred to as ‘C – Blythe 
Road, East of Coleshill; and, overall it is considered to represent ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  When 
reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating description confirms that: 
 
“Visually contained and / or degraded landscapes lacking in landscape structure and /or without 
sensitive landscape components with the most capacity for change and / or development.”  
 

3.15. In terms of potential for built development, the Study states: 
 

“The landscape includes urban fringe uses and extractive industries, is heavily influenced by 
adjacent employment uses and is largely separated by landform and vegetation from the rural 
landscape to the south east; however it is overlooked by properties on rising land within 
Coleshill.  Subject to potential floodplain constraints further employment uses may be 
appropriate within parts of this area.  Any structures would need to be carefully located and of 
a small enough scale to avoid impact on the adjacent Blythe Hall or rural landscape.  No 
development should breach the subtle ridgeline within the south east of this unit.  Proposals 



 

10504_R03a_Blythe Road, Landscape and Visual Technical Note  JB_AR_31.03.17 4 
 
 

would need to consider the effect on views from residential properties to the west.  This area 
may be most suitable for ongoing extractive industries provided that a comprehensive 
landscape restoration strategy is prepared and implemented to bring landscape, biodiversity 
and recreation enhancements to this corridor following restoration.”  
 

3.16. It is clearly apparent that in landscape terms, this represents area one of the best opportunities 
around Coleshill in terms of absorbing development change, providing certain objectives and 
design aspirations are met.  Furthermore, the proposed Indicative Masterplan for the site has 
responded positively to ‘Green Infrastructure Opportunities and Recommendations’, which 
states that: 

 
“Any proposals would need to be accompanied by a robust GI which should incorporate 
strategically located tree belt and copse planting to contain development and bring river corridor 
landscape enhancements to minimise the landscape and visual impacts of existing and new 
development and bring habitat enhancement to the river corridor.  Consideration should also 
be given to formalising and improving recreational access to the river corridor.”  

 
3.17. Whilst in immediate proximity, the southern site is located within a much wider sub unit area, 

referred to as ‘B - Opposite Coleshill School, east side of Coleshill’; and, overall it is considered 
to represent ‘Higher Sensitivity’.  When reviewed against the methodological criteria, that rating 
description confirms that: 
 
“Generally with good existing landscape structure and a higher proportion of sensitive 
landscape features, potential for development not precluded, however there may only be very 
limited pockets where sensitive development with appropriate mitigation might be feasible.”  

 
3.18. The justification for the unsuitability of development within this sub unit area states: 

 
“The open slopes adjacent to Coleshill are not considered appropriate for development. 
Coleshill is a linear settlement built on the plateau/ridge above the Blythe Valley.  Development 
at its eastern edge would likely breach the ridge changing the currently open and unsettled 
wider valley character.”  
 

3.19. The scoring system for the sub unit area totalled 23, which placed it within 3 points of the 
threshold for ‘Medium Sensitivity’.  This suggests that more detailed and site specific 
considerations could well determine that portions of sub unit area B are indeed less sensitive 
and with greater capacity to absorb change. 
 

3.20. In this case, it is clear that the scoring should be influenced by the proximity to / judgements 
associated with the sub unit area ‘C – Blythe Road, East of Coleshill’; which is considered to 
represent ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  Proximity to the Conservation Area appears to have increased 
the sensitivity judgement; however, the site under consideration is not subject to any inter-
visibility or documented heritage concerns.  Furthermore, the site is located on gently sloping 
topography associated with the plateau and relates to existing built development to the south; 
and, would be seen in that context rather than as a component of the wider Blythe Valley 
landscape.  Development would not be viewed as sprawling and conspicuous, but seen as a 
continuation of the existing settlement edge and in association with the proposed development 
parcel to the immediate north of Blythe Road. 

 
3.21. The proposed development also has the ability to respond positively to the ‘Green Infrastructure 

Opportunities and Recommendations’ set out within the report.  The proposed indicative 
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development layout represents a modest area of built form, with the creation of a ridgeline 
wooded copse reflective of other local landscape features; and, the provision of a substantial 
area of open space which enables views towards Coleshill Parish Church to be retained. 

 
Coventry & Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study (Stage 2 Final Report – April 2016 to February 
2017) 
 

3.22. The sites are identified in a much wider land parcel, referred to as CH5.  What is evident about 
the assessment is that it is high level by virtue of the fact that it only assesses such broad 
parcels of land.  As with the Landscape Capacity Study and the Sustainability Appraisal, this 
does not allow for assessment of the intricacies of smaller parcels within the Green Belt, and 
the local context which defines them.  Parcel CH5 covers almost the entire eastern side of the 
town and the study does not make judgements about the ability of individual areas of land with 
reference to future sustainable urban extensions.   
 

3.23. CH5 scores highly against the purpose of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; however, that is based on the fact that “the vast majority of this large parcel is 
free from development and is very open agricultural land”.  Such generic statements fail to 
recognise the character of the sites, with specific reference to the established residential 
backdrop and the transitional nature of the landscape, with other landuse clearly influencing the 
rurality.   

 
3.24. A more focused appraisal is set out at Section 6 of this note. 
 
4.0     Landscape Character  

 
4.1. At the national level the northern site is located within the ‘Trent Valley Washlands’ Character 

Area (National Character Area 69).  This is a distinctly narrow, linear and low-lying landscape, 
often clearly delineated at its edges by higher ground, and it is largely comprised of the flat flood 
plains and gravel terraces of the rivers.  Arable crops are by and large located on the freely 
draining soils of the river terraces and on the higher ground where fields are big and hedgerows 
are small with few trees.  Pastoral farming generally takes place on the river flood plains, where 
soils are subject to frequent flooding or are naturally wet.  Here fields are usually smaller and 
the hedgerows fuller with more tree cover.  Overall woodland cover in the Washlands is very 
limited, although riparian trees, especially willows, provide an important component of the 
landscape. 

 
4.2. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the northern site area as lying within the ‘LCA 11 – Thame Valley Wetlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.3. The key characteristics for the ‘Thame Valley Wetlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• Alluvial river terraces of the very flat broad valley bottom; 
• Extensive central network of restored former gravel workings with significant areas of 

wetland scrub and woodland centred on Kingsbury Water Park; 
• Middleton Hall and gravel workings are contained within a Parkland and wetland 

landscape; 
• Recently restored workings at Cliff Pool Nature Reserve to the north are yet to establish a 

landscape structure; 
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• Historic flood meadows and riparian vegetation at Whitacre Heath and Ladywalk Nature 
Reserves in the south; 

• To the far south at the confluence of the Cole and Blythe with the Tame the landscape is 
disturbed by historic and modern small scale works set against the open backdrop of the 
Hams Hall industrial estates; 

• The river Tame winds unobtrusively through the wetlands; 
• Birmingham and Fazeley canal passes through the north; 
• Settlements of Whitacre Heath, Nether Whitacre Heath, Lea Marston and Marston include 

typical red brick vernacular, with peripheral pastoral fields, there are few other properties 
within the area; 

• A low lying landscape, visually contained by wetland vegetation, and the adjacent Hams 
Hall power station and pylons have little visual influence. 

 
4.4. The landscape is described as: 
 

“This flat, highly modified river corridor landscape has been extensively worked for sand and 
gravel, the resulting new wetland landscape dominates the north and contrasts with the 
remaining flood meadows, villages and pastoral land to the south.  Although largely contained 
by wetland vegetation, busy roads and rail lines pass through linking peripheral settlement and 
industry have an urbanising influence.”  

 
4.5. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 

confirms that: 
 
“The low lying wetlands adjacent to the River Tame have changed dramatically following former 
gravel extraction.  Few areas of traditional landscape remain; the landscape is still evolving as 
wetland regeneration associated with former gravel workings continues. Given the location 
between and close proximity to Tamworth, Kingsbury and industrial areas around Tams Hall 
power station, these peripheral urbanising elements and the connecting busy A roads and 
motorways have an ongoing influence on the area.  Pressure for minerals extraction continues, 
with areas south of Middleton Hall and west of Blyth Hall under extraction.  The floodplain 
character largely protects this area from encroachment by built development.” 
 

4.6. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
 
• “Maintain the predominantly unsettled character of this area; 
• Conserve the built character of the area by ensuring that new development reflects the 

vernacular style; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover around the peripheral settlement and industrial fringes; 
• Prepare and implement a Landscape Enhancement Plan to protect the setting of the 

historic Conservation Area at Kingsbury and remnant historic landscape structure 
elsewhere; 

• The design and management of new and enhancement of existing recreational facilities 
should seek to reflect the character of the existing landscape features; 

• Conserve the pastoral character of the remnant farmland and identify opportunities for 
conversion of arable back to permanent pasture; 

• Retain grassland along the River floodplain and where possible consider a return to 
traditional grassland management; 

• Enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
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• Conserve and enhance remaining riverside wetland habitats and identify opportunities for 
re-creating elsewhere; and 

• Opportunities should be sought for creating more diverse wetland habitats during 
restoration of any future sand and gravel workings, developers should provide 
comprehensive restoration proposals for approval at planning stage.” 

 
4.7. At the national level the southern site is located within the ‘Arden’ Character Area (National 

Character Area 97).  This is the predominant landscape type, covering much of the Borough 
area.  Arden comprises farmland and former wood-pasture lying to the south and east of 
Birmingham.  Within the overall character, there is wide variation which ranges from the 
enclosed river valleys, through the undulating wooded landscape and small hedged fields of 
the main plateau, to the remains of the coal industry in the northeast. 

 
4.8. The Landscape Character Assessment for North Warwickshire by FPCR (August 2010) 

identifies the site area as lying within the ‘LCA 8 – Blythe Valley Parkland Farmlands’ 
Landscape Character Area. 

 
4.9. The key characteristics for the ‘Blythe Valley Farmlands’ are summarised below: 
 

• “Flat broad valley with gently sloping valley sides, becoming more steeply undulating and 
elevated to the south; 

• Narrow meandering natural river course with riparian vegetation occasional flood 
meadows; 

• Mixed agricultural landscape with small irregular pastoral fields close to the river and semi-
regular arable fields associated with former estates and deer parks; 

• Areas of parkland character associated with Blyth Hall, Maxstoke Castle and Packington 
Park; 

• Remains of stone-built Maxstoke Priory at historic Maxstoke on higher land; 
• Golf courses at Maxstoke, Packington and south of the M6; 
• Dissected by M6 and A45; 
• Few scattered hamlets and farmsteads, with local brick and wood vernacular; 
• Generally a contained landscape with few views out emphasises an intimate rural 

character; 
• Occasional views from elevated land to the east fringe of Birmingham.” 

 
4.10. The landscape is described as: 
 

“Generally this is a sparsely settled landscape with only a few scattered hamlets and 
farmsteads, and a small network of connecting lanes; this contributes strongly to the peaceful, 
undisturbed character of the riverside environment.  There is little urban influence other than 
the raised landfill tip to the west of Packington and traffic noise evident around Packington in 
the vicinity of the M6 and A446.” 
 

4.11. Furthermore, beyond the more representative parkland areas and in closer proximity to the site, 
the LCA states: 
 
“Between these parkland areas, small irregular hedged pastoral fields exist close to the Blythe 
(south of Maxstoke Castle) and at the eastern fringes of Coleshill, where some are enclosed by 
post and wire fencing.  The Blythe River remains relatively unspoilt, retaining a good variety of 
marginal vegetation, wet grassland, riverside trees and scrub, and is designated as a Site of 
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Special Scientific Importance (SSSI).  Pockets of flood meadow along the Blythe retain a 
peaceful, undisturbed, pastoral character with a strong sense of unity.  In places, this unity is 
uninterrupted by the encroachment of arable farmland to the river’s edge.  Elsewhere arable 
fields within a larger or more regular field pattern exist.  
 

4.12. In terms of the identified ‘Key Issues / Pressure for Change’ for the LCA, the assessment 
confirms that: 
 
“The Blythe Valley maintains a rural character and historic Parkland and river valley 
characteristics, the main pressures for change in recent years have come from change of use 
of the historic Parklands to golf course and recreation facilities.  In addition agricultural 
intensification has resulted in conversion to arable use and related loss of landscape features; 
meadows, wetland vegetation and hedgerows. 
 
Limited urban influence and pressures include the eastern edge of Coleshill, the Packington 
landfill and the M6 motorway and connecting A roads.  To the north wetland plantations around 
Blythe Hall currently provide protection from encroachment from adjacent industries South of 
Hams Hall.” 
 

4.13. The stated Landscape Management Strategies include: 
 
• “Safeguard and manage the rural Parkland character of the Blythe Valley; 
• Maintain the predominant unsettled character of the valley; 
• Conserve the built character of the valley by ensuring that any new development reflects 

the vernacular style; 
• New agricultural buildings should be sited, designed and landscaped to blend with the 

surrounding landscape; 
• Any development at the eastern fringe of Coleshill should not be permitted to encroach 

onto the open valley slopes; 
• Conserve rural character by restricting changes in the use of rural land; 
• Maintain the quiet, peaceful character of the area and only encourage informal recreation; 

Existing golf courses should implement landscape management plans to ensure continuity 
of their historic parkland settings; 

• Comprehensive landscape management plans should be prepared and implemented to 
ensure continuity of the historic landscape setting to both Packington and Blythe Hall, 
including the unique heathy grassland characteristics of the former deer park at 
Packington; 

• Conserve areas of pastoral character and identify opportunities for conversion of arable 
back to permanent pasture; 

• Encourage development of wide and diverse field margins within arable areas; 
• Conserve and restore the historic field pattern of ancient hedgerows; 
• Conserve and enhance tree cover through natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks; 
• Enhance tree cover through small scale woodland planting; 
• Promote conservation management of existing woodlands; 
• Retain grassland along the river floodplain and where possible consider a return to 

traditional grassland management; 
• Retain and enhance river channel diversity and marginal vegetation; 
• Identify opportunities for re-creating riverside wetland habitats.”  
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4.14. Overall, it needs to be emphasised that neither site forms part of the more remote and tranquil 
rural landscape; and, clearly they have a relationship with the transitional settlement fringe 
landscape.  In term of the northern site, whilst valley characteristics are apparent, the settlement 
context has been documented as influencing the sensitivity of the landscape and its ability to 
absorb change.  For the southern site, the eastern edge of Coleshill is recognised as an urban 
influence, thus sensitive development on the gently sloping plateau landscape that does not 
unduly encroach, would not harm the wider parkland and pastoral character of the LCA. 
 

4.15. Both sites represent small portions of much larger LCA’s and development would not result in 
the loss of most valuable, intact or notable elements of the landscape. 
 

4.16. Opportunities also exist to create an extensive waterside park, offer connecting Green 
Infrastructure and to create robust, yet sensitive settlement boundaries. 

 
5.0 Visual Circumstances 
 

Visual Envelope 
 

5.1. The Visual Envelope (VE) associated with both sites is relatively localised, largely contained by 
the confines of the local topography, adjoining settlement edge and the dominant woodland 
blocks surrounding Blyth Hall to the north.  
 

5.2. To the east, views of the southern site do extend across the gently sloping valley landscape, 
albeit filtered by layers of boundary vegetation.  Furthermore, there are limited publically 
accessible vantage points in that area. 

5.3. To the west, the VE is limited by topography and the existing built form associated with Lichfield 
Road and the presence of the Coleshill House office, industrial and commercial development 
(off Station Road).   

5.4. To the south, views extend to the established residential backdrop at Chestnut Grove and the 
gently sloping land to the south-east of Blythe Road.   

Visual Receptors  

5.5. The principal visual receptors likely to experience change will be localised and already 
influenced by the settlement fringe location.  Receptors will include: 

• The residents and users associated with Blythe Road and Chestnut Grove; 
• Pedestrian and road users of Blythe Road over a relatively short distance; and 
• The residents, workers and visitors of Lichfield Road and Coleshill House (Station Road). 

5.6. Overall, the visual circumstances of the site are influenced by the settlement fringe context and 
the enclosure created by the layers of on-site and off-site vegetation.  
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6.0 Green Belt Purposes 
 

6.1. A review of the site’s performance and suitability for release is summarised below in relation to 
the principal Green Belt objectives as set out within the NPPF (the Framework), with reference 
to the key purposes of Green Belt land and with consideration of paragraph 81 of the NPPF, in 
terms of positively enhancing Green Belt. 

To Check Unrestricted Sprawl 
 

6.2. The principal consideration is the sprawl of the existing urban edge of Coleshill and potential 
coalescence with Shustoke to the north-east (approximately 2.4km apart at present).  With 
reference to the Green Belt Study, the Stage Two assessment for Parcel CH5 confirms that: 

“The parcel sits between Coleshill to the west and the villages of Shustoke and Maxstoke to the 
east.  Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the northern third of the parcel to 
the westernmost tip of Shustoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 2.4km. 
Measured due east from the urban edge of Coleshill in the southern third of the parcel to the 
westernmost tip of Maxstoke, the distance between these two settlements is roughly 3.2km.”  
 

6.3. Whilst the proposed development would result in some localised loss of the existing ‘open’ 
context, the width of the gap would only be reduced by some 190 metres at-most (with a 
considerable gap of 2.21km remaining). 
 

6.4. The physical distance of Green Belt separation also needs to be considered in association with 
the existing sense of enclosure and the degree of containment located at the settlement 
boundary and intervening field boundaries.  Firstly, with the notable presence of intervening 
hedgerows, scattered mature trees and woodland plantations to the south of Blyth Hall.  There 
is no real sense of any visual connection between Coleshill and Shustoke, as the vegetation 
acts as a strong visual and physical feature of separation.  

To Prevent Neighbouring Towns Merging into one another 
 

6.5. In terms of the merging of settlements, a key consideration is the strength and permanence of 
existing boundaries.  As set out above, the sites are contained within well defined field 
boundaries and there is no real inter-visibility.  The sequential users of Blythe Road will not 
obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements and will therefore continue to experience 
the settlement context in the form of the established residential edge, albeit extended over a 
relatively short distance.  The sense of travelling from one distinct area of settlement to another 
will not be lost and the perceived separation will still be substantial. 
 

6.6. Further physical growth of Coleshill in this plateau fringe and Cole Valley location, when 
considered in accordance with the promotion of a sensitive development that retained and 
enhanced boundary features, would be largely inconspicuous in the surrounding landscape, 
given the settlement backdrop, landform and surrounding landscape character context which 
assists in diminishing any perception of coalescence. 

Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment 
 

6.7. The existing framework of vegetation and limited number of public receptor locations restricts 
the perceived sense of openness; and, the limited inter-visibility between the site and the 
surrounding settlements emphasises the degree of containment that currently exists.  The 
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character of the landscape is somewhat transitional with obvious urban fringe components; and, 
there is little sense that it represents an extensive tract of open countryside.  It is certainly not 
a remote or tranquil site, particularly considering the Council’s own landscape sensitivity 
observations for the northern site. 
 

6.8. The retention and enhancement of the framework of boundary vegetation, and the delivery of 
characteristic development response would further limit the extent to which any proposed built 
form would introduce uncharacteristic features into the landscape, thus any sense of visual 
encroachment into the wider open countryside would be negligible. 

Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 

6.9. Available information on the historic landscape does not determine any specific role that either 
site plays in providing an important setting or approach to Coleshill; and, both sites sits remote 
of the Conservation Area.  Consideration has been given to the retention of views towards 
Coleshill Parish Church as demonstrated through the Illustrative Masterplan parameters.  
 

6.10. Based on these findings, from a landscape perspective the effects upon this area of Green Belt 
and the associated objectives would be negligible. 

Paragraph 81 of the Framework (NPPF) 
 

6.11. As set out at paragraph 81 of the Framework, there are also opportunities to be explored in 
terms of positively enhancing the landscape context of the site.  In association with a sensitive 
development response, the following objectives could be established and presented as part of 
the overall landscape strategy response: 
 
• The improvement to public access for recreation and the delivery of connecting Green 

Infrastructure corridors; and 
 

• New native planting and the re-establishment of defunct hedgerows. 
 
7.0 Landscape Opportunity and Constraints 

 
7.1. A series of landscape opportunities and constraints have been identified.  They have been 

established as clear ‘landscape-led’ principles to shape emerging development options for the 
site. 

 
7.2. The principal landscape themes identified include: 
 

• The provision of appropriate amenity off-sets to adjoining buildings and the retention of 
view corridors towards Coleshill Parish Church; 

• The retention of field pattern and associated framework of vegetation; 
• The enhancement of hedgerows and scattered trees, through the provision of connecting 

Green Infrastructure corridors; 
• For the northern site, the creation of a riverside park in response to LCA objectives and 

the provision of a robust, landscaped development boundary; and 
• For the southern site, the provision of development setback / soft frontage onto Blythe 

Road and the introduction of a characteristic wooded copse as a backdrop to the proposed 
development. 
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8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1. In response to the desktop and fieldwork undertaken it is evident that both sites represent a 

logical release from the Green Belt in landscape terms, particularly given the settlement fringe 
context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround; and, the degree of visual 
separation in terms of the wider landscape context.  This is evident in the Council’s own analysis 
of landscape capacity for the northern site, which is only considered to be of ‘Lower Sensitivity’.  
A sensitive development response for both sites would not result in any obvious sense of 
coalescence and would not result in the loss of notable, rare or valuable landscape features. 

 
8.2. The site is physically and visually contained by layers of vegetation, existing built form and 

topography, with no real inter-visibility with Shustoke to the north-east.  The sequential users of 
Blythe Road will not obtain clear inter-visibility between the two settlements and the limited 
number of local receptors will experience the settlement context in the form of a slightly 
extended but characteristic edge.  The sense of travelling from one distinct settlement area to 
another will not be lost and the perceived sense of separation will still be substantial.   

 
8.3. Whilst development in this location would result in some very minor narrowing of the existing 

Green Belt between Coleshill and Shustoke (approximately 190m), the delivery of a 
characteristic development response would limit the extent to which any proposed built form 
would result in a sense of visual encroachment into the wider open countryside. 
 

8.4. The character of the landscape is neither rare nor unique and a classified within the Landscape 
SPG, it is clearly typical of its type, has no real sense of tranquillity, is influenced by urban 
context; and, the historic field pattern has been influenced by modern enclosure and some loss 
of historic hedgerow features.  Further opportunities also exist to maintain and improve public 
access to the sites; to introduce planting that could better reflect the characteristics of the local 
landscape; and, to conserve and enhance historic hedgerow features as directed through the 
LCA objectives for the area.  Views towards Coleshill Parish Church would also be safeguarded. 

 
8.5. Overall, the landscape effects associated with sensitive development in this location are 

predicted to be localised and wouldn’t be considered incongruous or uncharacteristic.  
Furthermore, the provision of layers of Green Infrastructure and a new riverside park would be 
a considerable benefit in terms of public recreation and improved biodiversity/habitat potential. 

 


