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Development in ancient woodland can lead to long-term changes in species composition, particularly 
ground flora and sensitive fauna, i.e. nesting birds, mammals and reptiles. Majorly adverse impacts would 
occur as a result of the removal of large areas of woodland, much of which contains high quality, valuable 
trees, to make way for the construction of this proposal. 
  
When land use is changed to a more intensive use such as in this situation plant and animal populations 
are exposed to environmental impacts from outside of the woodland. In particular, the habitats will become 
more vulnerable to the outside influences, or edge effects, that result from the adjacent land’s change of 
use. These detrimental edge effects can result in changes to the environmental conditions within the 
woodland and consequently affecting the wood’s stable conditions. Detrimental edge effects have been 
shown to penetrate woodland causing changes in ancient woodland characteristics that extend up to three 
times the canopy height in from the forest edges. 
  
Creation of new areas of woodland or buffer zones around semi-natural habitats, and more particularly 
ancient woodland, will help to reduce and ameliorate the impact of damaging edge effects, serving to 
improve their sustainability. The size of the buffer is dependent on the intensity of land use in the 
intervening matrix between ancient woods.  
  
Natural England’s standing advice for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees states:  
“Impacts of development nearby can include these effects on the trees and woodland, and the species they 
support: 
  
•           compacting the soil around tree roots 
•           breaking up or destroying connections between woodland and other habitats 
•           reducing the amount of semi-¬natural habitats (like parks) next to ancient woodland 
•           changing the water table or drainage 
•           increasing the amount of pollution, including dust 
•           increasing disturbance to wildlife from additional traffic and visitors 
•           increasing light pollution 
•           increasing damaging activities like fly¬tipping and the impact of domestic pets 
•           changing the landscape character of the area.” 
  
Development must be kept as far as possible from ancient woodland, with a buffer area maintained 
between the ancient woodland and any development boundary. An appropriate buffer area will depend on 
the local circumstances and Natural England recommend “leaving an appropriate buffer zone of semi-
natural habitat between the development and the ancient woodland or tree (depending on the size of 
development, a minimum buffer should be at least 15 metres).” 
  
The size of a number of the site allocations suggests that large scale development could potentially take 
place. The minimum 15m buffer recommendation to all development is not effective in ensuring that 
ancient woodland within and/or adjacent to site allocations is not affected by potential future development. 
Buffers should be constructed on a case-by-case basis rather than a ‘one size fits all’ approach. 
  
The Woodland Trust is concerned about the potentially adverse impacts that the proposed site allocations 
will have in relation to areas of ancient woodland within and/or adjacent to site allocations. Ancient 
woodland should not be included in areas that are allocated for development, whether for residential, 
leisure or community purposes as this leaves them open to the impacts of development. 
  
The Woodland Trust objects to the inclusion of these site allocations, as they are likely to cause damage 
and/or loss to areas of ancient woodland within or adjacent to their boundaries. For this reason we believe 
the sites in the table are unsound and should not be taken forward. Secondary woodland should also be 
retained to ensure that ecological networks are maintained and enhanced. 
  
We hope you find our comments to be of use to you. The Woodland Trust is happy to provide any 
additional information or support regarding the protection of ancient woodland. 
  
If you require any further information regarding points raised within this document, then please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 
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Yours sincerely, 
  
Nick Sandford 
Regional External Affairs Officer 
The Woodland Trust 
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North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name: Nick Sandford 

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

The Woodland Trust 

Address:  
 

 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:   

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 
agents’ details are 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name  

Company  
 

Address  
 

 
 

Telephone  
 

Email  
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

All information supplied will be made available for public inspection 
 

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

 

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

The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations 
which it considers offensive or defamatory 
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP16 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object object 

 
 

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

 

Yes yes No  

 
 

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

 

Yes yes No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No no 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
yes 

 
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. 

 
The wording in respect of ancient woodland protection in Policy LP16 states:  Development leading to 
the loss of irreplaceable habitats and features, such as ancient woodland or veteran trees will only 
be permitted where it can be demonstrated there are overriding reasons and benefits that 
outweigh the loss. 
 
We accept that this is clearly in line with the wording in Para 118 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, with the exception that this paragraph of the NPPF states that development will only be 
permittee where the benefits of the development clearly  outweigh the loss of biodiversity.  Therefore, as 
a bare minimum, the word Clearly needs to be added to the wording of your policy to make it compliant 
with the NPPF. 
 
However, Government has indicated that it wishes to see ancient woodland protection in the NPPF and in 
local government planning policy strengthened significantly.  This was signalled in the Housing White 
Paper and, more recently, on 5th March 2018 the Prime Minister, Theresa May, launched the draft revised 
NPPF for consultation. Paragraph 173c of this document states: 
 
“….development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland) 
should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable mitigation strategy exists. 
Where development would involve the loss of individual aged or veteran trees that lie outside ancient 
woodland, it should be refused unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that location would 
clearly outweigh the loss.” 
 
Whilst recognising that this policy is draft we believe it must be given due weight in the plan making 
process as it shows a clear direction of travel from central Government to strengthen the protection of 
irreplaceable ancient woodland.  
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

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. 

              
We would like to see your policy wording modified to reflect more accurately current Government Policy in 
para 118 of the NPPF and preferably to also take account of the strengthening of ancient woodland policy 
which is clearly intended by the Government.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

  No 
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If you require further information and guidance on the latest consultation phase of 
the Draft Submission Local Plan, please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions 
document which is available on the Council’s website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 

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

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

              
 
 
 
 

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

Signature n. sandford Date 16 March 2018 



Site Allocation North Warwickshire 
 

Site reference 

number  

Name or 

description of site 

Nearest Town Proposed Development description if 

indicated 

Contains ancient 

woodland (AW); 

adjacent to AW or 

within AW? 

Type of woodland 

affected? E.g. ASNW, 

PAWS 

Name of woodland 

Size of woodland 

affected (in Ha) 

6 figure grid reference 

 Baddesley Ensor & 
Grendon 
 

Baddesley Ensor New housing site Adjacent Riddings Wood 
3.2 Ha ANSW 
Grid ref SP274991 

 Polesworth and 
Dordon 
 

Polesworth New housing sites Contains  The Hollies 
3.9 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SK265011 

 Land East of 
Tamsworth, West of 
Robey’s Lane 
 

Amington New Housing Site Contains  Alvecote Wood 
4.6 Ha ANSW 
Grid ref SK250035 

 Safeguarded Route 
Former Hampton in 
Arden to Whitacre 
Rail Route (Nov 
2016) 
 

 Birmingham Safefuarded Rail Route Adjacent  Todd’s Rough, 
5.8 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SP215856 

 New Arley 
Development 
Boundary 
 

New Arley  Adjacent  Daffern’s Wood 
2.6 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SP289896 
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Site Allocation North Warwickshire 
 

Site reference 

number  

Name or 

description of site 

Nearest Town Proposed Development description if 

indicated 

Contains ancient 

woodland (AW); 

adjacent to AW or 

within AW? 

Type of woodland 

affected? E.g. ASNW, 

PAWS 

Name of woodland 

Size of woodland 

affected (in Ha) 

6 figure grid reference 

 Baddesley Ensor & 
Grendon 
 

Baddesley Ensor New housing site Adjacent Riddings Wood 
3.2 Ha ANSW 
Grid ref SP274991 

 Polesworth and 
Dordon 
 

Polesworth New housing sites Contains  The Hollies 
3.9 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SK265011 

 Land East of 
Tamsworth, West of 
Robey’s Lane 
 

Amington New Housing Site Contains  Alvecote Wood 
4.6 Ha ANSW 
Grid ref SK250035 

 Safeguarded Route 
Former Hampton in 
Arden to Whitacre 
Rail Route (Nov 
2016) 
 

 Birmingham Safefuarded Rail Route Adjacent  Todd’s Rough, 
5.8 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SP215856 

 New Arley 
Development 
Boundary 
 

New Arley  Adjacent  Daffern’s Wood 
2.6 Ha ANSW 
Grid Ref SP289896 
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Dittman, Mike

From: Damien Holdstock <damien.holdstock@turley.co.uk>

Sent: 16 March 2018 15:48

To: planningpolicy

Cc: Wilson, Susan

Subject: Representations to NWBC Draft Submission Local Plan obo IM Properties 

Development Ltd - Coleshill Manor Office Campus

Attachments: Draft_Submission_Local_Plan_Response_Form_IM Properties Coleshill Manor.pdf; 

Land at Coleshill Manor - Site Location Plan.pdf; Coleshill Manor Draft Submission 

Local Plan Representations March 2018.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Please find attached representations to the Draft Submission Local Plan on behalf of IM Properties Development Ltd 
in respect of Coleshill Manor Office Campus. The following are attached: 
 

1. Completed forms 
2. Land at Coleshill Manor – Site Location Plan 
3. Letter of representation 

 
I would be grateful if you can confirm receipt of these representations. Please note separate representations have 
been submitted by IM Properties Development Ltd in respect of land at Junction 9 M42, Curdworth. 
 
Regards 
 
Damien  

 
  

Damien Holdstock  
Associate Director 

Turley 
9 Colmore Row 
Birmingham B3 2BJ 

T 0121 233 0902 

M 07950 267 033 
D 0121 234 9127  

turley.co.uk 
Twitter 
Linkedin 

Think of the environment, please do not print unnecessarily  
This e-mail is intended for the above named only, is strictly confidential and may also be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient please do not 
read, print, re-transmit, store or act in reliance on it or any attachments. Instead, please notify the sender and then immediately and permanently delete it. 
Turley is a trading name of Turley Associates Ltd, registered in England and Wales Registered No 2235387 Registered Office 1 New York Street, 
Manchester, M1 4HD. Terms and Conditions 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19  Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name:  

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

IM Properties Development Ltd 

Address:  
c/o agent 
 
 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Damien Holdstock 

Company Turley 
 

Address 9 Colmore Row 
Birmingham 
B3 2BJ 
 

Telephone 0121 233 0902 
 

Email damien.holdstock@turley.co.uk 
 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

 
 

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

 

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

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

 

Section 2  Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP12 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object X 

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No X 

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

X Not Justified X 

 

Not Effective X 
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
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 
C -operate.  Please be as precise as possible. 

 
Please see submitted letter 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 C -operate.   It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  Please be as precise as 
possible. 

              
 
Please see submitted letter 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  website: www.northwarks.gov.uk or 
contact the Forward Planning Team on 01827 719499/451. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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  

              
Coleshill Manor Office Campus is important and unique asset for the Borough as identified through the 
Cou
hearing sessions. 

 
 
 

 
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 16/03/2018 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033 

 
Regulation 19  Consultation Response Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Section 1 - Personal Details 
Name:  

Organisation  
(where relevant): 

Coppice Garden Centre Ltd 

Address: C/o Framptons 

Post Code:  

Telephone Number:  

Email Address:  

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

Agent Details  
(if applicable) 

 
Please note that if 

provided all 
correspondence will 

be through them. 

Name Mr Peter Frampton  

Company Framptons 
 

Address Oriel House 
42 North Bar 
Banbury 
OX16 0TH  

Telephone 01295 672 310 
 

Email Peter.frampton@framptons-planning.com 
 

 

For official use only: Representation no: 
 

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

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

 
 

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

 

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

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

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary) 

 

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

Paragraph 
reference 

 
Policy 

reference 
number 

LP11 
Site 

Allocations 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

 

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above? 

 

Support  Object  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Yes  No  

 
 

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

 

Not Positively 
Prepared 

 Not Justified  

 

Not Effective  
Not Consistent with 

National Policy 
 

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

Framework (March 2012).   



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

              
 

Please see accompanying correspondence. 
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Section 3  Hearing Sessions 
 

 

 

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

 

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

(Please continue from previous box if required) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Yes  No 
 
 

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

              
Our representations raise issues which require consideration in the oral part of the examination. 

 
 

 
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 16th March 2018 
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NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP39
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  
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2.7 Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

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

See attached             
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP9
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  
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2.7 Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

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

See attached             





NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP39a
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  
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2.7 Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

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

See attached             
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP2
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  
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2.7 Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

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

See attached             
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Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP22
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  
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2.7 Within this section, please provide details of why you do or do not consider the 
Draft Submission Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or in accordance with the 
Council’s Duty to Co-operate.  Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

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

See attached             





NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP6
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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

See attached

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

See attached             





NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP28
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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

See attached

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

See attached             





NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

Section 2 - Your Representation (please tick where necessary)

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

Paragraph
reference

Policy
reference 
number

LP7
Site 

Allocations
Sustainability

Appraisal

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

2.2 Do you support or object to the above?

Support Object Object

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes Yes No

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

Yes No No

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

Not Positively 
Prepared

Not Justified

Not Effective
Not Consistent with 

National Policy

The above are the tests set out in paragraph 182 [Examining Local Plans] of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012).  



NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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

See attached

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

See attached             





NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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



LP2 – Settlement Hierarchy

LP2 (Settlement Hierarchy) conflicts with Policy 39(a) – Reserve Housing Site. The over-

arching aim of Policy LP2 is to permit development inside the development boundaries as 

show on the Proposals Map however the reserve housing sites sit outside of the identified 

settlement boundaries on the Proposals Map.  As currently drafted, at the point at which 

the Reserve Sites are brought forward for development, they would be in conflict with Policy 

LP2 and thus both in accordance and not in accordance with the Development Plan at the 

same time.  This conflict is evidenced, for example, when stated (under Category 5) that 

outside of development boundaries, only development for agricultural and forestry purposes 

or for other uses requiring a rural location will be permitted, subject to the need being 

justified.  The bringing forward of a Reserve Site does not meet with any of these ‘exception’ 

criteria.  Category 5 therefore requires additional wording which would facilitate the release 

of reserve sites and ensure that this would not be contrary to Policy LP2.  This can be done 

via two amendments to Category 5 of LP2.

At the start of the first paragraph the following text should be added:

“Reserve sites allocated under Policy 39(a) are permitted to come forward for 

development outside settlement boundaries in accordance with the provisions of 

Policy LP39(a)”.

At the start of the second site, the following text should be inserted:

“With the exception of Reserve Housing Sites identified under Policy 39(a), …”

In respect of Category 3 (Local Service Centres – Baddesley with Grendon included) – the 

wording of the policy allows development which is “appropriate to its place in the settlement 

hierarchy”.  We consider this wording to be unclear – how is “appropriate” to be defined

and how does this relate to, for example, the Reserve Housing Sites?   We consider that 

additional text should be included at the start of Category 3, stating:

“With the exception of sites allocated and/or reserved for development elsewhere 

in this Plan…”



LP6 – Amount of Development

We are aware that the OAN for North Warwickshire is underpinned by the Coventry and 

Warwickshire Updated Assessment of Housing Need (September 2015) and the further 

update in August 2016.  Whilst there has been objection to this report and indeed, Barton 

Willmore do not agree with its conclusions, we are mindful that the same evidence base 

document has been used to support levels of OAN across the HMA.  Most recently in 

Coventry and Warwick – both of whom recently adopted their plans following 

recommendations from the Inspector on the soundess of their plans (and the evidence 

base).  We do not therefore object to the level of OAN for North Warwickshire.  Furthermore 

in line, with the letter from the CLG Chief Planner in July 2017, the existing PPG methodology 

will apply.  Clearly if the plan is withdrawn from examination or found unsound, depending 

on the outcome of the recent consultation, a new plan based on the new standardised 

method would need to be prepared.

We do however object to the way in which the delivery of the 3,790 dwellings from the 

Greater Birmingham and Black Country is proposed (or not).  The Council are simply seeking 

for this vital component for delivery in the region to be an aspiration rather than a firm 

commitment to delivery of an identified overspill requirement that must necessarily become 

such a component.

The outcome of the review of the Birmingham Plan is known.  The OAN for the City is 

confirmed at 89,000 dwellings against a capacity of 51,100 dwellings.  This leaves 37,900 

confirmed as being required to be delivered across the HMA (of which North Warwickshire 

is a part).  Paragraph 2.2 of the MoU between Birmingham City Council and North 

Warwickshire (21/09/16) sets out that the prupose of the MoU is to establish a framework 

for “delivery” of housing – i.e. the housing should be commited to and actually delivered 

and not simply an aspirational target as currently proposed.  It is acknowledged that the 

delivery of the 3,790 dwellings to meet the unmet need from the City will require additional 

infrastructure, however unless this is positively and actually planned for and delivered, it 

will only ever remain an aspiration.  It is considered that there should be a firm and planned 

commitment to meeting the needs of the HMA in accordance with the provision of paragrah 

47 of the NPPF which advises that the FOAN of the HMA should be met and that key sites 

critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period should be identified (our 

emphasis).

We are aware that the report comissioned by the Greater Birminham HMA reviewing capacity 

of the HMA to accommodate the unmet need from the City (commonly known as the GL 

Hearn Report) has now been published. Whilst the report does not identify specific sites, 

it is acknowlged that there is capacity within North Warwickshire (east of Polesworth) to 

accommodate growth from Birmingham.   We consider that the Council should pro-actively 



plan ahead now and not seek to push back the unmet need for another day. Clearly if the 

Council decides that the required 3,790 dwellings cannot be accommodated, it will be too 

late in the day for another HMA LPA to pick this up and the HMA is at risk of failing to 

deliver sufficient homes if this course of action is not followed.  This would be contrary to 

current regional iniatives such as the Midlands Engine; the Strategic Economic Plan and 

other growth initiaves which are in play.

Whilst we therefore support the housing target being expressed as a minimum, the minimum 

figure should in fact be for 9,598 dwellings as opposed to 5,280 dwellings.

To plan to provide the additonal housing will simply be to plan to deliver the full housing 

requirement and be a sensibly cautious approach to meeting housing need. To fail to plan 

by ignoring such an identified component can only underdeliver and fail the housing market.    



LP7 – Housing Development

Housing Mix – we support the approach that the Council have taken in seeking a mix of 

housing across the site without being overly explicit.  We consider this flexible approach is 

important given the lifespan of the plan.  However, we raise some matters which require 

further consideration.

Self-Build and Custom Build – whilst we support and acknowledge the contribution that self-

build and custom-build can make to the housing stock, we do not consider it appropriate to 

specify a percentage or location or specify that plots should be reasonably priced.  

Furthermore, the caveat that if such plots are not taken up within 3 years, they can be built 

out by the site developer is simply unworkable. 

Firstly, using a 100 scheme as a worked example, taking the Council’s policy forward, 95 

dwellings would be built and 5 individual ‘gaps’ left around the site for self-build.  Initially, 

this will deter purchasers of properties either side as there will be no certainty about what 

is coming forward on the adjoining land.  Secondly, an individual plot has the potential to 

cause discordance in the street scene when a harmonious street scene is produced with a 

gap for one bespoke plot.  It is not generally the case that those seeking to self-build, seek 

to do so in the middle of a large scale new development.  Such schemes are generally 

located either in specific self-build developments or on one off plots.  

With regard to the value paid, this is a private transaction between two parties and does 

not involve the Council in any way.  It is not for the Council to dictate what value should or 

shouldn’t be paid for a site in a market economy and democratic society.

Finally – using a 100-unit scheme as an example with the 5 dwellings being spread around 

the site, following the required three-year period for marketing the self-build plots, the site 

developer would either be off-site or close to being off-site.  There would be absolutely no 

incentive for a site developer to mobilise a work force to return to a site for the construction 

of a single dwelling.  Developers plan a construction route around a site, to return to the 

first phase or to leave the site and return is simply inefficient and poor economics – simply 

put developers of larger sites and single bespoke plots are two entirely different businesses.  

The level of demand for self-build and custom build housing development in the area is 

unknown and there is no evidence to assess whether the policy requirement for 5% of all 

housing proposals of 100 homes or more is justified or whether it has a financial impact on 

schemes. 

It is our view that whilst the Council’s aspirations are laudable, a policy akin to that recently 

adopted at Warwick is far more appropriate.  We therefore request that the following words 

replace that which is currently under Policy LP7 (Self Build and Custom Build):



“Proposals for custom and self-build housing in the Borough are encouraged and 

will be approved in suitable, sustainable locations subject to compliance with all 

other relevant policy requirements in the Local Plan and national policy including 

Green Belt, historic and environmental designations.

The Council will produce an SPD to assist in the delivery of self / custom build 

dwellings”.

The Warwick Local Plan Inspector refers to the wording of the above policy being ‘effective 

and taking a positive approach to custom and self-build housing which is consistent with

national policy.’

Policy LP7 then moves to talk about ‘Special Needs Housing’ comprising 10% of all sites 

over 100 dwellings.  However, there is no definition of what this is meant to be.  We consider 

this should be deleted from the plan.  As it is not defined, and this wording has not featured 

in any other plans that we are aware of. There is no way that the viability of delivering this

(whatever this may be) within schemes can have been assessed by the Council as part of 

the plan making process.



Policy LP9 – Affordable Housing Provision

The level of affordable housing proportion that the Council seek (at 40%) is a signifiantincrease 

above the 30% level sought in the previous version of the plan 2015, where evidence in the CIL 

background material (Adams Integra Report) questioned the viability of applying 40% affordable 

housing.

Paragraph 173 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that to ensure viability, 

the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development should, when taking account 

of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land 

owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.  

The Council has through the Local Plan, sought not only to apply 40% to strategic sites but will 

also be requiring land / monies for strategic infrastructure (such as dualling and reserving land 

for the A5) and thus more strategic schemes are already bearing significant infrastructure costs.  

Without any new evidence from the Council, the decision to apply the increased provision of 

40% affordable housing on strategic sites, and also seek the funding of additional infrastructure 

cannot be supported as without proper testing, it has the potential to jeopardise those strategic 

sites which are fundamental to the plan.  



LP22 – New Services and Facilities

The text refers to land and / or finanical contributions being sought for housing sites larger than 

100 units to enable the provison of additional services and facilies.   In the absence of evidence

to justify land and / or contributions from sites of more than 100 dwellings, the policy is 

unjustified and we would recommend that the policy refer to the need for appropriate 

justification and compliance with the necessary regulations.  Furthermore, the policy should not 

be simply confined to those sites over 100 dwellings.  It is a requirement that all sites consider 

and mitigate the impact of their development not simply those over 100 dwellings.



LP 28 – Strategic Road Improvements.

With regard to the potential future work to the A5 Trunk Road, Sharba Homes highways 

consultant has spoken with Warwickshire County Council and Highways England in this 

regard.  In addition, a meeting has been held with Highways England and the Borough 

Council.

The Strategic Transport Assessment Modelling Analysis and Overview report produced by 

Vectos in support of the plan, models the impact associated with planned development 

through the plan period and identifies infrastructure improvements that will be required as 

the development progresses.   

The Grendon bypass forms part of Stage 4 which is the Atherstone/A5 Aspirational Package 

and includes M42 Enhanced capacity. Page 4 of the Vectos Report advises: 

  Pages 6 and 7 of 

the report provide Table 1: Atherstone/A5 Core Mitigation Proposals, which lists the other 

improvement schemes with the years of their required delivery within the model 

assessments. Table 2: Atherstone/A5 Aspirational Package, on page 7 of the report includes 

items 16 (M42 Enhanced Capacity) and 17 (A5 Full Bypass), which are marked for delivery 

in 2031. The latter is described as: 

On page 44 of the report Tables 19 and 20 provide costings for the various schemes. The 

A5 Full Bypass is costed at  £57,500,000 (although the last 0 missing in the table.  We are 

aware that an application for the full £57,500,000 has been made to the Housing and 

Infrastructure Fund and the announcement is awaited. However, clearly developer 

contributions will also play a significant role in funding the projects.

WCC have confirmed that that preliminary design work has been undertaken by Aecom for 

Highways England. It is WCC’s view that the scheme would be necessary to satisfactorily 

mitigate and accommodate the impact of the full local plan development in the area, which 

is to accommodate overspill from the wider HMA. Furthermore, it is the Borough Council’s 

view that these improvements are vital and should be pro-actively planned for as oppose to 

taking place on an ad-hoc basis.



We note paragraph 8.19 of the report, in relation to all of the infrastructure projects advises 

By referring to Table 19, the cumulative costs to 2026 are £49,950,000 for schemes 1 to 10 

inclusive. The only additional cost in Table 19 for the period up to 2031 is £2,300,000, 

giving a combined total of £52,250,000 excluding the additional £57,500,000 for the A5 Full 

Bypass.  It is clear however that the Council require as much funding as possible to deliver 

this strategic piece of infrastructure that is pivotal to the delivery of their Plan, and must 

be implemented sooner rather than later to prevent the Plan from stalling in its delivery due 

to capacity exceedance.

These comments should therefore be considered alongside our submission to Policies LP39 

and LP 39(a).



LP39 – Housing Allocations / LP39(a) – Reserve Housing Sites

We raise no objection to any of the allocations under Policy LP39, however as set out in our 

submisisons to Policy LP6, we consider that the Council should be pro-actively planning and 

allocating sites for to meet the full needs of the HMA and not simply providing an aspirational

target.  It is noted that within Table 7: Housing Supply, the Council have allowed a 5% flexibility

rate on site allocations.  In our experience, 10% is more normal – which would alter this figure 

from 325 to 650 dwellings.  This is important given that 72% of the numbers to be delivered

from allocated sites are proposed to come forward on three large scale strategic allocations of

over 1,000 dwellings each.  This is a scale of development and size of site which is way beyond 

that which the Council have previously been tasked with delivering.  When this is sat alongside 

the fact that 60% of the District is Green Belt, a compelling case is made for ensuring sufficient 

land is identified and allocated in the plan to ensure that the housing target is met and that 

there is not a potential for a gross undersupply of housing as we head towards the later years 

of the plan period should one or more of those large scale sites fail to deliver on time or indeed 

at all, as that would constitute an unreasonably high risk strategy. Mitigation by advancement 

of Reserve Sites can at worst slightly oversupply, which will be regualted by market forces.  

Whereas undersupply is an obviously more dangerous strategy.

Through Policy LP39(a), the Council have sought to build in safeguards for the above purposes 

with the identification of two Reserve Sites.  RH1 – Dairy House Farm Phase 3, is identified for 

360 dwellings and the safeguarding of a route for dualling of the A5.  Sharba Homes are working 

with the landowners to bring the site forward for development.  The wording of the policy 

suggests that the LP39(a) sites are the first point of call should the annual housing target fail 

to be met.  However it is our understanding that Site RH1 is not identified as a reserve site in 

the more usual sense of the word and it is not proposed to impose any restriction on the timing 

of the delivery of the site.  On this basis, we consider it should instead be identified as an 

allocated site albeit clearly seeking to ensure that the site assists in facilitating the delivery of 

the corridor for the dualling of the A5.

This location is clearly sustainable and suitable given that the Council have already consented 

Phase 1 and a draft allocation is proposed for Phase 2 (which now benefits from outline planning 

permission for up to 120 dwellings).

Site RH1 is included in the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2016) as 

site reference PB220.  The finds are summarised below:



Net Suitabilility 2 (3 being the most suitable) – sites scoring 2 are potentially suitable but face 

some constraints and should not be included in the 5 year housing land supply.  Constraints 

identified for this site are the presenence of a PROW and an Ancient Woodland within the site.  

Both of these can be accomodated in a senstively and suitably designed scheme without any 

undue delay and are not matters which would prevent the site from delivering some dwellings 

within 5 years.  On this basis, we consider that the score should be improved to 3.

Net Availability – 2.  At the time the consultants undertook the SHLAA, the site was not under 

the control of a developer.  However the site is now being promoted by Sharba Homes Ltd – a 

Midlands based developer who has extensive experience of promoting sites through Local Plans 

and delivering sites through planning applications that contribute to the first 5 years of housing 

suply.  On this basis, the sub-score should be increased to 5 (i.e. held by developer / willing 

owner) resulting in an overall availability score of 3 (site is available and can be included in the 

5 year supply).

Net Achievability – sub-score of 3.

Based on the Council’s scoring, the site was identified as an Amber Site i.e. likely to be 

developable over the next 10 years but not deliverable within the first 5 years.  However based 

on our revised scoring, the site now moves to a Green site which are those which are considered 

to be deliverable.  They offer a reasonable prospect that housing will be delivered on site within

5 years from the adoption of the plan.

The site, as one of two reserve sites, is clearly identified as a suitable location for housing whilst 

also assisting in delivering a critcal piece of strategic infrastructure.

On this basis and based on the Council’s own identification of the site as one of the next suitable 

and sustainable sites, the principle of residential development is clearly accepted.

Within Policy RH1 there is a requirement for the safeguarding of the route for dualling of the 

A5.  Sharba Homes support this and are committed to working with the Council and the funding 

bodies to secure early delivery of this vital infrastructure.  

However given that the previously referenced Strategic Transport Assessment highlights the 

importance of the A5 improvements to the delivery of the requisite housing numbers, we consider 

it is important to allocate the site rather than simply Reserve the site. This would fit with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF where it is flagged that key sites critical to delivery should be allocated.

The allocation will ensure a comprehensive joined up approach to resolving issues with the A5 



and also to delivery.  Furthermore, as the A5 works are critical to the success of the plan, the 

Council require absolute assurity in terms off infrastructure delivery which requires allocation 

rather than reservation.  

To further assist with funding, the Council have identified the site for 360 dwellings which we 

assume, is taken from a net developable area of 12 hectares at 30dph.  The market in this area 

is such a scheme of 35 dph is more realistic and indeed, this reflects the density of similar

current housing developments in and around Warwickshire.  Furthermore, the masterplan 

included within the submitted Vision Document shows that allowing the the dualling of the A5; 

the retention and protection of the Ancient Woodland and appropriate buffers; results in a net 

developable area of over 27ha which is capable of delivering up to 950 dwellings.  The Vision 

Document clearly sets out the aims and objectives for the development of the site.  It is unclear 

as to how the Council have dervied a developable area of 12 ha, however clearly if the site is to 

be allocated, it is necessary to ensure that the land is used efficiently.  In addition, increased 

numbers will provide further funding towards the bypass; will enable to the provision of a 

community / local hub on site and wil provid further funding towards the bypass.  Finally, using 

land efficiently and ensuring numbers are provided will clearly assist in boosting the supply of 

housing.  On this basis, we request that the allocation for the site be increased to up to 950

dwellings.  

The site can come forward early with the land safeguarded for the dualling of the A5 via the 

bypass of Grendon.  The policy is relatively prescriptive about the line of the dualling and the 

location of housing.  It is possible to design a route through the site in order to identify a 

corridor. Whilst it would not be possible to identify exactly where the route would go beyond 

the site boundaries without designing the entire scheme, it is feasible for Sharba Homes Ltd to

commission a preliminary 3D design based upon a topographic survey using the specifications 

for a dual carriageway within the trunk road standard Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. This 

provides details on carriageway cross-sections and radii, so it would be possible to design a link 

through the site leaving sufficient space at either end to provide for either a straight continuation 

or down to the tightest radius permissible under the standards Highways England would apply; 

thereby providing the flexibility to continue the route to the west and east on whatever alignment 

Highways England sees fit in the fullness of time.

On this basis, we consider that site RH1 should move from Policy LP39(a) into an allocated site 

under Policy LP39.

With regard to Site RH2 (north of Ansley Common), we highlight that the site does not offer 

anything over and above a housing development.  Whilst clearly the provision of housing is 

important, the attractiveness of this site as a reserve site should be considered against site RH1 



which is assisting in providing a vital piece of borough wide infrastructure which is necessary 

for the planned growth to be delivered.  Furthermore, it is not clear from the allocation on the 

Proposals Map, that the site can be accessed without further land acquisition.  This then brings 

into the question the deliverability of this site (and thus the plan).

We therefore request the deletion of site RH2 from the Local Plan as this does not appear to be 

a deliverable site and does not deliver the enhanced wider benefits that will come forward with 

site RH1.


