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AGENDA 
 

 
1 Evacuation Procedure. 
 
2 Apologies for Absence / Members away on 

official Council business. 
 

3 Disclosable Pecuniary and Non-Pecuniary 
Interests  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



4 Green Belt Issues– Preferred Options - Infill Boundaries - Report of 
the Assistant Chief Executive and Solicitor to the Council. 

 
 Summary 
 

This report considers the issue of Green Belt Infill Boundaries in the 
Preferred Options for the Site Allocations Plan and for boundaries to be 
approved for consultation.   
 
The Contact Officer for this report is Mike Dittman (719451). 
 

5 Birmingham Plan 2013 – Report of the Assistant Chief Executive and 
Solicitor to the Council 
 
Summary 
 
This report brings the Birmingham Plan 2031 to Members for their 
comments. 
 
The Contact Officer for this report is Dorothy Barratt (719250). 
 

6 Housing Supply - Report of the Assistant Chief Executive and 
Solicitor to the Council. 
 
Summary 
 
This report brings information on the supply of land for housing. 
 
The Contact Officer for this report is Dorothy Barratt (719250). 

 
7 Gypsy and Traveller Plan - Issues and Options Consultation 

Document – Report of the Assistant Chief Executive and Solicitor to 
the Council. 

 
 Summary 

 
The Issues and Options Paper for the forthcoming Gypsy and Traveller 
Development Plan Document (GT DPD) was published for consultation 
purposes earlier in the summer of 2012. Following the expiry of the 
consultation period, the responses received are now reported together 
with a recommended response on the way forward for this particular 
DPD. 

 
The Contact Officer for this report is Sharron Wilkinson (719290). 

 
 
 
 
 

JERRY HUTCHINSON 
Chief Executive 



Agenda Item No 4 
 
Local Development Framework 
Sub-Committee 
 
18 December 2012 
 

Report of the Assistant Chief Executive  
and Solicitor to the Council  

Green Belt issues– Preferred 
Options - Infill Boundaries 

 
1 Summary 
 
1.1 This report considers the issue of Green Belt Infill Boundaries in the Preferred 

Options for the Site Allocations Plan and for boundaries to be approved for 
consultation.   

 

Recommendation to the Sub-Committee 
 
That the Green Belt Infill boundaries for the settlements identified in 
the report, be approved for consultation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Consultation 
 
2.1 Councillors Sweet, Winter, Simpson, Hayfield and M Stanley have been sent 

a copy of this report for comment.  Any comments received will be reported 
verbally at the meeting. 

 
2.2 In addition four workshops have previously been held with members to explain 

to them the various options and the Preferred Options being suggested as 
part of this report. 

 
3 Background 
 
3.1 As Members will recall officers were asked to prepare the Preferred Options 

for the Site Allocations Plan for consideration at the LDF Sub-Committee on 
the 14 November 2012.  It recommended to the Executive Board that the 
issue of Green Belt infill boundaries, the need for them and the settlements to 
which they should be applied, should be held pending further consideration. 
The Executive Board on the 26 November 2012 delegated the decision on 
Green Belt infill boundaries to this Sub-Committee for determination prior to 
the consultation on the Site Allocations Plan. 
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4 What is being suggested as the Preferred Option? 
 
4.1 The Draft Core Strategy, which is currently out for the statutory six week 

consultation prior to being submitted to Government, includes a policy on 
Green Belt.  This policy indicates that the Borough Council will designate 
Green Belt infill, boundaries in order to define where limited infilling is seen to 
be appropriate. 

 
4.2 It is recommended that there are two Green Belt infill boundaries.  These 

would be for Lea Marston and Middleton.  The boundaries are shown in 
Appendix 1. 

 
… 

 
4.3 Other options 
 
4.3.1 The Site Allocations Plan Issues and Options identified the following as 

villages that could potentially be considered as benefiting from or requiring a 
Green Belt infill boundary; 

• Corley 
• Corley Moor 
• Furnace End 
• Astley 
• Nether Whitacre. 

These were discounted for reasons explained below. 
 
5 Background 
 
5.1 The publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 

2012 sets out that Councils should continue to consider new buildings 
inappropriate.  There are however a number of exceptions which Councils will 
not be able to consider inappropriate and these include; 

 
• The replacement of a building, provided that the new building is in the 

same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces; 
• Limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local 

community needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 
• limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 

developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing 
use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not have a greater 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including 
land within it than the existing development. 

 
5.2 The simplified policy approach taken in the NPPF leaves much of the detailed 

determination and definition of policy up to individual local authorities.  The 
DCLG website notes; “The government has simplified the planning system so 
councils have the freedom to make decisions in the best interests of their 
area.”  There is therefore a need to analyse how the changes enshrined in the 
NPPF will affect development in the Green Belt areas of North Warwickshire. 

 
5.3 Using the three criteria noted above it can be seen that there is significant 

potential for uncontrolled development within the Green Belt. In the absence 
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of any clear definition in the NPPF, there is a clear need to identify what 
constitutes a village, what constitutes infilling (or “an infill plot”) and whether 
an appropriate boundary can be identified that maintains the policy of 
constraint within the Green Belt expressed in both the NPPF and the Core 
Strategy, while accommodating the clear expectation that some limited 
development will be accommodated in those villages/settlements washed over 
by Green Belt. 

 
5.4 The Preferred Options originally included Infill boundaries for the settlements 

of Lea Marston and Middleton. The reason for limiting the number of 
settlements receiving a Green belt infill boundary reflected the difficulty of both 
identifying a village and the potential extent of the boundaries of villages and 
level of potential development likely as a result of the broad exceptions 
included in the NPPF. 

 
5.5 It must be clearly and strongly stressed that a Green Belt Infill Boundary is not 

the same as a Development Boundary.  
• A Development Boundary excludes the area within it from the Green 

Belt and its policy constraints.  It establishes the principle for 
development and enables all types of development to be 
accommodated (site availability and other development management 
policies permitting)..  This includes redevelopment of existing buildings 
and plots, such as the demolition of large properties in large plots or the 
redevelopment of garden areas for higher density housing proposals. 

• A Green Belt Infill boundary is only intended to accommodate that type 
of development defined as “infill” or ”infilling”.  The village remains 
“washed over” by Green Belt and development within the village 
continues to be controlled by National and Local Green Belt policy.  
The restriction on development classed as “inappropriate” within a 
Green Belt therefore still applies.  This includes redevelopment. 
Individual residential properties within Green Belt can be redeveloped 
but only where they “would not have a greater impact on the openness 
of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the 
existing development”. This prevents the demolition of a dwelling and 
its replacement with multiple dwellings that are larger in overall volume 
than the dwelling they replace or that have a greater impact on the 
“openness” of the Green Belt (determined by a comparison of the 
footprint, volume and dispersal/spread of development between the 
original and new development), unlike redevelopment within a normal 
development boundary where this can occur. 

 
5.6 Members should be aware that, as noted in 4.1 above, the NPPF does 

nevertheless enable “the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use 
 (excluding temporary buildings).”  However, it should be noted that this does 
not apply to the garden areas of residential properties.  Prior to the publication 
of the NPPF gardens were classified as brownfield/previously developed sites.  
This helped generate considerable redevelopment pressure on residential 
gardens.  However, the NPPF explicitly excludes residential gardens from the 
definition f previously developed land.  
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5.7 The planning impact of this change is that gardens within the Green Belt 

cannot be considered as brownfield/previously developed land available for 
redevelopment, only the existing residential dwelling itself.  This clearly limits 
the potential for development on such sites/properties.  This also applies 
within Development Boundaries.  However, as the drawing of a development 
boundary establishes the principle that development is acceptable within it, 
the potential for redevelopment of private residential gardens is accepted 
unless other planning policies are applied that remove or prevent this 
principle.  This can include the application of conservation area status, the 
removal of permitted development rights through Article 4 designations, 
Scheduled Monument status or other local planning policies dealing with 
specific village design, character, local distinctiveness and landscaping, 
(supported by relevant assessment, evidence and justification). 

 
6 What constitutes “Infilling” 
 
6.1 The term “infilling” is not defined in the NPPF and is left to the discretion of 

individual planning authorities as to how they wish to apply this term within 
their areas.  Some authorities take a flexible approach whereby they will 
accommodate two or “up to three” dwellings on plots or “similar curtilages” to 
those adjoining.  Others only permit single dwellings but accommodate a 
broad number of sites within the term infill, including large plots for large 
dwellings as well as the more traditional “gap in an otherwise 
significantly/substantially built up/developed frontage”, where they are in 
character with or on similar curtilages to those adjoining.  

 
6.2 The most restrictive approach limits development to clear, definable gaps in 

substantially built up frontages that can only accommodate a single dwelling, 
similar to those on either side of the infill plot. This tends to limit development 
to clear gaps in terraces or narrow plots between traditional detached or semi 
detached dwellings of an average (3 bed) size and area of 0.033ha/0.083 
acre, excluding large plots that could accommodate more than 1 dwelling 
(based on an average of 30 dwellings per ha/12 to the acre, derived from 
previous policy approaches).  

 
6.3 The sporadic, spread out nature of existing development in many of the 

settlements within North Warwickshire means that taking a flexible approach 
to infill could result in significant amounts of unplanned housing development. 
There are many potential infill sites that could be in unsustainable, rural 
locations, impacting on the openness of the Green Belt in settlements with no 
or limited services, bringing increased pressure on demand for services at a 
time of strict austerity and financial pressure to the public services.  

 
6.4 A more restrictive approach to infill interpretation and/or definition is 

recommended.  The Development Management Plan will pick this issue up 
but reflect the approach noted above for an infill plot to be a gap in an 
otherwise substantially/significantly built up frontage capable of accepting only 
one dwelling. 
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6.5 Restricting what is considered a “village” in North Warwickshire provides some 
control and definition to areas within which infilling could be considered.  But it 
still means the areas potentially under pressure and able to accommodate 
infill are significant and likely to have an impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt contrary to the aims of both the NPPF and Core Strategy.   
 

6.6 The Core strategy approach seeks to constrain development in the Green Belt 
to limit the impact of development on the openness of the Green Belt.  All 
these settlements have very limited services and facilities, in some cases 
spread out across the Parish area the settlement lies within.  Following 
examination of the settlement layout and areas covered by the above 
settlements it was considered that only two settlements exhibited a clear, 
focussed and cohesive settlement area that limited significant infill potential.  
This was Middleton and Lea Marston, which were considered to have the 
potential for one or two true infill plots.  One other, Furnace End, was 
considered sufficiently focussed, albeit limited in size, but there was no clear 
infill plot potential that warranted the need for a boundary. 

 
6.7 Outside of these two settlements the remaining villages display dispersed, 

unfocussed and sporadic form/character, particularly in Corley Moor and 
Nether Whitacre that would encourage speculative infill development.  The 
difficulty of drafting a suitable Green Belt Infill boundary to limit development 
in these settlement areas, which in some cases could cumulatively be greater 
than 10 dwellings per settlement dependant on how infill is defined, suggests 
that in such areas even applying a strict interpretation of what constitutes 
infilling would be insufficient to restrain significant development levels/growth 
in unsustainable locations impacting detrimentally on the openness of the 
Green Belt.  

 
6.8 In coming to this view a more restrictive approach to defining infill was used to 

conform with the emerging Core Strategy policy for restraint, the NPPF 
approach of limiting development in the Green Belt (rather than actively 
“encouraging” it) and previous views expressed at Boards for restraint of 
development in the Green Belt.  Plots capable of accommodating more than 
one dwelling were not considered as infill or appropriate infilling in the Green 
Belt. 

 
6.9 For this reason it is considered inappropriate to apply Green Belt Infill 

boundaries to the other settlements identified and to seek to apply the NPPF 
Green Belt infill policy only in the two settlements identified.  Outside these 
areas it will be argued that either the villages lack a clear centre and focus 
which would encourage inappropriate infilling or that there are no clearly 
identifiable infill plots that reflect the restrictive interpretation/definition felt 
appropriate for controlling development in the North Warwickshire Green Belt 
areas. 

  
7 Redevelopment within Green Belts 
 
7.1 Members should be aware that the potential for redevelopment of individual 

dwellings or brownfield sites (which does not include gardens or 
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agricultural/farming buildings) remains in Green Belt areas.  This is not, 
however, considered an issue relevant to Green Belt infill boundaries and is 
not controlled or determined by Green Belt infill boundaries.  

 
8 Members Views 
 
8.1 Members’ views are sought on the preferred option approach to Green Belt 

infill boundaries noted above. 
 
9 Consultation 
 
9.1 If agreed the proposals for Green Belt Infill boundaries will be incorporated 

into the Site Allocations Plan to be published for consultation early in 2013. 
The consultation process will comprise the following documents and last for 
12 weeks: 

• Issues and Options (as reported at the meeting of the  
23 October) 

• Preferred Options including Green Belt Infill boundaries (as 
referred to in this report) 

• Sustainability Appraisal 
• Habitat Regulations Assessment 
• Equality Impact Assessment 

The aim is to start the consultation as soon as possible following the 
production of a Draft Sustainability Report.  As soon as it is available the 
consultation period will start 

 
9.2 The Map that accompanies the Site Allocations Plan will form part of the 

Proposals Plan, which is a stand alone Development Plan Document.  Other 
information that requires to be put on to a plan from future plans will be added 
to the Proposals Map at the appropriate time. 

 
10 Report Implications 
 
10.1 Finance and Value for Money Implications 
 
10.1.1 The Local Development Framework budget will cover the expenses of the 

consultation process. 
 
10.2 Safer Communities Implications 
 
10.2.1 There are not considered to be any specific Safer Communities implications or 

issues arising from the document or consultation. The Architectural Liaison 
Officer of Warwickshire Police will be consulted on the finalised document. 
This helps to address and identify any safer communities’ issues and risks 
arising from the development options and sites. 
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10.3 Legal and Human Rights Implications 
 
10.3.1 Early stakeholder involvement and consultation in the production of the 

Development Plan process is an important element to ensure constructive 
consultation takes place as required by regulations. 

 
10.4 Environment and Sustainability Implications 
 
10.4.1 A Sustainability Appraisal will accompany the final document.  This will be 

progressed along side the document and will form part of the consultation 
process.  In addition a Habitats Regulations Assessment will also be required.  
Prior to the formal 12 week consultation period a draft of both of these 
documents will be prepared for consultation. 

 
10.5 Health, Wellbeing and Leisure Implications 
 
10.5.1 There are not considered to be any specific Health, Wellbeing and Leisure 

implications or issues arising from the document or consultation. 
 
10.6 Human Resources Implications 
 
10.6.1 The document has been drafted by the Forward Planning and Economic 

Strategy team who will be required to progress the document, including formal 
consultation, the submission to the Secretary of State and subsequent 
Examination in Public.  There are therefore significant human resource 
implications for the delivery and completion/adoption of this document. This 
may require additional support and/or resources, particularly at the 
Examination in Public Stage. 

 
10.7 Risk Management Implications 
 
10.7.1 The Site Allocations Plan will be a new policy document forming part of the 

Local Plan for the Borough.  This document will bring forward any relevant 
saved Local Plan allocations and site proposals from the 2006 Local Plan as 
well as bringing forward any other policies that are considered to be important 
to assist in the future development of the Borough. 

 
10.8 Equality Implications 
 
10.8.1 A full Equalities Impact Assessment will be carried out in relation to this 

document and will be updated as the document progresses through the 
various stages. 
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10.9 Links to Council’s Priorities 
 
10.9.1 The Site Allocations Plan will help have implications for or address the 

following Council priorities: 
 

Local Employment - Bringing more jobs to North Warwickshire’ 
Environment - Protecting and improving our local environment, 
Countryside and Heritage - Protecting and improving our countryside and 
heritage, 
Housing - providing affordable housing in the right places. 
 

 
 

The Contact Officer for this report is Mike Dittman (719451). 
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Appendix 1 
GREEN BELT INFILL BOUNDARIES 

 

 



 



 

Agenda Item No 5 
 
Local Development Framework 
Sub-Committee 
 
18 December 2012 
 

Report of the Assistant Chief Executive & 
Solicitor to the Council 

Birmingham Plan 2031 

 
1 Summary 
 
1.1 This report brings the Birmingham Plan 2031 to members for their comments. 
 

Recommendation to the Sub-Committee 
 
That the observations in the report be endorsed with any additional 
Member comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Consultation 
 
2.1 Councillors Sweet, Winter, Simpson, Stanley and Hayfield have been sent an 

advanced copy of this report for comment.  Any comments received will be 
reported verbally at the meeting. 

 
3 Report 
 
3.1 Birmingham City Council is preparing an update of their Unitary Development 

Plan for the City.  The Birmingham Development Plan will set out the statutory 
planning framework to guide decisions on development and regeneration in 
Birmingham until 2031.  It will set out how and where the homes, jobs, 
services and infrastructure will be delivered and the type of places and 
environments that Birmingham want to create.  The Plan period is up to 2031. 

 
3.2 By 2031, Birmingham’s population is projected to grow by 150,000.  This level 

of growth, based on recent trends, is greater than previously considered and 
presents a challenge for planning the future homes and jobs the City needs.  
The paper states that “If Birmingham is to achieve its ambitions and prosper, it 
will be vital that a positive and proactive approach is taken to plan for these 
homes and jobs in the most sustainable and deliverable way possible.”  A 
consultation document has been produced to seek views on different ways the 
City can plan to achieve this. 

 
3.3 The outcomes of this consultation, along with all previous work and comments 

made during past consultations, will inform the final version of the Birmingham 
Development Plan.  There will be another consultation period in 2013 before 
submitting it to the Secretary of State for a formal examination, probably in 
2014. 
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3.4 The name of the document has been changed from 'Core Strategy' to 
'Birmingham Development Plan'.   

 
3.5 The consultation period closes on 14th January 2013.   The document can be 

found on http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/cs.    
 
4 The Options 
 
4.1 The paper prepared by the City Council is a very general paper setting out the 

main objectives of future development.  Following an assessment of housing 
and employment land it concludes that based on the future projection of 
growth that there is a shortfall of some 30,000 houses. 

 
4.2 The City Council has therefore assessed its own Green Belt areas.  This 

approach should be welcomed as it is important that as much of the 
development takes place within the City boundaries as possible.  This will 
ensure that economies of scale can be found in terms of services and 
facilities. 

 
4.3 However the paper goes on to state that this is still unlikely to provide 

sufficient additional land to cater for Birmingham’s needs.  The figures that 
can be accommodated on these potential Green Belt releases is not clear. 
Further information is required. 

 
4.4 The Paper states that: 

“In addition to considering options within Birmingham we are also 
working proactively with neighbouring authorities through the Duty to 
Cooperate to share some of the housing requirements, as has been the 
case in the past. The Duty to Cooperate is a statutory requirement of 
the National Planning Policy Framework for local authorities to work 
together to address planning issues which go beyond individual 
authority boundaries. The fact that our current population projections 
are based upon recent demographic patterns, which have involved 
adjoining authorities accommodating a proportion of the City’s growth 
on the basis of travel to work patterns and wider economic benefits, will 
play an important consideration in how and where all of Birmingham’s 
future housing needs are delivered.” 

 
4.5 The City Council recently prepared a Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  

This document concluded that land for this additional housing with be sought 
in adjacent local authorities. 

 
4.6 To date there has been no discussion between this Council and Birmingham 

City Council other than a letter saying that discussions will be needed as land 
will be required for development.   

 
4.7 The Borough Council wishes to take a full and active part in these 

discussions.  However this must be stressed does not convey acceptance that 
development will or should take place in North Warwickshire, but merely that 
the Borough Council is party to these discussions.  
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4.8 The City Council must respect that the Borough is rural and has developed its 
own strategy that will allow settlements to grow whilst protecting important 
areas within the Borough.  Any discussion with the City Council would not 
expect to undermine this Strategy and the Borough Council would need to see 
compelling evidence as to why Birmingham is not able to cooperate with us in 
delivering our vision of development. In addition all previous regional planning 
has accepted that further additional development (over and above the 
Borough’s own needs) should not be directed to North Warwickshire. 

 
5 Report Implications 
 
5.1 Although potential development in North Warwickshire will have a number of 

impacts these will be assessed at the appropriate time should the matters in 
4.8 be overcome.   

 
5.2 Human Resources Implications 
 
5.2.1 There will be a need for officer and member involvement in the discussions 

that take place.  This will vary over time and be absorbed in to the current 
staffing resources. 

 
 
 

The Contact Officer for this report is Dorothy Barratt (719250). 
 
 
 
 
 

Background Papers 
 

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 

 
Background 

Paper No 
Author Nature of Background 

Paper 
Date 

1 Birmingham City Council Birmingham Plan 2031 November 2012 
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Agenda Item No 6 
 
Local Development Framework 
Sub-Committee 
 
18 December 2012 
 

Report of the Assistant Chief Executive 
and Solicitor to the Council 

Housing Supply 

 
1 Summary 
 
1.1 This report brings information on the supply of land for housing. 
 

Recommendation to the Sub-Committee 
 
That the report be noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Consultation 
 
2.1 Councillors Sweet, Winter, Simpson, Stanley and Hayfield have been sent an 

advanced copy of this report for comment.  Any comments received will be 
reported verbally at the meeting. 

 
3 Background 
 
3.1 This report deals with the supply of housing within the Borough.  The aim of 

the housing supply figure is to maintain at least a five year housing supply. 
  
4 Five Year Housing Supply 

 
. . . 

 
4.1 Attached as Appendix A is information on the five year housing supply.  The 

conclusion is contained in section 5.  It states: 
 

“Existing planning consents (up to 31 March 2012) provide the potential 
to produce 733 net dwellings (760 gross).  This is 116 under the 
projected requirement giving a 4.47 year supply.  The sites from the 
Local Investment Plan and the planning applications granted since 1 
April 2012 are expected to come forward and this will provide an 
additional 154 net dwellings giving a 5.40 year supply.  A 6.48 year 
housing supply will be achieved if the pending sites are given consent, 
giving 204 dwellings over the projected requirement of 859.  This 
equates to around 23% additional housing.” 

 
4.2 The housing supply picture as can be seen is improving.  Taking in to account 

the sites that are likely to come forward the Council has a greater than five 
year supply of housing.  The picture is further improved by the recent approval 
for consultation of the Site Allocations Plan. 

2009/DS/000037 



 
5 Report implications 
 
5.1 Environmental & Sustainability Implications 
 
5.1.1 This additional supply of housing land will have a positive benefit in that it will 

help to meet housing need within the Borough. 
 

The Contact Officer for this report is Dorothy Barratt (719250). 
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Appendix A 
Five Year Housing Supply 

stAs at 31  August 2012 
 

 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This paper sets out the latest situation with the Borough Council’s five year housing supply.  

It looks at the various sites with planning permission; the sites brought forward from the 
saved Local Plan 2006 as well as considering other sites that the Borough Council is 
confident will come forward.  This includes those from the Local Investment Plan, those that 
have been granted planning permission since April 2012 and finally those sites that are 
awaiting a decision or are strong pre-applications. 

 
1.2 Following the analysis it is clear that the Borough Council does have a five year housing 

supply, with an element of flexibility. 
 
2 Sites with Planning Permission 
 
 a: Calculation of the 5 Year Housing Supply: Identified sites with planning permission 
 
2.1 The following approach has been taken: 
 

a) Identify sites allocated for development in the North Warwickshire Local Plan 
b) Individually identify all large sites of 10 or more dwellings on sites of 0.4 ha and 

above with planning permission and their development status at 1st April 2012 
c) Individually identify all medium sites with planning permission for 10 or more 

dwellings on sites up to 0.4 and their development status at 1st April 2012. 
d) Individually identify all smaller sites, with planning permission, of 5 to 9 dwellings net 

capacity and their development status at 1st April 2012. 
e) For sites of 1-4 dwellings, with planning permission, identify the total capacity not 

started or under construction at 1st April 2012. 
 
 b: Sites identified in North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 
 
2.2 Five sites were identified in the adopted local plan following the Inspectors report. Of these 

only two are still available for development following successful completion on the other two 
sites and one site awaiting construction work to commence.  The two remaining sites are: 

 
Site 1   Brittania Mill, Coleshill Road, Atherstone  

 Site 2  Father Hudsons, Coventry Road, Coleshill  
  
2.2 It should be noted that detailed planning applications for sites 1 and 2 are in the process of 

being discussed.  
(Table 1) 

 
c: Large sites of 10 or more dwellings on sites of 0.4 ha and above with planning 
permission. 

 
2.3 There are eight sites which fall within this category giving a gross total of 274 dwellings.  Two 

of the sites have work in progress. They are Kingsbury Hall, Kingsbury and Phoenix Yard, 
Atherstone.  (Table 2)  

 
  

 1



Appendix A 
Five Year Housing Supply 

stAs at 31  August 2012 
 

 
d: Medium sites of 10 or more dwellings on sites below 0.4 ha with planning 
permission. 

 
2.4 There are ten sites which fall within this category giving a gross total of 151 dwellings. One of 

the sites has work in progress at the present time.  This is The Sportsmans Arms, Perryman 
Drive, Piccadily.  (Table 3) 

 
 e: Smaller sites of 5-9 dwellings with planning permission 
 
2.5 Five sites fall within this category giving a gross total of 34 dwellings, with an average of 7 

dwellings per site.  One of these sites has work in progress.  This is The Parish Room, Spon 
Lane, Grendon.  One of the sites, Chapel House, Dunns Lane, Dordon has submitted a full 
planning application which is currently pending.  (Table 4) 

 
 f: Small sites of 1-4 dwellings with planning permission 
 
2.6 There are fifty seven sites within this category, too many to list individually. However, of the 

possible gross total of 95 dwellings with consent, 6 sites require demolitions amounting to 6 
dwellings.  This then gives an overall net figure of 86 dwellings units. Of the 57 sites, 9 are 
still outline applications only.  Out of the remaining sites 2 sites may expire during 2011/12 
with the loss of 2 units. (Table 5) 
 

Summary Table of Planning Permissions 
 

Table 
 Gross 

Site Area 
(ha) 

Net Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity

1 Adopted Local Plan - Land Allocation 
And Proposals 3.74 2.88 206 206 

2 
Large Sites Of 10 Or More Dwellings On 
Sites Of 0.4 Ha And Above With 
Planning Permission 6.14 5.56 274 268 

3 Medium Sites Of 10 Or More Dwellings 
On Sites Below 0.4 Ha 2.5 2.5 151 145 

4 Smaller Sites Of 5-9 Dwellings With 
Planning Permission 0.97 0.93 34 28 

5 Small Sites Of 1-4 Dwellings With 
Planning Permission 11.75 11.71 95 86 

 TOTAL 25.10 23.58 760 733 
 
3 Other Sites 
 
3.1 In addition to the sites with planning consent and saved Local Plan allocations there are 

three other sources of housing supply: 
1. The Borough Council is working with the Homes & Communities Agency to deliver its 

Local Investment Plan.  This plan has identified and is delivering on a number of 
sites.  Some of these are already identified above but others are new sites.  These 
are list in Table 6.   

2. The Borough Council is aware of a number of housing sites that have been applied 
for or are strong pre-applications.  Table 7 gives a list of these. 

3. The final source of housing supply is those sites that have received planning 
permission since April 2012 until 31st August 2012.  These are shown in Table 8. 
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4 All Sites 
 

Tables  Gross Net 

1-5 Committed planning consents up to  
31 March 2012 & allocation from 2006 Plan  760 733 

6 Local Investment Plan allocation not covered in 
tables 1-5 above 141 141 

7 
Pending sites from 1 April 2012 – 31 August 2012 
awaiting decision 180 176 

8 Planning applications granted since 1 April 2012 19 13 

 Total 1100 1063 
 
5 Conclusion 
 
5.1 Existing planning consents (up to 31 March 2012) provide the potential to produce 733 net 

dwellings (760 gross).  This is 116 under the projected requirement giving a 4.47 year 
supply.  The sites from the Local Investment Plan and the planning applications granted 
since 1 April 2012 are expected to come forward and this will provide an additional 154 net 
dwellings giving a 5.40 year supply.  A 6.48 year housing supply will be achieved if the 
pending sites are given consent, giving 204 dwellings over the projected requirement of 859.  
This equates to around 23% additional housing. 
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Table 1: Adopted Local Plan - Land Allocation and Proposals 
 

 
Site Address 

Gross 
Site Area 

(ha) 

Net Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity Site Status Comments 

Britannia Mill, Coleshill 
Road, Atherstone 0.44     0.40 56 56 - Planning application discussion currently  

underway 

Father Hudson’s, 
Coventry Road,Coleshill 3.30 2.48 150 150 - Pre Planning discussion being held 

TOTAL       3.74 2.88 206 206
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Table 2: Large Sites Of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites Of 0.4 Ha And Above With Planning Permission 
 

 
Site Address Application No Date of 

Permission 
Gross 

Site Area
(ha) 

Net Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity 

Site 
Status 

Comments 

Phoenix Yard, Church St, 
Atherstone PAP/2007/0528        16/10/07 0.77 0.69 73 69 U/C 4 completions

157-159 Long St, 
Atherstone PAP/2007/0594        22/02/08 0.49 0.44 40 40 N/S

Kingsbury Hall, 
Kingsbury PAP/2008/0482        06/05/09 1.16 0.87 29 28 U/C 15 U/C

Land rear of 29-41, New 
Road, Water Orton PAP/2006/0182        30/11/06 0.71 0.64 31 30 N/S

Former Michael Drayton 
Middle School, Hartshill PAP/2007/0336       15/11/10 0.94 0.85 35 35 N/S Outline 

permission 

Wagstaff Farm, Shustoke PAP/2009/0592 13/12/10 0.67 0.67 14 14 N/S  

Miners Welfare Centre, 
Arley PAP/2010/0399       17/03/11 0.92 0.92 37 37 N/S Outline 

permission 
Land rear of 17-21 
Queensway, Hurley PAP/2011/0646        20/03/12 0.48 0.48 15 15 N/S

TOTAL         6.14 5.56 274 268
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Table 3: Medium Sites Of 10 or More Dwellings on Sites Below 0.4 Ha 
 

 
Site Address Application No Date of 

Permission 
Gross 

Site Area
(ha) 

Net Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity 

Site 
Status 

Comments 

Land r/o Barge & Bridge 
PH, Atherstone PAP/2010/0477        13/12/10 0.10 0.10 11 11 N/S

12 Fosters Yard Hotel, 
Polesworth PAP/2008/0634       20/02/12 0.15 0.15 12 12 N/S Outline 

permission 
17-19 Long Street, 
Atherstone PAP/2009/0045        11/05/09 0.11 0.11 13 13 N/S

Ex Corley Motors Site off 
George St, Arley PAP/2006/0839       31/03/10 0.21 0.21 13 13 N/S Outline 

permission 
Land adj to the Dog Inn 
PH, Marsh Lane, Water 
Orton 

PAP/2010/0009       14/10/10 0.33 0.33 31 31 N/S Outline 
permission 

Ivy House, Atherstone PAP/2011/0187 19/10/11 0.36 0.36 14 14 N/S  
The Sportsmans Arms, 
Piccadilly PAP/2010/0592       19/05/11 0.34 0.34 19 13 U/C 6 completed, 

13 U/C 

Bridge House, Atherstone PAP/2010/0172 12/04/11 0.17 0.17 14 14 N/S  

Arley Working Mens Club, 
Arley PAP/2012/0008       20/03/12 0.38 0.38 10 10 N/S Outline 

permission 

Almshouses, Middleton PAP/2009/0420 26/03/12 0.35 0.35 14 14 N/S  

TOTAL         2.5 2.5 151 145
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Table 4: Smaller Sites of 5-9 Dwellings with Planning Permission 
 

 
Site Address Application No Date of 

Permission 
Gross 

Site Area
(ha) 

Net Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity 

Site 
Status 

Comments 

Chapel House, Dordon PAP/2006/0258 15/08/06 0.24 0.22 9 8 N/S 

Outline 
permission – 

current 
application 

pending 

The Bungalow, Coleshill PAP/2007/0754 26/05/11 0.25 0.23 5 4 N/S  

Parish Room, Grendon PAP/2010/0582 25/03/11 0.12 0.12 6 2 U/C 
4 completed, 

2 U/C 
151 Plank Lane, Water 

Orton PAP/2008/0369      14/09/11 0.20 0.20 8 8 N/S  

Land at Old Farm Road, 
Mancetter PAP/2011/0657      20/03/12 0.16 0.16 6 6 N/S  

TOTAL       0.97 0.93 34 28   
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Table 5: Small Sites of 1- 4 Dwellings with Planning Permission 

 

 
 

Site Address 
Gross Site 
Area (ha) 

Net Site Area 
(ha) 

Gross 
Capacity 

Net 
Capacity Comments 

There are currently 57 
small sites covering North 

Warwickshire Borough 
area 

11.75    11.71 95 86
Of the 57 sites, 9 sites are Outline only at 

the present time.  2 sites may expire 
during 2011/12 with the loss of 2 units. 

TOTAL     11.75 11.71 95 86  
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Table 6: Strategic Housing Sites for Warwickshire’s Local Investment Plan 
 
Note: The following tables show the development sites within North Warwickshire Borough Councils will be looking to develop within its area 
and which align with the Homes and Communities Agency three key programme priorities, namely: 

o Housing Supply – to include new build (rural and urban) 
o Place Making and Regeneration 
o Existing Stock – to include empty homes (private and public). 

 
All land identified within this section has been prioritised by the Local authority as being of strategic importance within the next three to five 
years and therefore are expected to start within the lifespan of the Local Investment Plan which currently ends March 2015.  As such, it has 
been agreed that there is no need for any type of prioritisation of projects.  It is to be noted that windfall sites and new development 
opportunities will emerge over time and that this schedule will need to be updated regularly. 
 
Sites for North Warwickshire 

 

Local 
Authority 

HCA Priority 
Grouping 

Identified 
site 

Description of 
site 

Potential 
overall 
units. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Element 

Delivery Partner Action Stage 

North 
Warwickshire 

Existing 
Stock 

Queensway, 
Hurley 

 

Local authority 
owned site that is 
being assessed 
for development. 

See table 
2 above 12 to 15 Waterloo Housing 

Group 

On site. 
 

2012/13 

North 
Warwickshire 

 
 
 
 
 

Housing 
Supply 

Old Farm 
Road, 

Mancetter 
 

This is a local 
authority owned 

site in a rural 
location that is 
being assessed 
for development 

See table 
4 above 6 Waterloo Housing 

Group 

Awaiting 
archaeological dig 

requirements 
 

2012/13 
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Local 
Authority 

HCA Priority 
Grouping 

Identified 
site 

Description of 
site 

Potential 
overall 
units. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Element 

Delivery Partner Action Stage 

North 
Warwickshire 

Place Making 
and 
Regeneration 

Off Church 
Walk, 
Mancetter 
 

 County owned 
rural site  
 

80  80
Extra Care 
Development  
 

Awaiting 
archaeological dig 
evidence. 
 
2013/14 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

Church 
Walk, 
Mancetter 

This is a rural site 
owned by the 
Local Authority 

18  18

North Warwickshire 
Borough 
Council/Waterloo 
Housing Group 

Currently getting 
plans 
 
2014/15 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

Arley Miners 
Welfare Hall, 
New Arley 

This is a private 
site which is in a 
rural location 

See table 
2 above 15 Cassidy 

Group/Bromford 

Planning been 
granted   Starting 
on site in August 
 
2012/13 

North 
Warwickshire  

Housing 
Supply 

Arley 
Working 
Men’s Club, 
New Arley 

This is a private 
owned rural 
exception site to 
provide 100% 
affordable 
housing. 

See table 
3 above 10  Midland Heart

Outline planning 
granted 
 
2013/14 
 

North 
Warwickshire 
 
 
 
 
 

Housing 
Supply 
 
Place making 
and 
Regeneration 

Lister Road, 
Atherstone 
 

This is a local 
authority owned 
site in a rural 
location that has 
the potential for 
delivering extra 
care. 
 

28  28

Waterloo Housing 
Group/North 
Warwickshire 
Borough Council 

Currently at 
feasibility stage 
 
 
2013/14 
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Local 
Authority 

HCA Priority 
Grouping 

Identified 
site 

Description of 
site 

Potential 
overall 
units. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Element 

Delivery Partner Action Stage 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

St Georges 
Road, 
Atherstone 

Rural site owned 
by the Local 
authority 

9  9 North Warwickshire 
Borough Council 

Currently at 
feasibility stage 
 
2013/14 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

Watling 
Street, 
Atherstone 

Rural site owned 
by the Local 
Authority 
 

6  6 Waterloo Housing 
Group 

Currently at 
feasibility stage 
2013/14 
 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

Church 
Lane, 
Middleton 

Private site owned 
by Samuel White 
Trust 

See table 
3 above 10 Waterloo Housing 

Group 

On site due to be 
finished within 
2012/13 

North 
Warwickshire 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Place Making 
and 
Regeneration 
 
Housing 
Supply 

Father 
Hudsons, 
Coleshill 

Private site in a 
rural location that 
has been included 
in the SHLAA for 
development 
within the next 
five years. 
 

See table 
1 above 26  

Currently going 
through pre app 
advice with 
Planning 
 
2014/15 
 

North 
Warwickshire 

Housing 
Supply 

Rowland 
Way, 
Atherstone 

Private site 

Shown in 
pending 

sites table 
below 

26  Redrow Homes

Currently in for 
planning 
permission with 
detailed drawings 
2013/14 

TOTAL       141  
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Table 7: Pending sites from 1 April 2012 – 31 August 2012 
 
Eighteen sites have come forward during this period of which two have outline planning permission with a total of four gross dwellings.  The 
remaining sixteen sites have a gross capacity of 180 dwellings.  If these applications are granted permission, upon completion this equates to 
176 net additional dwellings taking into account losses through conversion, change of use and demolitions. 
 

Site Dwelling capacity Net
Reynolds Cottage, Corley 1  
32 Parkfield Road, Coleshill 14  
Corley Nursery, Corley 4  
Land at Rowland Way, Atherstone 88  
68 Station Street, Atherstone 4  
Plot 29 & 30, Charnwood Drive, Hartshill 2  
Medical Centre, Spring Hill, New Arley - outline 3  
58-60 Coventry Road, Coleshill 6  
31 Plough Hill Road, Chapel End 12  
109 Watling Street, Grendon 3  
The Vicarage, Newlands Road, Baddesley 2  
Whitacre Garden Centre, Nether Whitacre 33  
Prince Regent House, Coleshill 3  
Fillongley Social Club 1  
Land between 15&19 School Hill, Hartshill 2  
Uplands Cottage, Fillongley 1  
Old House Farm, Nether Whitacre - outline 1  
19 Dordon Road, Polesworth 4  

Total 180  176
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Table 8: Determined Sites from 1 April 2012 – 31 August 2012 
 

Site Dwelling capacity Net
10/11 Friary Road, Atherstone 1  
Brookfield Bungalow, Nether Whitacre 1  
61 Long St, Dordon 2  
The Elms, Warton 3  
42 Bretts Hall, Ansley 2  
7 Shawbury Cottages, Fillongley 2  
Lower Farm, Bodymoor Heath 1  
Scout Hut, Polesworth 4  
Land adj 40 Kiln Way, Polesworth – Outline 2  
225 Long Street, Dordon 1  

Total 19  13
 
Ten sites have had planning permission granted during this period with a dwelling capacity of 19.  Out of the ten sites, one has outline planning 
permission.  Taking into account losses through conversion, change of use and demolitions this equates to 13 net additional dwellings. 
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Report of the Assistant Chief Executive 
and Solicitor to the Council 

Gypsy and Traveller Plan - Issues 
and Options Consultation 
Document 

 
1 Summary 
 
1.1 The Issues and Options Paper for the forthcoming Gypsy and Traveller 

Development Plan Document (GT DPD) was published for consultation 
purposes earlier in the summer of 2012. Following the expiry of the 
consultation period, the responses received are now reported together with a 
recommended response on the way forward for this particular DPD. 

 

Recommendation to the Executive Board 
 
That the responses be noted and that Officers commence work on 
the Preferred Option for the Gypsy and Traveller Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Consultation 
 
2.1 Councillors have been sent an advanced copy of this report for comment. Any 

comments received have been incorporated into this Report.  
 
3 Introduction 
 
3.1 Earlier this year the Council published a Gypsy and Traveller Issues and 

Options Paper outlining how it might go about preparing this GT DPD. This 
document along with the Core Strategy Draft Pre-Submission Version and the 
Development Management Issues and Options Paper, commenced a six-
week consultation period during Summer 2012. The Gypsy and Traveller 
Issues and Options Paper asked a series of questions and the responses 
provide a convenient starting point for preparing the preferred policies for the 
DPD.  

 
 
. . . 

 
3.2 A total of 25 replies were received. All of the responses received were 

individually written. The categories of respondents were as follows:  
Statutory Consultees    8 

 Residents of North Warwickshire  8 
 Gypsy Representatives   2 
 Parish Councils    4 
 Neighbouring Authorities   2 
 Unknown     1 
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3.3 The questions in the Paper were divided up into nine sections. It is proposed 

to look at each of these in turn. Only the responses which included remarks 
are included in the Appendices to this paper. The commentary below will 
largely deal with the overall approach and thus summarise the responses 
received. 

 
4 Issues 
 
4.1 Issue 1 – Assessing the Appropriate Level of Residential Pitch Provision for 
 the Borough for Gypsies and Travellers 
 
4.1.2 Question 1a) 

Do you agree that the figure of 28 additional residential pitches up to 2028 is 
an appropriate and reasonable estimate? 

 
4.1.3 The responses were split on this question with several agreeing that this was 

the correct figure to use and several who were opposed to the use of the 
figure. However, the general consensus was that although they could not 
agree that 28 pitches was the correct figure to use, it was the best available 
figure based on a credible evidence base and so seemed to be appropriate 
figure to use. Some respondents stressed that the evidence base should be 
reviewed and continually updated by regular surveys of need.   

 
4.1.4 Question 1b) 

Are you aware of any other data that the Council should be using to estimate 
this figure? 

 
4.1.5 None of the respondents were aware of any alternative data available to 

calculate an alternative figure. 
 
4.1.6 Based on the above it appears that the Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling 

Showpeople Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) for North Warwickshire 
which was produced in February 2008 along with the bi-annual counts are the 
most appropriate sources to estimate the future need for gypsy and traveller 
pitches. This GTAA is currently being updated at present in conjunction with 
Tamworth Borough Council and Lichfield District Council and so this updated 
version will be used as well as the current GTAA. 

 
4.2 Issue 2 – Transit Pitch Provision 
 
4.2.1 Question 2)  

Do you agree with the GTAA’s figure of the need for 5 transit pitches in the 
Borough up to 2026? 

 
4.2.2 There was a split between those who agreed with the figure and those that did 

not. The reasons given for not agreeing with the figure were that a new up-to-
date assessment needs to be undertaken and the figure should be based on 
the number of suitable sites identified. The reasons given for agreeing were 
that transit and emergency stopping places should be provided over 
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permanent sites as transit sites fit in with the needs of Gypsies and Travellers’ 
lifestyles. It was also stressed by a number of respondents that if this figure is 
based on research then it should be used. 

 
4.2.3 As discussed in question 1b) the provision of transit sites will be reviewed in 

the update of the GTAA. 
 
4.3 Issue 3 – Travelling Showpeople 
 
4.3.1 Question 3a)  

Should provision be made for Travelling Showpeople within the Borough 
 
4.3.2 Question 3b)  

Alternatively should North Warwickshire provide for a site criteria based policy 
for Travelling Showpeople? 

 
4.3.3 The majority of the respondents answered questions 3a) and 3b) together and 

considered that a site criteria based policy was the most suitable way to deal 
with this unforeseen need. Two respondents did state that there are no 
connections with travelling showpeople in the area and that their businesses 
should be supported in the same way as other businesses are supported to 
relocate to this area. The minority of respondents felt that to have a site 
criteria based policy would either make decision making more complex or 
encourage travelling showpeople into the area. 

  
4.4 Issue 4 – Green Belt 
 
4.4.1 Question 4)  

Do you think the Green Belt should be the main factor in limiting the level of 
Gypsy and Traveller Pitch Provision? 

 
4.4.2 Every respondent stated that to protect the Green Belt should be a key factor. 

Two respondents did stress though that protection of the Green Belt should be 
one factor but other factors need to also be considered. One respondent 
stated that although the Green Belt should be protected this should not result 
in an embargo. 

 
4.4.3 From the responses received it is clear that all the respondents rate protection 

of the Green Belt as the main priority. 
 
4.5 Issue 5 – Where to Provide the Level of Residential Pitch Provision? 
 
4.5.1 Option 1 – Sites within Development Boundaries following the Settlement 

Hierarchy in the Core Strategy 
 
4.5.2 Questions 5a and 5b)  

Do you consider that Option 1 should be considered first and so Gypsy and 
Travellers sites are located within urban areas in line with the Settlement 
Hierarchy. Are you able to identify any suitable sites for consideration? 
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4.5.3 Option 2 – Sites on the Edge of Settlement Boundaries 
Questions 5c and 5d)  
Do you consider that Option 2 should be considered where sites are explored 
on the edge of urban areas. Where should these sites be located? 

 
4.5.4 Option 3 – Sites within Rural Areas and within the Green Belt 

Questions 5e and 5f)  
Do you consider that Option 3 should be considered where sites are explored 
in the Green Belt and within rural areas. Should sites identified be based on 
the existing unauthorised sites or should they be new sites identified as 
‘exception sites.’ 

 
4.6 From the responses received again there was a split between those who 

considered that allocating sites within urban areas would result in the most 
sustainable locations being found and those that considered rural locations to 
be the most appropriate. A number of respondents stressed the importance of 
finding sites where there are adequate facilities such as bus routes, schools, 
services for utilities etc and of the need to allocate sites most in keeping with 
the draft Core Strategy and National Guidance. 

 
4.7 Of those providing comments, one respondent remarked at why rural areas 

should even be considered when they are not considered for the non-
travelling community and another suggested that existing sites should be 
expanded first and then small rural sites should be found. Another comment 
was that the current site in Alvecote is large enough and should not be 
expanded. 

 
4.8 Option 3 was voted the most favourite option by 10 respondents agreeing that 

sites should be found in rural areas. A number did expand on this to say that 
these should not be in Green Belt locations though. Option 1 (urban areas) 
was second as voted by six respondents and only 3 respondents thought that 
Option 2 (edge of urban areas) was appropriate. None of the respondents 
suggested any suitable sites though. One respondent did state that sites on 
the edge of Industrial areas should as Hams Hall and Birch Coppice should be 
explored. 

 
4.9 Issue 6 – Adopting a Criteria-Based Policy 
 

Question 6a and 6b)  
Should the Council adopt a criteria-based policy (in addition to the allocation 
of specific sites) and if yes, what do you feel is the most important issue(s)? 

 
4.9.1 The majority agreed that a criteria based policy should be included in the DPD 

and should include all of the criteria listed and that this list needs to be 
developed with appropriate organisations. One respondent remarked that the 
bus service to Alvecote though has now been discontinued! Another remarked 
that they should not be too close to towns.  

 
4.9.2 In addition to the above, the Environment Agency has stressed that caravans 

are classed as being highly vulnerable to flood waters and any sites allocated 
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should not be located within Flood Zones 2 or 3 or any area proven to be 
liable to flooding. 

 
4.9.3 Network Rail has commented that traveller sites are deemed the same as 

residential sites and caution should be raised when considering sites near rail 
lines as with potentially increased numbers of young people and minors this 
increases the risk of trespass. Adequate fencing needs to be provided along 
with no encroachment onto Network Rail land or air space. There should be a 
minimum of a 2 metre gap between any buildings or structures and the 
Network Rail boundary. 

 
4.9.4 The Planning Advisor for Heritage states that when allocating sites key 

planning issues particularly the affect on the historic environment needs to be 
assessed. Such a Plan will need to demonstrate that evidence about the 
historic environment has been used to assess the significance of all heritage 
assets affected. Therefore they strongly recommend consistent and objective 
criteria are employed to ensure this Plan accords with NPPF and its principles 
for sustainable development in protecting and enhancing the historic 
environment. 

 
4.9.5 Natural England advocates the inclusion of local landscape character, 

biodiversity, geodiversity, green infrastructure, local greenspace and other 
environmental assets in a criteria based policy. 

 
4.10 Issue 7 – Development Industry to provide additional pitches 
 

Question 7a)  
Should the Council seek to provide Gypsy and Traveller sites as part of 
proposed larger residential developments? 

 
4.10.1 Every respondent agreed that this option was totally unrealistic and would not 

result in any new sites being delivered. One commented that this was not an 
idea which would work in practical terms.” 

 
4.11 Issue 8 – Delivery and Implementation 
 

Question 8a)  
Should the Council be responsible for acquiring and managing the required 
level of pitch provision through a RSL and how should this be funded? 

 
4.11.2 Many comments received voiced concerns about taxpayers paying for such a 

provision. One respondent did suggest that the New Homes Bonus should be 
contributing to this type of housing too. However, one respondent did state 
that to use a RSL is not practical so it would need to be managed by the 
County Council. 
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4.11.3 Question 8b)  
 
To what extent is it reasonable and appropriate to rely on Gypsies and 
Travellers delivering the required level of pitch provision through acquiring 
their own private sites? 

 
4.11.4 There was general concern that some gypsies and travellers had been 

purchasing sites to do exactly this but there were issues regarding the location 
of these sites. It was generally considered by those that responded that this 
was the most appropriate way to increase the pitch of provisions in the area 
with the National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups responding that this 
option would increase provision “to a large extent.” 

 
4.11.5 Question 8c)  

How realistic is it to expect the development industry to provide sites as part 
of larger residential developments? 

 
4.11.6 Similar responses were made for Question 7a) in that it was agreed that this 

was totally unrealistic and could result in house builders being unable to sell 
their properties. 

 
4.12 Issue 9 – Size of Sites Required and Pitch Sizes 
 
4.12.1 Question 9a)  

Is there an optimum size in terms of number of pitches? 
 
4.12.2 Question 9b)  

Should the Council be looking to allocate one large site or do you consider 
that permanent residential sites should generally be small? 

 
4.12.3 Every respondent agreed that smaller sites were more suitable and would 

help to integrate the site into its surroundings rather than one large site such 
as the one sited at Alvecote. The National Federation of Gypsy Liaison 
Groups responded that the optimum size should be a maximum of 5 pitches 
per site. 

 
4.12.4 Two respondents stated that this ratio of 1% of gypsies/travellers to the settled 

community needs to be maintained in areas. The example of Alvecote was 
given were there are currently 26 travellers and 58 non travellers which is 
deemed to be an unsatisfactory ratio and so the size of this site should be 
reduced. 

 
5 Conclusions 
 
5.1 Although only 25 responses were received, these were from a variety of 

authors ranging from members of the public and Parish Councils to Statutory 
Consultees and the National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups. There was 
general consensus on the figures that the Council should be using to predict 
future need and the need to update these figures (work is already underway to 
update the current GTAA). There was also general consensus that any sites 
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allocated needed to be small in size and be well related to the local 
community they are near with regards to scale. There was a split between 
those who agreed that urban areas should be explored first as being in line 
with the aims of the Draft Core Strategy and those who wished for rural areas 
to be explored first. 

 
5.2 Despite the above, most of the respondents considered that access to key 

services and facilities for the gypsies and travellers was crucial with a number 
of Statutory consultees specifying additional criteria that needs to be 
considered when allocating sites. 

 
5.3 Most of the respondents agreed that a criteria based policy was also suitable 

that gave certainty to existing residents about what to expect in the future. 
Again, additional criteria were suggested. 

 
5.4 All of the respondents agreed that the development industry will not deliver 

any additional need but instead the Council should be looking to use New 
Homes Bonus to bring sites forward that are either managed by the County 
Council or privately owned by the Gypsies and Travellers themselves. 

 
5.5 In conclusion it is therefore considered that work can commence on a 

Preferred Option for this DPD which is in line with the majority of responses 
received. 

 
6 Report Implications 
 
6.1 Environment and Sustainability Implications 
 
6.1.1 This DPD will comply with the draft Core Strategy and the NPPF both of which 

seek to protect and enhance the environment and place sustainable 
development at the centre of policy formulation. 

 
6.2 Health and Well Being Implications 
 
6.2.1 None at this stage as the options include reference to the NPPF, which has 

these implications as a main planning principle. 
 
6.3 Safer Communities Implications 
 
6.3.1 None at this stage as the options included reference to the NPPF which has 

these implications as a main planning principle.  
 
6.4 Equality Implications 
 
6.4.1 An equality impact assessment has been carried out on the Core Strategy 

which sets out the overarching spatial vision for the borough over the next 20 
years. The Core Strategy sets out a framework for the Gypsy and Traveller 
DPD and the policies included within it. 

 
6.5 Links to the Council’s Priorities 
 

7/7 
2012/BR/005756 



6.5.1 The report ensures that the Council’s priorities of protecting the Borough’s 
rural character and heritage will be fully considered in the preparation of 
Gypsy and Traveller policies through the identified of sites and through the 
criteria based policies. 
 
The Contact Officer for this report is Sharron Wilkinson (719290). 
 

Background Papers 
 

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government 
Act, 2000 Section 97 

 
Background 
Paper No 

Author Nature of 
Background Paper 

Date 

1  Consultation Paper June 2012 
2 Mr Narrainen  9 June 2012 
3 Mr Martin  13 June 2012 
4 The Coal Authority  20 June 2012 
5 Civil Aviation Authority  11 June 2012 
6 Mr Gisbourne  12 July 2012 
7 Miss Sherrington  12 July 2012 
8 P. Congrave  12 July 2012 
9 Mr Shilton  12 July 2012 
10 Network Rail  12 July 2012 
11 Mr Simmons  6 June 2012 
12 Planning Adviser 

(South West/West 
Midlands) 

  

13 Ansley Parish Council   
14 National Federation of 

Gypsy Liaison Groups 
 22 August 2012 

15 Warwickshire Wildlife 
Trust 

  

16 Mr Tattersall   
17 Mrs Tattersall   
18 Curdworth Parish 

Council 
  

19 Mrs Kate Brazier  23 August 2012 
20 Natural England   
21 Atherstone Civic 

Society 
  

22 Environment Agency  23 August 2012 
23 No name provided  23 August 2012 
24 Middleton Parish 

Council 
  

25 Coventry City Council   
26 Tamworth Borough 

Council 
 10 September 2012 
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