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Introduction
1.1

CN Planning is instructed by T Summerfield & B Chatburn (‘the landowners’) of the
commercial premises at St John’s Spinney, Gun Hill, New Arley, to represent their
interests under the Examination in Public (EiP) of the Nuneaton and Bedworth
Borough Plan (NBBP).

1.2

The author of this Statement, Mr Chris Nash of CN Planning, carries experience in
the public and private sectors, across both policy formulation and development
management – with recent experience of EiPs within both the East and West
Midlands.

1.3

This statement is provided further to the representations made on 31 March 2017 to
the draft Local Plan consultation, and on 5 March 2018 to the draft submission
Local Plan consultation (enclosed for ease at Appendix A). The responses set out
therein remain the view of the landowners under the examination of the submitted
Local Plan.

1.4

This statement relates to Matters 3, 4, 5 and 6 only. The landowners have no
comments in respect of Matters 1, 2, 7 and 8. It is advised at this stage that Matters
9 and 10 remain of particular interest, and it is likely that a further statement will be
lodged.

1.5

Landowners consider that their concerns could be easily resolved through a main
modification to the Plan and invites the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to engage
positively and proactively in this respect by allocating the site for development or
including it within the settlement confines.
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Matter 3: Housing needs and requirements
2.1

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to questions 3.1 to 3.9.
Issue 3.10(f): Should any shortfall be addressed within the first five years of the
plan in accordance with the PPG, i.e. as part of the 5YHLS?

2.2

Yes. It would remain consistent with the preferred method to make up this shortfall
promptly (PPG ID3-035). It remains an aim of the NPPF to boost the supply of
housing, and ensuring any backlog is dealt with swiftly is necessary within a
Borough which has acute housing needs for both local communities and pressures
from the adjoining conurbations of Coventry, Tamworth and Birmingham – all of
which cannot meet their own needs and will rely on North Warwickshire during the
latter stages of the Plan period. As the LPA has not provided any convincing reason
why the shortfall cannot be and/or should not be addressed within the first 5 years,
there is no substantive reason to deviate from the policy position on this matter.
3.11 Is the windfall allowance of 60 dwellings a year set out in policy LP8
justified? Why does LP table 6 refer to planning applications rather than
consents or completions?

2.3

The PPG states that “a windfall allowance may be justified in the 5-year supply if a
LPA has compelling evidence.... LPAs have the ability to identify broad locations in
years 6-15, which could include a windfall allowance based on a geographical
area...” (ID3-24).

2.4

Presently, the evidence to demonstrate the 60dpa figure is achievable is limited.
§2.1.8 of the SHLAA addendum (CD8/17) discusses the matter and notes a number
of sites which have skewed the data in recent years. Further discussion is found
around policy LP8 (§§8.5 to 8.8) but this does not provide a breakdown of this
historical windfall provision, and from what type of land it has arisen across this
period (i.e. previously developed land (PDL) within settlements or greenfield land on
the edge of settlements). It is also not clear whether this figure is a net or gross
figure. With much emphasis put on windfall sites in catering for a significant
proportion of annual need, the evidence must be compelling.

2.5

This matter is discussed to some degree in the landowners’ previous submissions.
This rate should be solely based on completions, as inclusion of lapse rates would
significantly reduce the likelihood of windfall sites delivering some 23% of the annual
need, as projected.

2.6

When considering the Housing Trajectory as of 31st March 2018 (NWBC/10b), the
first three years indicate 40+69+77 dwellings arising from sites of 5 or less
dwellings. This appears to support the 60dpa figure set out in the policy. However,
years 4 and 5 only project 22 dwellings and 10 dwellings respectively, giving an
average of 43dpa. This already indicates a decline in windfall supply, as already
recognised by policy LP8.
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2.7

Whilst this decline in so far as a the trajectory may be a consequence of the usual 3
year life of any permission granted, a deeper analysis of the data demonstrates that
there is ‘double counting’ of dwellings, or inclusion of consents which can no longer
be lawfully implemented. The extract at Appendix B takes the first 15 permissions by
reference number (noting the entire trajectory could be analysed with sufficient time
and resources), equating to a claimed supply of 25 dwellings. However, the analysis
summarised by commentary at Appendix B demonstrates 12 of these dwellings
(nearly 50%) must be taken as lapsed. Applying this across the trajectory may be
unreasonable given more recent permissions will still remain extant and hence
deliverable in NPPF terms; but it remains clear that at least 3 of these 12 represent
‘recycled’ dwellings, not net additions to housing stock, whilst others are included
on a rather optimistic basis.

2.8

As a consequence, it is the landowners’ submission that great attention needs to be
given to this matter. The commentary around policy LP8 talks of reducing
opportunities across the plan period and keeping a close watch on delivery from this
source. It is suspected that the level of windfall from PDL sources has already
reduced considerably, and more recently the windfall provision has been kept
artificially higher by speculative developments on the edges of settlements.
Consideration needs to be given to the effect of a 5yrHLS ‘closing off’ the valve for
the latter and windfall being wholly reliant on the release of PDL. To this end, it
would be prudent to ‘build in’ flexibility by including additional contender sites within
settlement confines to release as and when necessary.
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Matter 4: Strategic approach, distribution of development and justification
(including Sustainability Appraisal)
3.1

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to questions 4.1 to 4.5.
4.6 Policy LP2 sets out the settlement hierarchy for the Borough, which seeks
to broadly define where development should be located relative to the scale
and role of settlements. It appears that the primary changes to the settlement
hierarchy since the CS are the inclusion of Coleshill within the Green Belt as a
market town, and allowing the expansion of towns abutting the boundary of
NWBC’s administrative areas. Is the settlement hierarchy justified and
consistent with national policy?

3.2

This matter is discussed in the landowners’ previous submissions. New Arley
remains a suitable location for housing allocations and in order to sustain its viability
as a rural village, it needs to see an organic and appropriate rate of growth. Failure
to do so would likely compromise the long term fortune of the village, such that the
hierarchy needs to be served by appropriate levels of development.
4.6(a) I note examination document CD0/2A states that the hierarchy was
effectively ‘established through previous Local Plans and the adopted Core
Strategy’. Is that accurate?
4.7 LP paragraph 1.7 explains that the settlement hierarchy is based on ‘an
assessment of the services, facilities and sustainability of the various
assessments’.
(a) Where is that assessment set out specifically?
(b) Is each settlement correctly categorised...?

3.3

It is correct that the settlement hierarchy is simply ‘copied across’ to this Local Plan.
However, this evidence is out of date, as discussed in the landowners’ previous
submissions, and it is not clear that the assessment has been properly set out,
including the methodology for it. Accordingly, it is not possible to conclude that
each settlement correctly categorised.

3.4

In addition, the settlement hierarchy should also explore the rationale for the
drawing of settlement confines. The existing settlement boundaries were drawn in
2006. The only adjustments proposed under this Plan are to accommodate the
proposed housing allocations. However, no revisiting of the boundaries elsewhere
has been made, despite there being change over this period.
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3.5

Other LPAs have presented a topic paper at Local Plan examination to justify their
methodology for reviewing, or not as the case may be, settlement confines (e.g.
South Derbyshire Settlement Boundary Topic Paper1). This would make clear the
principles for sits being included, or not, within confines. NWBC has not provided
such evidence.

3.6

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to question 4.8.
4.9 Is the approach to site allocations overly reliant on the allocation of larger
sites to the detriment of supporting thriving rural communities?

3.7

Yes. The Plan issues and resulting strategy is couched in a need to prioritise the
needs of the Borough before catering for neighbouring authorities or larger
allocations which serve both commuters and the existing local population. However,
the approach to allocations ignores a number of settlements, failing to allocate
sufficient housing to sustain those communities across the Plan period. Whilst
constrained by Green Belt in many cases, there are suitable sites where justification
can be made to remove them from it, meeting the exceptional circumstances
necessary as set out in the NPPF – that being to ensure the sustainable delivery of
housing across the Borough to support the existing communities within.
-

1
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Matter 5: Employment needs and requirements
4.1

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to questions 5.1 to 5.6.
5.7 Are policies LP11 and LP13 ‘Rural Employment’ justified and consistent
with national policy which seeks to support a prosperous rural economy?

4.2

No. This is discussed in the landowners’ previous submissions. Policy LP11 seeks
to protect all employment land – irrespective of its function, location and future
viability in an evolving economy favouring large scale distribution and manufacture.
There is a lack of evidence under this examination which demonstrates that all
existing employment sites must be protected, and this can only come from a site by
site analysis which looks at how each premises might contribute to the immediate
rural economy.

4.3

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to questions 5.8 to 5.10.
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Matter 6: Planning and environmental constraints
5.1

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to question 6.1
6.2 Is the Coventry & Warwickshire Green Belt Study [CD6/9] robust evidence?
(a) Have appropriate parcels of land been suitably and consistently
assessed relative to the purposes of Green Belt set out in paragraph 80
of the NPPF 2012?

5.2

Whilst there is little concern as to the overall approach to the Green Belt Study, it
must be recognised that in order to support the sustainable communities within it,
such as Arley or Coleshill, the purposes of green belt must be considered on a micro
scale for each site concerned in the Sustainability Appraisal. The landowners’
previous submissions make clear how their site cannot be reasonably considered to
fulfil the objectives of green belt, and its omission from the settlement confines is
based on merits of the wider parcel of land which are not applicable to this site.
However, it is noted that individual sites will be considered further under Matter 9.

5.3

The landowners do not wish to make comments in relation to questions 6.3 to 6.9.
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Ref:

Local Plan

(November 2016)
Representation Form

(for official use)

Please return to North Warwickshire Borough Council by 31st March 2017
(email to planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk or post to Forward Planning Team, North
Warwickshire Borough Council, The Council House, South Street, Atherstone, CV9 1DE
All representations will become public
Name
Job Title (If relevant)
Organisation (If relevant)
Address line 1
Address line 2
Address line 3
Address line 4
Postcode
Telephone number
Email address

1. Personal Details
T.Summerfield/B.Chatburn

2. Agent Details (If applicable)
Chris Nash
Planning Consultant
CN Planning
119 Chaytor Drive
Nuneaton
Warwickshire
CV10 9SU
07734 868644
contact@cnplanning.co.uk

Do you support the Local Plan?

YES



NO



If yes, we would like to know why you support the document. If no, please explain why
and what changes you would like to see to the document
Paragraph No
COMMENTS

See below

See comments below

Do you support the Policies LP1 – LP40?

YES



NO



Policy Number(s) – some policies supported, others require further evidence/justification
and/or consideration of their structure or wording.
Please give your reason below
LP1 – requires flexibility: “...Quality of Development / Place - All development proposals must,
where feasible and viable to do so;...
LP2 – it is not clear on what basis the settlements are categorised as ‘local service centres’
and ‘other settlements with a development boundary’, with no apparent evidence base to
inform this settlement hierarchy (for instance, a systematic analysis of the number of retail
outlets, public transport connectivity, employment opportunities, education provision, etc. in
each settlement).
Following on from the above, a comprehensive review of existing development boundaries is
warranted given the recent trend of permissions granted beyond settlement confines to
address shortfall and current housing needs, let alone the considerable uplift in need projected
for this Plan period (see comments re: housing needs & trajectory below). Such a review
should have in mind what small, ‘quick win’ sites could be included in the boundaries to
sustain windfall across the Plan period (see below on windfall matters), bearing in mind large
allocations can compromise the ability to demonstrate a 5 year supply on a year by year
rolling basis.

In respect of category 4 settlements, an arbitrary ‘cap’ on the size of windfall developments
(10 units) appears to be without justification. A settlement like Ansley could comfortably
sustain 10 extra dwellings without mitigation, whereas Shuttington might not. Ultimately, with
reliance now placed on windfall in sustaining housing supply (see below), a cap on the
quantum expected under windfall sites seems unevidenced and unnecessary (in that
availability of windfall sites will reduce over the plan period given they must be within
settlements and if coming forward, they will provide the maximum appropriate dph).
Furthermore, committed sites adjacent to many of these category 4 settlements have been
deemed sustainable even though considerably exceeding the 10 outlined in the policy. This
points to the threshold being arbitrary and unsound.
Category 5: Part A - “...small in scale…” requires definition, whilst the use of the words
‘adjacent to a village’ excludes affordable exception sites on the edges of Category 1 and 2
settlements – arguably where it is most sustainable.
The policy, as a whole, fails to deal with the approach to rural based development in the
countryside, including barn conversions. This latter omission creates a conflict with the
Category 5 section of the policy on each application for a barn conversion, whilst the policy
fails to confirm that appropriate development for agriculture, forestry, equestrianism, tourism,
sports and recreation will be supported, pursuant to the Matthew Taylor Report (as alluded to
at para. 7.3). This is a policy which deals with the spatial distribution of development of all
kinds – not just housing and employment.
LP3 – policy generally follows NPPF and adds local ‘definition’ as to determining
disproportionate, etc. However, coupled with LP2, continued reliance on existing limits of the
Green Belt is no longer sustainable. The review paper is noted, but it appears to deal with the
existing boundaries on a selective basis. Para. 83 of the NPPF states that “...At that time [of
review], authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended
permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan
period”. Para. 85 states “When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should... not
include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open...”. Whilst the review paper
seeks to consider the necessity of inclusion of various parcels/areas of land in the Green Belt,
this macro scale approach needs developing further as part of a full review of development
boundaries pursuant to LP2. It is quite feasible for low quality land around settlements such as
Piccadilly, Kingsbury or the two Arleys to be removed from green belt to provide towards
development needs, without compromising the objectives of Green Belt under the NPPF.
Equally, sites around Water Orton and Coleshill might warrant greater protection in order to
prevent the very real threat of coalescence.
LP5 – this policy appears to be a ‘veiled’ Green Belt designation, with its intent to prevent the
merging of settlements. However the policy does not appear capable of surviving beyond the
Plan period without review given it allows for ‘small scale’ developments within it, with no
sequential limit. Given the need to surrender Green Belt elsewhere, continuing pressure on
land to the south of the A5 for employment needs, and the ‘meaningful gap’ contiguous with
the existing Green Belt designation; a case for extending the Green Belt this far north could be
made.
LP6 needs restructuring/rewording, with “there will be” followed by an aspiration (second
bullet). There is no objection to the OAN for the Plan period in principle, although the
deliverability of this need and the requirement to maintain a 5 year rolling supply may result in
the need to allocate more so to demonstrate a supply at adoption (and thus a sound Plan).
LP7 – the quantum of special needs housing (for the aging population) seems to be an
arbitary figure (10%) without any regard to viability of development schemes across the
Borough. The need for such accommodation is generally couched in the desire to downsize
from larger dwellings to smaller houses or bungalows. In these circumstances the occupants
would not qualify for affordable housing given their existing capital/income. Ergo, it will be rare
for any of the special needs housing to be accommodated within the affordable housing
element (notwithstanding that this 40% requirement conflicts with the fact it could be 30% or
40% as required under policy LP9). The effect of this policy, therefore, would require 30-40%

affordable housing and a further 10% special needs housing (up to half of the overall total) of
any particular site above 100 dwellings. Experience suggests that land values are not
sufficiently high in the Borough, or anywhere in the wider region, to sustain this policy
requirement.
Suggest that the policy needs to work hand in hand with LP9, with some sites providing for
special needs housing over affordable housing, and vice versa – in all cases the combined
total not exceeding that which is viable for the site in question.
The densities of 30dph and 50dph are aspirational, and there does not appear to be evidence
underpinning this policy which demonstrates such targets are achievable. It is suspected that
such figures are being used to assess the capacity of allocations under LP39 and thus this
could have significant ramifications for the soundness of the Plan.
LP8 – the recognition of windfall contributing to supply is welcomed, but the strategy for
development (particularly LP2) must facilitate consistent delivery of windfall sites across the
Plan period in order for 60 per annum to be sound. As availability of such sites dries up, the
ability to maintain a rolling supply will be put into jeopardy (given 60 dpa represents nearly a
quarter of the Borough’s annual need (23%), adjusted to exclude allocations for Coventry,
Birmingham, etc.)
LP9 – this policy is in need of restructuring in the first instance. Suggest:
“On schemes of 10 or more dwellings, 1. 30% of housing provided on-site will be affordable 2.
except in the case of Greenfield (previously agricultural use) sites where 40% on-site provision
will be required”.
The policy fails to align with the PPG given the use of the phrase “...10 or more...” when the
PPG states “...more than 10...” (i.e. 11 or more). This makes the policy unsound. Furthermore,
it is unreasonable to base requirements on gross housing numbers, particularly when reliance
on windfall sites is real. The inclusion of “net” would address this. The definition of greenfield
is incorrect as greenfield means previously undeveloped land (see Annex 2 of the NPPF). If it
is intended to only capture agricultural land, then ‘greenfield’ should be omitted from the
policy. However this creates a loophole in that a prior change of use to, say, sports or
equestrian use, would then circumvent the need to provide 40%. Finally, whilst the 100%
affordable housing need in the SHMA is noted, 30% or 40% does not appear to be
underpinned by viability work. Even greenfield sites are often unviable at 30%, let alone 40%,
and the Council appears to be pursuing a target which cannot be met in the modern economic
climate.
The target affordable housing tenure mix of 85% rent to 15% intermediate does not provide
flexibility. It also does not appear to be underpinned by evidence from a SHMA (particularly as
the Borough accepts they are part of a wider HMA).
Para. 8.16 – suggest that offering to the local waiting list first is inappropriate for ‘overspill’
from adjoining authorities, with these developments of strategic scale and relevance to the
adjoining authority, not the Ward affected.
LP11 – protection of all employment land is unfeasible and disproportionate for small
businesses if it becomes necessary to consider alternative uses for their premises. This
approach is at odds with the increasingly permissive regime of permitted development rights
allowing other commercial, retail, residential and flexible uses – particularly in rural locations.
The absolute protection should relate to established business parks/industrial estates where
there are better transport connections and supporting services, and thus a real prospect of reoccupation of premises for employment purposes. Isolated rural employment sites cannot
compete in a modern climate with such locations and imposing the financial burden of
marketing and delay (including wasted business rates) is inappropriate.
Suggest that the sites protected are those listed in LP12, with the two policies merged.

LP13 – the re-use provisions of this policy would conflict with LP11 where the premises
concerned were a B1, B2 or B8 use. Furthermore, the closing paragraph imposes restriction
not sustained at a national level, requiring a sequential consideration of uses where the NPPF
is more permissive in letting market forces drive re-use of existing rural buildings. Analysis of
consents given since 2006 under similar saved policy provisions would suggest very few or no
community facilities have been secured by this approach, and very few employment
opportunities. The former guidance in PPS7 is not reflected in the NPPF, and thus this policy
is inconsistent with it.
LP15 – the section on ‘Conserving the Historic Environment’ states:
“Where a proposal affects the significance of a heritage asset, including a non-designated
heritage asset, or its setting, the applicant must be able to demonstrate that:
i)
all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the existing use; find new uses or
mitigate the extent of the harm to the significance of the asset; and,
ii)
the works proposed are the minimum required to secure the long term use of the
features of the asset that contribute to its heritage significance and interest are retained....
...Where a proposal would result in the partial or total loss of a heritage asset or its setting, the
applicant will be required to secure a programme of recording and analysis of that asset and
archaeological excavation where relevant and ensure the publication of that record to an
appropriate standard”. [emphasis added]
This wording allows for a development adjacent to a heritage asset to unacceptably harm its
setting, and thus its significance, but still accord to the policy if attempts have been made to
mitigate the impact – even where its setting is totally lost. This fails to draw in the
consideration of public benefits and the balancing exercise required in heritage terms (as
confirmed by recent high court rulings).
LP21 – in respect of the restriction on A2, A3 and A5 uses, this appears to be based on
perception as opposed to evidence. Para. 11.4 states that “poor health and in particular
obesity, is an issue throughout the Borough, but with some local high concentrations. In
addition there is increasing concern over betting”; but no evidence appears to support these
claims. Recent changes to other legislation are stemming the gain of betting and cash shops,
whilst permitted development changes also provide control. However, there must be an
evidence base to demonstrate that additional premises in that use in that particular area would
be harmful to the vitality of the town/local centre. Similarly, this would be applicable to
takeaways, restaurants and cafes – the latter of which are arguably important in maintaining
the vitality of a centre and should in fact be encouraged – not resisted.
Technicality in respect of the term “...further loss to non-retail uses such as...” as those
subsequently listed are retail uses (A classes).
LP23 – given all services and facilities will “contribute to the functioning of the settlement” in
varying degrees; the structure needs further consideration as it is presently disproportionate
by way of an absolute requirement with all 4 criteria – particularly (a) which requires ‘re-siting’
of the service/facility in all cases (an inappropriate financial burden where the loss of the
service/facility would not compromise the day to day lives of the community and thus can be
sustained).
LP24 – Suggest change: “Development proposals, where sufficiently large and it is feasible,
will be expected to provide...”
LP27 – Missing word under Safeguarding of Rail Routes: “...to allow for the re-instatement of
the route or if this is not possible then as a recreational cycle route”. Notwithstanding this, reinstatement of rail routes should be based on a likelihood of them providing a passenger or
freight service. There is little evidence of passenger demand for either of the routes, with
questionable liklihood of the Baddesley Colliery site being used for freight given (a) the low
take up of Birch Coppice and (b) its disconnect to the strategic road network.

Do you support the housing allocations (LP39)? YES

NO





Site Address
Please give your reasons below
Generally the allocations are logical extensions to existing settlements. Consideration should
be given to developments around the edge of Nuneaton which facilitate transport
improvements to both authorities, such as securing a link between Plough Hill Road and
Coleshill Road, and Church Road and Mancetter Road. A similar approach is noted at the
former Orchard Colliery site at Dordon.
As Appendix B is omitted from the draft Plan, it is difficult to ascertain whether there is a
suitable mix of allocations (i.e. small and large sites, greenfield and brownfield, infrastructure
requirements, etc.). However it is clear from recent appeal decisions that the larger
allocations/SUEs cannot be counted early on in the trajectory, or in their entirety. The land to
the east of Polesworth/Dordon for 2000 houses will span Plan periods, with average build out
rates for such an allocation (assuming 2 housebuilders) of circa 80-90 dpa (i.e. 1,200 to 1,350
across this Plan period). It seems quite likely that, coupled with other sites of 1000+, that
some 1,000-1,500 dwellings projected will not be delivered in this Plan period, ergo more sites
are required to deliver the OAN for this Plan and ensure soundness. Circa 49% of housing for
the Plan period is to be provided by way of SUEs. A greater number of small and medium
sized sites appear to be required in order to maintain both 5 year supply and ensure the
overall needs are met, and there is ample opportunity (land) across the Borough under the
SHLAA which could facilitate this. Release of further green belt may be necessary to deliver
these needs in the most sustainable fashion; but it appears that selective releases of lower
value Green Belt, which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open, could offer considerable
assistance here.
With current supply, based on the latest HMA and FOAN, at circa 3.6 years; there is a need to
significantly boost supply now by bringing forward a number of smaller ‘quick win’ sites to
restore the rolling 5 year supply and allow for the extended lead in times on the larger sites.
Do you support the Employment Allocations (LP40) YES



NO

Site Address
Please give your reasons below
Much of these are carried forward from previous Plans, and are logical expansions to existing
employment sites on the A446/M42 and A5 corridors. This is considered to represent a
sustainable strategy for meeting employment needs across the Plan period.
Do you have any comments to make on the associated consultation documents?
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Sustainability Appraisal
Please set out your comments below
n/a
Do you wish to have your details added to our mailing list? We will then consult you on any
further consultations undertaken by the Forward Planning Team YES  NO

NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

For official use only:

Representation no:

North Warwickshire Borough Council
Draft Submission Local Plan 2011-2033

Regulation 19 – Consultation Response Form
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 16/3/2018 will not be considered
The Council reserves the right not to publish or take into account any representations
which it considers offensive or defamatory

Section 1 - Personal Details
Name:
Organisation
(where relevant):
Address:

T.Summerfield/B.Chatburn

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

Chris Nash
CN Planning
119 Chaytor Drive
Nuneaton
Warwickshire
CV10 9SU
07734 868644
contact@cnplanning.co.uk

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?
Policy
See
Site
Sustainability


reference
below
Allocations
Appraisal
number
Please use a separate representation form for each paragraph, policy, site allocation that you wish to
comment on.
Paragraph
reference

2.2

See
below

Do you support or object to the above?

Support

2.3

Object



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

2.5



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

Yes

2.6

No

No



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

Not Effective



Not Justified



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.
Settlement and Green Belt boundary review
The Settlement Sustainability Assessment was carried out in 2010. It does not appear from the evidence
base that it has been updated to reflect the current situation in many of the settlements, with the recession
having had a profound impact on the availability of services in some. For instance, Mancetter is still
recorded as having two public houses – it now only has one, with The Plough now a dwellinghouse (noting
that the car park is also no longer available). In addition, the study makes no recognition of outdoor sports
or recreation spaces, which are a major component of sustainable settlements and recognised as such in
the ‘What is a Sustainable Settlement?’ section. As this work is crucial in validating a simple ‘copying over’
of the existing settlement hierarchy from Core Strategy policy NW2, it is imperative that this work is first
refreshed.
The spatial portrait of the Borough (para 4.2 of the Draft Submission Local Plan (‘the Plan’)) confirming
that the “majority of the development will be focused on the Market Towns and Local Service Centres”.
This indicates the balance must be distributed amongst the Category 4 settlements. This is further
enshrined by the statement “Housing catering for the needs of residents... will be located to... help
maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of settlements”. In order to deliver this spatial portrait, the
Plan must provide flexibility to accommodate housing at all levels of the hierarchy whilst recognise that, as
some settlements have limited space to grow and an inability to rely on neighbouring villages to deliver
needs of residents; some allocations will have to be made as exceptions to existing constraint.
A continuation of the existing hierarchy would also fail to promote sustainable development in the round,
with §7 of the NPPF noting that a key element to the social dimension of sustainable development is
“supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet
the needs of present and future generations” [emphasis added], whilst §47 requires LPAs to “identify and
update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of housing against
their housing requirements” and “identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for
growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15”.
§50 advocates that “to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home
ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities, local planning authorities should...
identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations, reflecting local
demand” [emphasis added]; whilst §55 seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas, by
locating housing “where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities”. PPG ID:50-001 (Rural
Housing) develops this further noting “it is important to recognise the particular issues facing rural areas in
terms of housing supply and affordability, and the role of housing in supporting the broader sustainability of
villages and smaller settlements... [and that] ...a thriving rural community in a living, working countryside
depends, in part, on retaining local services and community facilities.... Rural housing is essential to
ensure viable use of these local facilities”. The same guidance ID confirms that “blanket policies restricting
housing development in some settlements and preventing other settlements from expanding should be
avoided unless their use can be supported by robust evidence” [emphasis added].
The spatial portrait is therefore only partially realised at present. Beyond Coleshill, there are no allocations
in settlements surrounded by Green Belt (save for a brownfield site in Water Orton). With two-thirds of the
Borough within the Green Belt, and a considerable proportion of the population residing within the affected
settlements; a ‘zero growth’ policy will fail to achieve the spatial portrait set out and represent a
sustainable approach to apportionment of housing needs (contrary to NPPF §7, §50 and §55).
It is recognised that the NPPF states that “...Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should
consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that
they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period” (§83). However, with the spatial portrait
seeking to secure the long term future of existing villages both inside and outside of the Green Belt, and
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with considerable housing pressures to be balanced against the ‘two-thirds Green Belt’ designation; the
exceptional circumstances exist. As noted above, given the spatial distribution of settlements within the
Green Belt, there is little option to ‘solve’ their housing needs in a nearby settlement such that sensitive
release of Green Belt land (i.e. that which no longer achieves the 5 purposes of including land within it) is
necessary. Combining this further ‘sensitivity testing’ of the Green Belt designation with the review of the
settlement hierarchy would assist in better realising the spatial portrait for the Borough.
NPPF §84 goes further and states that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local
planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development.
They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards
urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or
towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary”. It is not felt that these consequences have been
fully considered here, for the reasons already set out. Furthermore, §85 also advocates LPAs, when
defining boundaries, to “ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified
requirements for sustainable development, not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently
open, [and] define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent”.
The Executive Board Report of 18 October 2017 makes reference to additional sites and the Joint Green
Belt Study (§5.42). Whilst it is noted that it broadly confirms that land already in the Green Belt is achieving
the 5 purposes, it recognises that a few minor sites do not and that “this information is only part of the
picture” that is required in determining if land should remain in or out of the Green Belt. Despite this, sites
suggested for inclusion have been discounted with little to no explanation (i.e. no evidence of a microscale assessment of these additional sites and whether they still achieve the 5 purposes has been
presented). With the above context of a need to review settlement boundaries to assist in delivering rural
housing in the Green Belt-locked settlements, sites such as the commercial premises on Gun Hill, Arley
(SHLAA ref. no. PS62) present a missed opportunity given this site does not serve any purpose in keeping
land permanently open. The Green Belt Review Study also recognises this site as an existing exception to
the otherwise positive qualities of parcel NA2, which is not properly represented in respect of the buffer of
forest inventory on the inset map – nor does it recognise the gradient of this site towards the village
placing these premises in a ‘hollow’ and detached from the remaining open agricultural land in the north
and east of this parcel – being more related to development to the south and south-west, along with the
allotments (see diagrams and photo below).
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Further to the shortcomings of the Green Belt study, the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) appendix dealing
with site PS62 (page 639 onwards) contains some important inaccuracies which skew the scoring the site
receives. For instance:




Criterion 7: “...as this site is small (0.4ha) and on mostly greenfield land, a minor negative effect is
likely”. The site is not greenfield – it is previously developed land when having regard to the
definition in the NPPF. The negative score should be adjusted to neutral to potentially minor
positive (in negating the need to utilise other more sensitive land).
Criterion 9: “housing sites that are within 250m of an international, national or local designated
conservation site have the potential to affect the biodiversity or geodiversity of those sites...”. The
SA then confirms the site is not within 250m of such a site, yet concludes a minor negative effect
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contrary to this threshold being passed. It concedes this is also an uncertain score, and no
evidence is presented to demonstrate a negative impact. Development can bring about biodiversity
enhancements, and this could be realised as part of a comprehensive redevelopment of this
previously developed site. The negative score should be adjusted to neutral to potentially minor
positive.
Criterion 10: see discussion under Criterion 7 above. The negative score should be adjusted to
positive.
Criterion 11: “this site is on Grade 3 agricultural land...”. This is incorrect with the site previously
developed land and/or unmanaged scrub. In any case, no distinction is made between grades 3a
and 3b such that the agricultural value of the site is likely misinformed. The negative score should
be adjusted to neutral.
Criterion 14: this scoring has been arrived at without recognising the previously developed nature
of the site and its limited size making it already unfeasible to extract minerals/already sterilised.
The negative score should be adjusted to neutral.
Criterion 16: see discussion under Criterion 7 above. Also fails to recognise the current industrial
use of the site and uncontrolled waste outputs from it. The negative score should be adjusted to
neutral to potentially minor positive.

Direct regard should be had to the site assessment for site DLP292 (page 648 onwards). This is the same
site where the previously developed status is recognised and the change to criterion 10 is supported. This
is a significant inconsistency in the SA and raises question over the reasons for discounting this site.
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When considering the assessment, as would be adjusted for the reasons set out above (or even simply
considering that under entry DLP292); it is quite clear that this site is the most sustainable option for both
New and Old Arley (see Table 5.15 of the SA, reproduced above with columns highlighted). Such scoring
should then be compared to some allocated alternatives elsewhere in the Borough where those sites
score worse overall (e.g. Shuttington site SHUT1, or many of the Grendon/Baddesley sites), or would have
comparable effect (e.g. Coleshill site COL12). The reasons for discounting site PS62 is therefore not
robust and justified.
OAN and shortfall not catered for
The methodology to calculate the 5 year supply (March 2017 paper and Table 7 of Chapter 14 of the Plan)
provides for only a 5% buffer. The Borough has not delivered its annual need for 5 out of 6 years to date,
and records a significant shortfall (515, or nearly 2 years (unadjusted)) which must (a) be increased by
20% as it also falls within the Plan period, and (b) be made up within the first 5 years in the absence of
evidence to warrant the ‘Liverpool’ methodology. Table 8 of the March 2017 paper also does not align with
the complete list of sites under emerging policy LP39. Table 9 fails to recognise the Plan period has been
extended by 2 years to 2033 (thus the net total requirement must rise).
Larger allocations/SUEs cannot be delivered early on in the trajectory, or in some cases – in their entirety
within the Plan period. The land to the east of Polesworth/Dordon for 2000 houses will span Plan periods,
with average build out rates for such an allocation (assuming 2 housebuilders) of circa 80-90 dpa (i.e.
1,200 to 1,350 across this Plan period at best). It seems quite probable that, coupled with other sites of
1000+, that some 1,000-1,500 dwellings projected will not be delivered in this Plan period, ergo more sites
are required to deliver the OAN and ensure soundness. Circa 49% of housing for the Plan period is to be
provided by way of SUEs. A greater number of small and medium sized sites appear to be required in
order to maintain both 5 year supply and ensure the overall needs are met, and there is ample opportunity
(land) across the Borough under the SHLAA which could facilitate this – such as the site discussed above.
§48 of the NPPF also allows LPAs to “make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they
have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will
continue to provide a reliable source of supply”. The Plan projects a windfall supply of 60 dwellings per
annum throughout the Plan period. This represents a further 23% of the annual need, so failure to sustain
this rate of windfall delivery would also challenge the deliverability of the Plan objectives. The SHLAA and
SA demonstrate there are limited windfall sites (i.e. those within settlements and not to be allocated)
available at the present time, and this availability will only worsen throughout the Plan period as these
limited opportunities are taken up. The windfall allowance therefore does not appear to be sustainable
across the Plan period and should be reduced sequentially to reflect a realistic scenario. To counter this
reducing trend, a number of small to medium sites should be added.
In response to the challenges of delivering larger sites and a dwindling supply of windfall sites going
forward, it is doubtful that the Plan can provide for its OAN. In addition, it is unlikely that the LPA is able to
demonstrate a 5 year supply would exist upon adoption of the Plan – one of the key facets of ‘soundness’.
Other matters
Many of the issues raised in our Local Plan (November 2016) response form dated 31 March 2017 remain
outstanding (e.g. affordable housing thresholds of 30-40% versus Borough-wide viability modelling,
housing density, retail policy, etc.). The above comments and following response to question 2.8 should be
read in conjunction with that response.

NWBC DSLP Regulation 19 Response Form

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.
LP2
“...Housing outside of development boundaries
Development for housing outside of development boundaries will only be permitted where it is to meet
affordable housing needs or for agricultural and forestry purposes or for other uses requiring a rural
location. [for clarity]
In the case of affordable housing it is subject to there being a proven local need; it is small in
scale and is located adjacent to a village...”. [small in scale is not defined, but local need will determine the
scale in any case]
LP3
“...3. Limited infilling in settlements washed over by the Green Belt will be allowed within the infill
boundaries as defined on the Proposals Map, or, where the site is clearly part of the built form of the
village where there is built development on at least three sides surrounding the site...”. [requiring it to
be surrounded on three sides does not cater for ribbon infilling, which is the character for many villages in
the Borough]
LP11
“...All employment land designated under policy LP12 will be protected unless it can be demonstrated
that there is no realistic prospect of the site being used for employment purposes. Evidence would need to
demonstrate that:
 The site is no longer commercially viable; and,
 It has been marketed for an appropriate period of time, usually no less than 126 months; and,
 There are no alternative employment uses that could use the site...”. [protection of all employment
land is not supported by evidence and a disproportionate approach, competing with housing
windfall policy. Also at odds with the increasingly permissive regime of permitted development
rights allowing other uses – particularly in rural locations. The absolute protection should relate to
established business parks/industrial estates where there are better transport connections and
supporting services. Isolated rural employment sites cannot compete with these locations and
imposing an excessive financial burden of marketing and delay (including wasted business rates) is
inappropriate. At the very least, the time for marketing should be reduce to 6 months as this is
ample time to identify a tenant]
LP13
“Re-Use of Existing Rural Buildings
Proposals for the re-use and adaptation of existing rural buildings will be supported provided that the
following three pre-conditions are all satisfied:
a) The buildings have direct safe and suitable access to the trunk or rural distributor road network and
are readily accessible to the Main Towns and Local Service Centres via a range of modes of transport;
[reflects NPPF wording and the fact that rural buildings are where they are, with the NPPF and permitted
development supporting re-use irrespective of spatial location; and that bus routes in rural areas are
declining]
b) they are of sound and permanent construction, and
c) are capable of adaptation or re-use without recourse to major or complete rebuilding, alteration or
extension.
Provided that the building meets these pre-conditions, the preferred re-use of the building is for a rural
business or other employment opportunity or one that would provide a community facility or service. Only
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where demonstrable adverse impacts would arise or such a use can be evidenced to be unviable, would
an alternative use be considered. Tourism uses and locally affordable housing provision may also be
appropriate in this situation in accordance with Policies LP2, LP3 and LP9. Open market housing will only
be considered if it can be shown that a tourism use or a locally affordable housing use would be
demonstrably inappropriate or unviable to sustain.Market housing will also be supported”. [to align with
the market-led determination of a suitable end use, and to recognise that the NPPF does not seek a
sequential approach to re-use]
LP23
“Proposals resulting in the loss of an existing service or facility, such as health care premises and also
including retail uses, which contribute to the functioning of a settlement or the public health and well-being
of its community, will only be supported if:
a) an equivalent facility or service is wholly or partially provided elsewhere, in an equally or more
accessible location within that settlement; or
b) the land and buildings are shown to be no longer suitable for continued use in terms of their location,
design and/or construction; or
c) it can be demonstrated by evidence that there is no realistic prospect of an alternative service or facility
using the site, such as through an appropriate marketing campaign or the internal procedures of the parent
organisation; and,
d) its loss will not harm the vitality of the settlement...”. [structure needs refinement as current wording is
disproportionate by way of an absolute requirement for all 4 criteria to be satisfied – particularly (a) which
requires ‘re-siting’ of the service/facility in all cases, even if it is no longer required by way of marketing,
etc.]
LP24
“Development proposals of more than 10 dwellings or 1,000 sq m of floorspace will be expected to
provide a range of new on-site recreational provision such as parks and amenity space, sport or recreation
facilities and semi-natural areas such as woodland wherever appropriate to the area and to the
development...”. [not viable/feasible for ALL development proposals to provide amenity and recreation
spaces]
LP39
Category 3 (Local Service Centres) makes no allocations for Arley, despite its function in the
settlement hierarchy and in supporting the local community. With reference to the above
discussion in respect of site PS62 and its SA scoring compared to those allocated sites within this
category (and other categories), there is adequate justification for this site to be added.
Please note: we reserve the right to amend the any of the above comments if required upon the
publication of the draft NPPF review (anticipated March 2018).
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Section 3 – Hearing Sessions
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
It is apparent, given the above commentary, that there are issues of soundness and lack of justification
which has led to the omission of site PS62 from the Plan, and that these issues need to be challenged in
an oral capacity. Notwithstanding this, if the Inspector considers the above matters can be addressed
under his/her MIQs, we would concede to written representations.
Please note that the appointed Planning Inspector, not the Council, will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the examination.

Signature

Date

5 March 2018

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 16 March 2018 will not be
considered

CNP/2016/12-01
Stage 1 Hearing Statement

Appendix B

CNP/2016/12-01
Stage 1 Hearing Statement

Reference
number

Site

PFILXX/1381/19 Metlins Barns,
97/FAP
Shawbury Lane,
Fillongley
PSHKXX/1425/1 Overbarns, Daw Mill
997/FAP
Lane, Shustoke
PAP/2012/0180

PAP/2014/0020

PAP/2014/0372

PAP/2014/0382

PAP/2014/0433

PAP/2014/0448

PAP/2014/0521

PAP/2014/0570

PAP/2014/0573

PAP/2014/0579

PAP/2014/0646

PAP/2015/0006

PAP/2015/0012

PAP/2015/0031

PAP/2015/0033

PAP/2015/0067

42 Bretts Hall Estate,
Ansley CV10 0PN

Capacity

18/1 19/2 20/2 21/2 22/2
Adjust
9
0
1
2
3

1

1

-1

Permission expired January 2003. Assumed lawful
implementation, but failure to complete development
over last 15 years suggests unlikely delivery

1

1

-1

Permission expired February 2003. Assumed lawful
implementation, but failure to complete development
over last 15 years suggests unlikely delivery

2

2

-1

Existing house converted to 2 dwellings

Gospel Oak Farm,
Atherstone Road,
Over Whitacre

1

1

-1

Replacement for temporary agricultural workers dwelling

Birchley Hall Farm,
Windmill Lane,
Corley CV7 8AN

1

-1

Class Q PD - works had to be completed by September
2017. Delivery cannot therefore be in future years.

-1

Permission expired March 2018. No application to
discharge pre-commencement conditions

-2

Superseded by PAP/2017/0681 (retrospective
application for conversion to a single dwelling)

-1

Replacement dwelling

-2

Class Q PD - works had to be completed by January
2018. Delivery cannot therefore be in future years.

-1

Class Q PD - works had to be completed by March
2018. Delivery cannot therefore be in future years.

Collets Barn, Sandy
Lane, Over Whitacre

1

1

1

Land adj & rear of
Manor Court, Newton
Lane, Austrey

4

2

Hartshill Grange,
Grange Road,
Hartshill CV10 0ST

1

1

Barn Owl Cottages
(Units 11-12), Barnes
Wood Lane,
Whitacre Heath B46
Stonehouse Farm,
Stonehouse Lane,
Corley CV7 8AG

2

2

1

1

Elmdene, Tamworth
Road, Corley

1

70 New Street,
Dordon

4

Slacks Farm, Pipers
Lane, Ansley CV10
0RH
32 Tamworth Road,
Polesworth
Oak Lee Rare
Breeds, Sandy Lane,
Over Whitacre B46
2ND
Lees Cottage,
Dordon Hall Lane,
Dordon B78 1RU
Howe Green Farm,
Howe Green Lane,
Astley CV10 7QA
The Chestnuts,
Watling St, Grendon

1

2

2

2

2

1

3

2

2

1

1

1

2

1

1

3

PAP/2015/0101

PAP/2015/0263

PAP/2015/0283

PAP/2015/0284

PAP/2015/0285

PAP/2015/0287

PAP/2015/0367

PAP/2015/0401

PAP/2015/0404

PAP/2015/0406

PAP/2015/0491

PAP/2015/0502

PAP/2015/0546

PAP/2015/0574

PAP/2015/0763

PAP/2015/0763

PAP/2015/0766

PAP/2016/0001

PAP/2016/0033

Holt Hall Farm, Over
Whitacre
The Bungalow, Park
Lane, Astley CV7
8DG
Rear of 94/96 Long
St, Atherstone

2

2

1

1

3

3

Post Office Yard, rear
of 100 Long Street,
Atherstone

3

3

Land rear of 108
Long Street,
Atherstone

2

The Coach House,
29 Birmingham
Road, Whitacre
Heath
Cheshire Farm,
Church Farm, Corley
(2)

2

1

1

1

1

Fir Tree Farm, Fir
Tree Lane, New
Arley

1

Allen End Farm,
Middleton Lane,
Middleton

2

2

1

1

51 Kings Avenue,
Atherstone

1

Wigston Hill House,
Black Smith Lane,
Baxterley

1

1

L S Court Ltd,
Coventry Road,
Fillongley CV7 8DA

5

2

Spinney Garth,
Ansley Common,
CV10 0PX

2

2

Land at 15-19 School
Hill, Hartshill
South East of Holly
Bush Farm, Nuthurst
Lane, Astley
Land at buildings
50M south east of
Holly Bush Farm,
Nuthurst Lane, Astley
The Barn, Bodymoor
Green Farm,
Coventry Road,
Kingsbury
76 High Street,
Coleshill B46 3AH
Land adj Edge Hill
House, Edge Hill,
Wood End CV9 2QR

2

2

3

3

3

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

PAP/2016/0042

PAP/2016/0058

PAP/2016/0094

PAP/2016/0117

PAP/2016/0132

PAP/2016/0144

PAP/2016/0185

PAP/2016/0187

PAP/2016/0191

PAP/2016/0196

PAP/2016/0214

PAP/2016/0216

PAP/2016/0242

PAP/2016/0250

PAP/2016/0277

PAP/2016/0336

PAP/2016/0390

PAP/2016/0400

PAP/2016/0402

35 Church Walk,
Atherstone CV9 1AJ
150 Coleshill Road,
Chapel End, CV10
0PF

2

2

2

2

53 High Street,
Polesworth B78 1DY

4

24 Tamworth Road,
Polesworth B78 1JH

1

1

1

1

Land adj to Freasley
Farm Barn, Freasley
B78 2EY
Castle Farm,
Coleshill Road,
Maxstoke, Coleshill
B46 3DL
Land adj 3 Park
Road, Coleshill

4

5

3

1

1

2

109 Tamworth Road,
Wood End CV9 2QQ

4

The Oaks, Nuthurst
Lane, Astley

1

1

161 Tamworth Road,
Kingsbury B78 2HJ

1

1

1

1

1

1

Land north of
Moorwood House,
Morwood Lane,
Hartshill
164 Long Street,
Dordon B78 1QA
Holt Hall Farm,
Atherstone Road,
Over Whitacre (2)
Land adjacent to
Castle Close,
Coventry Road,
Fillongley
Stoke End Farm,
Middleton Lane,
Middleton
Walkers Farm,
Fillongley
Adjacent to Wynn
House, 60 High
Street, Coleshill B46
1AZ
Barn Fishery,
Atherstone Road,
Hartshill CV10 0JB
Fir Tree Inn, Fir Tree
Lane, New Arley (2)

2

1

3

1

3

1

4

1

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

2

1

PAP/2016/0410

PAP/2016/0415

PAP/2016/0451

PAP/2016/0483

PAP/2016/0490

PAP/2016/0497

PAP/2016/0510

PAP/2016/0521

PAP/2016/0541

PAP/2016/0557

PAP/2016/0566

PAP/2016/0601

PAP/2016/0637

PAP/2016/0640

PAP/2016/0656

PAP/2016/0662

PAP/2016/0673

PAP/2016/0682

PAP/2016/0690

Kirby Glebe Farm,
Atherstone Road,
Hartshill CV10 0TB
Barn South West of
the Cottages,
Freasley Common,
Freasley
Land to rear 49
Watling St, Mancetter
Ash Cottage, 5
Monwode Lea Lane,
Over Whitacre B46
2NP
Fox & Dogs Inn,
Orton Road, Warton,
Tamworth B79 0HT
49 High Street,
Polesworth
Land adj to Lodge
Cottages, Tamworth
Road, Polesworth
B78 1HX
52 New Street,
Baddesley Ensor,
CV9 2DN

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

5

2

5

1

29 Lawnsdale Close,
Coleshill B46 1BS

1

Elmdon, Kingsbury
Road, Lea Marston
B76 0DP

1

Mythe Bridge Farm,
Ratcliffe Road,
Atherstone CV9 1LX

5

2

1

1

1

3

2

1

Land rear of Drayton
Court, Trentham
Road, Hartshill

1

1

The Willows Stables,
Crowberry Lane,
Middleton B78 2AJ

1

Prophets Farm,
Green End Road,
Fillongley

1

New House Farm,
Foul End Lane,
Hurley CV9 2JW

1

3

2

2

1

54 Coventry Road,
Coleshill

3

5

2

12 Church Lane,
Curdworth B76 9EY

High Ash Farm,
Lodge Green Lane
North, Meriden CV7
7HT
Slowley Green
Cottage, Tamworth
Road, Arley

1

1

1

1

3

PAP/2016/0729

PAP/2017/0016

PAP/2017/0048

PAP/2017/0121

PAP/2017/0129

PAP/2017/0133

PAP/2017/0142

PAP/2017/0178

PAP/2017/0181

PAP/2017/0201

PAP/2017/0213

PAP/2017/0214

PAP/2017/0215

PAP/2017/0216

PAP/2017/0222

PAP/2017/0240

PAP/2017/0244

PAP/2017/0256

PAP/2017/0304

Hereford House, 104
High Street, Coleshill
B46 3BL
Land 80m east of
Baxterley Equestrian
Centre, Main Road,
Baxterley
Former Medical
Centre, Springhill,
New Arley CV7 8FE

2

1

3

Latimers Rest,
Hipsley Lane,
Baxterley, Atherstone

1

Oakwood House,
111 Spring Hill, Arley
CV7 8FE

1

147 Coventry Road,
Coleshill

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

Nursery Barn,
Coleshill Road,
Ansley Common

2

The Gables, 1
Birmingham Road,
Ansley

1

1

The Old Orchard,
Church Lane,
Middleton

1

1

7 Oakfield Gardens,
Atherstone CV9 1SA
Croxall Farm,
Hoggrill's End Lane,
Hoggrill's End B46
2DA
The Arches, 1,2,3 &
16 High Street,
Coleshill B46 1AZ
42 Parkfield Road,
Coleshill, B46 3LE

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

Plot B Rear of 4-10
Kingsbury Road,
Curdworth

1

4 St Marys Grove,
Newton Regis B79
0NJ

2

2

Land at rear of 8
Potters Lane,
Polesworth

2

2

1

1

Grendon Boarding
Kennels, Watling St,
Grendon CV9 2PW
(2)
White Lion Inn,
Station St,
Atherstone CV9 1DB
Land between 23 &
25 Austrey Road,
Warton

1

1

1

1

1

PAP/2017/0307

PAP/2017/0309

PAP/2017/0311

PAP/2017/0358

PAP/2017/0359

PAP/2017/0365

PAP/2017/0372

PAP/2017/0437

PAP/2017/0462

PAP/2017/0465

PAP/2017/0496

PAP/2017/0523

PAP/2017/0556

PAP/2017/0572

PAP/2017/0581

PAP/2017/0627

PAP/2017/0636

PAP/2017/0637

PAP/2017/0640

Grendon Boarding
Kennels, Watling
Street, Grendon CV9
2PW
Ivy Bank, Tamworth
Road, Corley CV7
8BW
33 Hurley Common,
Hurley CV9 2LS

1

1

1

1

1

Purley Chase Centre,
Purley Chase Lane,
Mancetter CV9 2RH

2

Grendon Lodge,
Long Street,
Atherstone CV9 1BA

1

Woodlands, Coppice
Lane, Middleton B78
2BS

1

Land adjacent to
Spinney Garth,
Ansley Common

4

Wood Farm, Coppice
Lane, Middleton B78
2BT

1

Land opposite Quarry
House, Nuneaton
Road, Over Whitacre

1

Clinic & Welfare
Centre, Coventry
Road, Kingsbury B78
2LN (2)
Copperfields, Dog
Lane, Nether
Whitacre B46 2DT
18C Coleshill Road,
Chapel End CV10
0NY
178 Long Street,
Atherstone CV9 1AE

1

2

2

1

1

4

1

1

2

1

1

2

2

3

3

The Willow Trees,
Willows Lane,
Grendon CV9 2QG

1

Mount Farm, Warton
Lane, Grendon CV9
3DT

1

Cedar House,
Kingsbury Road, Lea
Marston B76 0DS

5

Land adj 109
Grendon Road,
Polesworth

1

1

1

1

Colliers Oak Farm
Cottage, Fillongley
Road, Fillongley CV7
8PJ
School Farm Barn,
New End Road,
Maxstoke

1

1

1

2

1

3

PAP/2017/0662

PAP/2017/0686

PAP/2018/0022

PAP/2018/0023

PAP/2018/0097

23 Springfields,
Coleshill B46 3EG
Manor Farm House,
Tamworth Road,
Kingsbury B78 2DS

2

Woodacres, Coppice
Lane, Middleton B78
2BT

1

36 Greendale Close,
Atherstone

1

Builders Yard, Pound
Lane, Over Whitacre

2

Common Farm,
Ansley Common
CV10 0QL
Caldecote Hall
Estate, Caldecote
Land opposite 10
Southfields Close,
Coleshill
Ashleigh, Coventry
Road

TOTALS

1

1

2

1

1

2

1

1

2

2

1

1

5

2

3

67

77

40

22

10

: www.cnplanning.co.uk
: contact@cnplanning.co.uk
: 07734 86 86 44
 : 119 Chaytor Drive, Nuneaton, Warwickshire, CV10 9SU

