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APPENDIX A - ANALYSIS OF NWBC’S “MEANINGFUL GAP ASSESSMENT” 

 

  



 

  

 

The following sets out my analysis of North Warwickshire Borough Council’s 

Meaningful Gap Assessment: 

1. The settlement location is not set out in writing, but clearly reflects the Local 

Plan Proposals Map in its appended drawings; 

2. The report does not set out a methodology – this is unprofessional, and is not in 

accordance with professional guidance for similar studies (such as that set out 

in the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3); 

3. The methodology that appears to have been applied relies almost entirely on a 

‘traffic light’ system of assessment illustrating the parcel’s sensitivity in respect 

of various constraints (landscape, heritage, infrastructure, properties and 

environment). Such an approach is illogical and has little to no bearing on how 

the parcel a) contributes to the separation of Tamwoth and Dordon / Poleworth 

and the maintenance of a gap between them, or b) the potential effects of 

development on this separation. 

4. This methodology assesses the development potential of the parcels, in respect 

of its potential constraints. This type of study is fundamentally different from an 

assessment of identity and gap, and will naturally lead to wholly inaccurate 

conclusions if the answer to this methodology is interpreted as one that speaks 

to identity and gap. For example, Area 8 has an identical score (two greens, two 

amber and one red) to Area 9, yet any basic physical examination of the gap 

from public vantage points would clearly show that Area 8 has a major role in 

the separation of Tamworth and Dordon, it is located centrally between these 

settlements, and is open in character with little vegetation or development 

beyond the settlement boundary. This area is significantly different in how it 

performs in respect of supporting the separate identities of Dordon and 

Tamworth when compared to Area 9. 

5. Moreover, the assessment of constraints themselves are not accurate – for 

example it scores Area 9 as ‘red’ in respect of infrastructure on the basis of the 

high pressure gas pipeline constraint, however the appeal scheme comfortably 

accommodates this requirement. 

6. Furthermore, the “traffic light” system used in section 8 lacks basic rigour 

without an accompanying matrix to show in a systematic, precise and 

transparent manner how the various ratings are arrived at.  Without this it is 

impossible to compare between each Area (e.g. why one Area might achieve a 

“green light” for “Heritage” and another an “amber light”) and also to 

understand what the effective meaning of each rating for each matter is (e.g. 

how “bad” is a “red light” for landscape, and how “good” is a “green light”?). 

7. At no point in the assessment of the meaningful gap is a quantitative or 

qualitative assessment of the performance of the parcel as ‘a gap’, or how this 

might change through development, carried out. This omission is wholly 

contrary to recent guidance by the Planning Advisory Service in respect of 



 

  

Green Belt Assessment of avoiding towns merging8, and of contemporary 

studies9 

  

                                                   
8 See Appendix B1 
9 See Appendix B2 
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long Grade II Listed viaduct takes the railway over the River Anker near Bolebridge and remains 
336one of the town's landmarks to this day .  A second line, The Trent Valley Railway, later the 

London and North Western Railway (L&NWR), which passed around half a mile to the north of the 
337town was opened in 1847 .  The stations for both lines were built adjacent to each other and 

338Victoria Road and Albert Road were built to connect the stations and the town .

2.8 20th & 21st century (1900 to circa 2009)

For the first half of the century Tamworth continued its role as a small market town.  From the 
1960s, however, its role as an overspill town for Birmingham saw a large expansion.

2.8.1 Castle

Having been acquired by the Borough Council in 1897 the Castle opened as a museum in 1899 
339and its grounds were gradually developed as a public amenity (plate 5) .  In the 1920s the area 

340on the opposite bank of the river to the castle was developed as the Castle Pleasure Grounds .  
Hundreds of tons of waste material from the slag heaps of neighbouring collieries was brought in 

341to raise the area above the flood plain .  The development can be followed on contemporary 
maps.  By 1923 a cricket and football ground had been constructed with the extant locally listed 

342pavilion at its western edge .  In 1927 the extant open air baths were built, whose importance to 
343the local history of the town has been acknowledge by their locally listed status .   By 1955 a 

tennis court within an oval enclosure had been added to the south east and flower beds to the 
north west.  By 1978 the single tennis court had been replaced by two courts, of which only one 

345survives the other having been replaced by a skate park .

Plate 5: Castle and Castle Grounds with the locally listed band stand to the left.  Courtesy of Michael Shaw

Map 12:
Early 21st Century Tamworth

© Crown copyright and 
database rights 2011 
Ordnance Survey 100019422
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2.8.2 Settlement

2.8.2.1 Population

346To 1951

The population of the borough continued to 
show a steady expansion through the early 
part of the 20th century from 7,271 in 1901 to 
8,032 in 1921.  There was a slight decrease in 
1931 to 7,510.  As we have seen, the increase 
in the size of the borough in 1932 meant that 
the population jumped to 11,711.  By 1951 
there had been a further slight increase to 
12,889.

347After 1951

In 1961 the population of the Tamworth 
District as a whole was 30,729, an increase of 
around 36% from the 1951 figure.  By 1971 the 
population had increased to 41,326.  The 
largest increase, however, was in the following 
decade for by 1981 it had reached 64,252, an 
increase of over 55%, as the town began to 
take increasing numbers of Birmingham 

348tenants .  Thereafter the population in 1991 
was 70,970 and in 2001 74,531.

2.8.2.2 Settlement

Before 1955

It is only in the 20th century that Tamworth 
shows any great outward growth of 
settlement from the town itself.  Even then the 
flood plains of the Tame and Anker were a 
barrier to development immediately to the 
south of the existing town.

Much of the housing built in the first half of 
the 20th century was provided by Tamworth 
Council so that by the late 1950s the Council 

349owned 1,800 houses and 26 shops .

Map 12 reveals that during the mid 20th 
century settlement expanded northwards 
along Comberford Road, Wigginton Road and 
Ashby Road (HUCA 5, HUCA 7 and HUCA 8). 

6564

355 HUCA 15 in Part Two
356 Stone 2003, 117
357 HUCA 19 in Part Two
358 Stone 2003, 118; HUCA 21 in Part Two
359 HUCA 17 in Part Two

346 The population to 1951 is that for the borough given in Wood 1958, 166
347 Post-1951 population data is for the present-day administrative area taken 

from 'A Vision of Britain through Time' (http://www.visionofbritain.org.uk) 
accessed 20.08.10. Accordingly the data is not directly comparable with that 
for the pre-1961 population which is for the borough only.  As a comparison 
the population for the borough only in 1951 was 12,889, while that for the 
whole district was 22,849

348 See below
349 Wood 1958, 98

350 Early in the 20th century St Editha's Hospital was built on the site of the 
workhouse and the workhouse building was incorporated within it

351 Wood 1958, 96
352 Wood 1958, 120-1
353 Now (2010) 'The Silk Kite' public house; Staffordshire HER: PRN 52085
354 Wood 1958, 94; Staffordshire HER: PRN 52211 (HUCA 3 in Part Two)

© Crown copyright and 
database rights 2011 
Ordnance Survey 
100019422

Map 13:
Housing development 
by period of origin

This continued a process already begun in the 
19th century which included housing along 
Upper Gungate (HUCA 5), the Grammar 

350School, the Workhouse  and the Cemetery 
(HUCA 8).  To the east of the town estates were 
built either side of Amington Road (HUCA 23 
on map 12).  Their geometric layout is typical 
of 1930s estates.  To the south of the town the 
housing expanded along Dosthill Road (HUCA 
36).  These expanded southwards from a small 
19th century settlement of Kettlebrook.  These 
houses were separated from the Amington 
estate by Bolehall Park, formerly the grounds 
of Bole Hall but gifted to the parish of Bolehall 
and Glascote in 1923 by William MacGregor, 
former vicar of St Editha's church, Tamworth.  
To the west of the town housing was provided 
off the north side of Lichfield Road early in the 
century with the construction of Park Street 
and Bradford Street.  In the 1920s further 

351houses were built on Bradford Street .

Hand-in-hand with this outward development 
was the redevelopment of the inner core.  The 
Housing Act of 1930 required local authorities 
to make inspections with a view to the 
removal of insanitary houses.  The Borough 
Council took the opportunity to condemn and 
remove many of the courts and alleys in the 
town centre before the outbreak of the 
Second World War and this policy continued to 
be pursued after the end of the war and into 
the 1950s-60s.  New buildings were generally 
undistinguished, although the locally listed 59 
Church Street is an attractive Art Deco style 

353office and showroom building of the 1930s .

At the same time new social facilities were 
provided or improved.  The extant locally 
listed Carnegie Centre was constructed as the 

354public library in 1905 .  It was replaced by the 
current library in the late 20th century.

After 1955

In the late 1950s the town began to take 'overspill' population from Birmingham and this process 
was accelerated after 1965 when Tamworth was designated an 'Expanding Town'.  New housing 
was needed to take these incomers.  Some of the best known are the six high-rise tower blocks 

355on the edge of the town off Lichfield Street .  A thousand houses a year were being built by the 
early 1970s and this is reflected by the area covered by late 20th century suburban expansion 
shown on map 13.  In the process much of Tamworth's historic centre was bulldozed, with 
historic buildings in Lower Gungate, Market Street, Church Street, George Street, Silver Street and 
Bolebridge Street being cleared to make way for pedestrian precincts, shopping centres, and 

356retail arcades .  The 1980s-90s saw further changes to the town as facilities were built on its 
periphery rather than in the old centre.  Ventura Park, a business park and out-of-town 

357superstore, was built to the south of the town at Bitterscote in 1994 .  The 'Snow Dome', Europe's 
358first real snow indoor ski centre, was opened at Leisure Island, Riverdrive .  A new road system 

was built to the south of the town to accommodate these new facilities and to provide a rapid 
means of entry into the town from the south.  The building of Saxon Drive and Offa Drive 

359provided an eastern ring road round the town .

Present-day Tamworth faces a challenge of how to maintain and improve its character and local 
distinctiveness while enabling and facilitating development to bring in jobs and prosperity.  It is 
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364 Plotted from 1955 Ordnance Survey 6 inch mapping

unfortunate that it has lost many of the 
buildings which marked it out as an historic 
town and led to admiring comments from its 
visitors.  It has, however, managed to retain 
most of its historic street plan and sufficient of 
its historic buildings, such as the Castle, St 
Editha's Church and the Old Town Hall so that 
the opportunity to use the historic 
environment as a tool in the revitalisation of 
the town remains.  Perhaps its greatest asset, 
however, is its truly unique history, most 
especially its role as the capital of Mercia in the 
8th-9th centuries.

2.8.3 Economy

2.8.3.1 Industry

Much of Tamworth's traditional industrial base 
gradually disappeared in the second half of 
the 20th century.  Gibbs and Canning closed 
their Glascote Works in the 1960s and most of 
the local collieries had closed by 1965, 
although Birch Coppice continued until 1987.  
The textile and paper mills gradually closed; 
the last being Alders Mill in 1993 the site 
having subsequently been redeveloped for 

360housing .  The Reliant Engineering Company, 
makers of the Reliant Robin and the Scimitar 
Sports Car, was founded in 1935 with works at 
Two Gates.  By the 1970s they also had works 
at Kettlebrook and Shenstone.  In 1998, 
however, the Company moved out of 

361Tamworth to new premises at Burntwood .  
Nowadays the town's main industries include 
logistics, engineering, clothing, brick, tile and 

362paper manufacture . 

2.8.4 Administration, Education, Welfare & 
Amenities

2.8.4.1 Administrative Boundaries (12)

The municipal boundary increased 
363enormously in size in 1932 from 115ha  (285 

364acres) to 1,084 ha  (2,678 acres). The new area 
included the developing suburb at Bolehall

365 Wood 1958, 112

and the settlement at Kettlebrook but the 
remaining area was still largely rural, or given 
over to large-scale industry, at the time so that 
the population of the borough was only 
increased from 7,510 to 11,711.

In 1974 a new Tamworth District of 
Staffordshire was created, covering an area of 
3,084 ha (7,622 acres).  The principal 
settlements newly included within Tamworth 
were those which had grown up around the 
historic scattered settlements of Wilnecote, 
Dosthill, Two Gates, Glascote and Amington. 

2.8.4.2 Welfare

Sewers were finally provided in the town in 
1908.  Sewage was carried to a pumping 
station at the Bradfords on Lichfield Road 
whence it was pumped to an Outfall Works at 
Coton for treatment and disposal.

2.8.4.3 Electricity

The Borough did not receive an electricity 
supply until 1924 when the Council entered 
into an agreement with the Pooley Hall 
Colliery Company who had installed electricity 
at their colliery at nearby Polesworth to 
provide electricity for the town also.

2.8.5 Communications

2.8.5.1 Roads

The first bus service in Tamworth opened in 
1914. A purpose-built bus station was 
constructed on land lying between 

365Corporation Street and Aldergate in 1955 .



The elements of the EUS project area which 
exhibit the greatest heritage significance 
and value are mostly associated with 
historic settlement cores principally that of 
Tamworth (HUCA 2, HUCA 3), but also 
Amington Green (HUCA 25), Dosthill 
(HUCA 37) and Wilnecote (HUCA 32).  

HUCA 2 and HUCA 3 comprise the 
greatest number of nationally and locally 
listed buildings.  There is the potential for 
any of the historic buildings, whether listed 
or not, to retain earlier fabric within their 
structures which could inform upon the 
development and function.  HUCA 2 
relates to the main historic streets and 
includes the Grade I listed St Editha's 
church and the Grade II* listed Town Hall.  
The medieval and earlier street pattern 
survives across these two HUCAs and there 
is a high potential for below ground 
archaeological deposits to survive relating 
to early medieval and medieval activity, as 
has been shown in previous archaeological 
works including the remains of three 
phases of defensive ditch.  These two 
HUCAs form part of the Tamworth Town 
Centre Conservation Area and reference to 
the relevant Conservation Area Appraisal is 
recommended when considering change 
within these two character areas.

HUCA 4 also lies within the area of the 
early medieval burh and later medieval 

town.  Consequently, even though it has 
been subject to redevelopment in the 20th 
century, there is a high potential for below 
ground archaeological deposits to survive 
relating to earlier activity.  Previous 
archaeological work has revealed the line 
of the town defences. 

The historic cores of HUCA 25, HUCA 32 
and HUCA 37 also comprise both 
nationally and locally listed buildings.  
Their historic and aesthetic importance to 
the wider townscape has been 
acknowledged in the designation of three 
Conservation Areas: Amington, Dosthill 
and Wilnecote.  Reference to the relevant 
Conservation Areas Appraisals is 
recommended prior to any change being 
proposed in these areas.  There is also a 
high potential for below ground 
archaeological remains to survive below 
ground as well as for the extant historic 
buildings to retain earlier fabric.  There is 
also the potential for archaeological 
deposits relating to medieval and later 
settlement activity associated with Bolehall 
and Glascote (HUCA 23), Two Gates and 
the deserted medieval settlement of 
Stretford (HUCA 35) and Coton (HUCA 12). 

Lichfield Street (HUCA 14) to the west of 
Tamworth historic core had formed part of 
the initial medieval expansion of the town.  
A market place is fossilised within the 
extant street pattern and two Grade II 
Listed buildings of 15th century origin 
survive, including one with visible external 
timber framing.  A further 12 Grade II Listed 
buildings also survive and part of the 
Tamworth Town Centre Conservation Area 
lies within the HUCA. These important sites 
include the Grade II* Moat House, which 
dates to the late 16th century and may be 
associated with a medieval or later moated 
site.  Its relationship to the town is currently 
unclear.  There is the potential for below 

Part Two: Characterisation and Assessment
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Section Summary

The following summaries discuss historic 
broad trends and potentials within groups of 
Historic Urban Character Areas (HUCAs).  No 
reference or prescription is made in these 
summaries regarding appropriate forms of 
archaeological mitigation.  For such details the 
reader is urged to consult the individual 
Historic Urban Character Area character 
descriptions to follow (section 4).
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ground archaeological deposits to survive 
relating to medieval and later suburban 
activity within the HUCA.  Despite later 
(19th and 20th century) development 
within HUCA 5, HUCA 13, HUCA 15, 
HUCA 16 and HUCA 17 there is also the 
potential for below ground archaeological 
deposits to survive relating to early 
suburban activity.  Also beyond the historic 
core and areas of medieval suburban 
expansion there is the potential for the 
burh and town defences to survive as 
below ground archaeology within HUCA 
6,HUCA 15, HUCA 16 and HUCA 18.    

Also of particular importance is Tamworth 
Castle and the surrounding public park 
(HUCA 1), which is reflected in the 
numerous designated heritage assets 
including the Scheduled castle and the 
Listed buildings.  Works within the bounds 
of the Scheduled Monument of Tamworth 
Castle or likely to impact upon its setting 
will need to be discussed in advance with 
English Heritage and may require 
Scheduled Monument Consent.

Away from the settlement cores Wigginton 
Park (HUCA 10) incorporates several 
important heritage assets, not all of which 
are designated.  These include the Grade II 
Listed country house, its associated 
landscape park, as well as the surviving 
medieval ridge and furrow earthworks.

Within HUCA 5, HUCA 9 and HUCA 18 the 
suburban development dates to the 19th 
century and mostly comprises large 
detached and semi-detached red brick 
villas.  Later 20th century infilling is a 
feature of both HUCA 5 and HUCA 9, but 
the latter includes the Grade II* 12th 
century Spital Chapel.  There is a degree of 
archaeological potential within both 
character areas.  HUCA 18 developed 
along two streets, Victoria Road and Albert 
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Road which were laid out by the railway 
company in the mid 19th century.  The 
HUCA incorporates seven locally listed 
buildings and forms the basis of the 
Victoria Road and Albert Road 
Conservation Area.

Late 19th and early 20th century suburban 
expansion also survives principally in the 
form of short red brick terraces which make 
a positive contribution to the local 
character of the townscape in several areas 
(HUCA 6, HUCA 22 and HUCA 24). HUCA 
6 incorporates part of the Hospital Street 
Conservation Area and five locally listed 
buildings.  The HUCA also reflects a change 
in social and architectural philosophy from 
late 19th century terraces to early 20th 
century semi-detached houses. Both HUCA 
22 and HUCA 24 continue to reflect fully 
formed communities which were built to 
serve the collieries and brick works which 
grew up to the south east of Tamworth in 
the 19th century.  Both settlements are 
comprised principally of terraces, but 
schools and chapels also survive.

Two Gates (HUCA 35) is another 19th 
century settlement comprising cottages, 
both singular and terraced.  The historic 
built environment still contributes to the 
local character, but there has been a large 
degree of 20th century redevelopment 
which has impacted upon the integrity of 
the historic character of this.

The majority of the suburban development 
around Tamworth dates to the mid to late 
20th century.  However, within HUCA 8, 
HUCA 12, HUCA 13, HUCA 20, HUCA 23 
and HUCA 33 designated and non 
designated historic buildings survive 
within the townscape which make a 
positive contribute to the sense of place.  
These are principally domestic in nature 
and include a Grade II Listed farmhouse in 

HUCA 8 and the Grade II Listed Bole Hall in 
HUCA 23.  Other buildings include the 
early 20th century workhouse infirmary in 
HUCA 8, the only part of the complex to 
survive redevelopment, and an early 20th 
century pumping station in HUCA 13.  
Undesignated workers cottages, associated 
with the late 18th/19th century expansion 
of industry in the south eastern portion of 
the borough, survive in HUCA 26 and 
HUCA 36.

The late 18th century Coventry Canal 
contributes to the local character in HUCA 
19 although the remainder of the character 
is dominated by late 20th century 
industrial/retail units.  The canal and its 
associated structures and buildings make 
positive contributions to HUCA 20, HUCA 
21, HUCA 23, HUCA 26, HUCA 28 and 
HUCA 36.  Grade II Listed structures 
associated with the canal survive include 
the Junction House in HUCA 20 and the 
Bolehall Aqueduct in HUCA 21.  HUCA 20, 
whose character is one of late 20th century 
housing development, also lies adjacent to 
the Fazeley Conservation Area 
(administered by Lichfield District Council).  
A Grade II Listed viaduct lies within HUCA 
16 and HUCA 21 which is associated with 
the extant mid 19th century railway 
connecting Birmingham and Derby.

Public open space is prominent within the 
townscape of Tamworth and includes 
HUCA 10 mentioned above.  Larger areas 
are present to the south and south east of 
Tamworth and are generally associated 
with the valleys of the River Tame, River 
Anker and the Kettlebrook (HUCA 21, 
HUCA 28 and HUCA 31).  The largest of 
these lies within HUCA 21 which 
comprises the southern portion of the 
Castle Pleasure Grounds, as well as the 
small public park, McGregor Recreational 
Ground, and the Tameside Nature Reserve.  

The portion of Castle Pleasure Grounds 
which lies within this HUCA was developed 
in the early to mid 20th century.  The 
facilities included a locally listed open air 
swimming pool, no longer used as such, as 
well as a cricket ground with locally listed 
pavilion.  In the  early 21st century other 
Local Nature Reserves have been 
established within HUCA 28 and HUCA 31.  
Because all three HUCAs lie within the river 
valleys and have seen little development, 
other than gravel extraction, there is the 
potential for below ground archaeological 
deposits to survive sealed beneath the 
alluvium as well as the potential for extant 
features like the fish pond in HUCA 31 and 
for water meadows in HUCA 21.

HUCA 15, which lies adjacent to the 
historic core of Tamworth, comprises late 
20th century redevelopment which 
includes six high rise flats.  There is the 
potential for archaeological deposits to 
survive within this area relating to 
medieval and later suburban activity.  This 
HUCA is important to the aesthetics of 
both HUCA 1 and HUCA 2 in its location 
adjacent to, and therefore forming part of 
the setting of both the Tamworth Town 
Centre Conservation Area and Tamworth 
Castle scheduled monument.

There is the potential for below ground 
archaeological remains to survive within 
HUCA 11, HUCA 30, HUCA 34 and HUCA 
35 which may related to human activity in 
the Roman period.  The course of the 
Roman road; Watling Street crosses the 
latter three of these HUCAs.  Potential 
archaeological deposits have also been 
identified within HUCA 33 relating to 
earlier settlement along Hockley Road and 
Tinkers Green Road.  Within the HUCAs 
where a low potential for the preservation 
of archaeological deposits has been 
identified it should be born in mind that 
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3.1 Definition of Historic Character 
Types (HCTs)

The HCTs used within the Extensive Urban 
Survey have been chosen to reflect the 
townscape character and consequently have 
differed from those chosen for the broader 
Historic Landscape Character (HLC).  A list of 
the HCTs used within the EUS forms Appendix 
1.

The HCTs were based upon the current 
character and upon an understanding of the 
development of the town as identified within 
the background summarised in Part One.

The HCTs are dated by period of origin and the 
over arching periods are broken down as 
follows:

3.2 Statement of Historic Urban 
Character (HUC)

The Historic Urban Character Areas have been 
defined using the HCT's to identify areas of 
similar origin, development and character.  
Thirty-seven HUCAs have been identified for 
Tamworth.

Each of the statements of HUC is not static and 
may need to be enhanced or adapted as new 
information which alters our understanding 
and perception of each area becomes 

366available .

This is followed by a table covering the 
Heritage values (which will have been outlined 
in the 'Statement of significance' paragraph') 
and a series of recommendations specific to 
each HUCA.

3.2.1 Heritage values

These values are based upon the guidelines 
produced by English Heritage in 'Conservation 
Principles: policies and guidance for the 
sustainable management of the historic 
environment' (2008) and identifies four areas 
for discussion.  It should be noted that within 
each HUCA it is specifically the historic 
environment which is under consideration and 
that this judgement is based upon an 
interpretation of the available evidence.  Other 
individuals or organisations may choose to 
ascribe alternate values to the historic 
environment of an area; key to this process of 
understanding is the degree of transparency 
by which these judgements are reached.   The 
scope of this project precludes any analysis of 
non-heritage values which are equally valid in 
terms of valuing the character of historic 
towns.

Early Medieval 410 AD to 1065 AD

Medieval 1066 to 1485

Post Medieval 1486 to 1799

Early 19th century 1800 to 1834

Mid 19th century 1835 to 1864

Late 19th century 1865 to 1899

Early 20th century 1900 to 1934

Mid 20th century 1935 to 1964

Late 20th century 1965 to 1999

Early 21st century 2000 to 2009

Table 1: Periods

366 In line with English Heritage 2008: paragraph 38
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3. Statement of Historic Urban Character

future research and further information 
may reveal currently unknown potential.  
Consequently archaeological mitigation 
may be required in specific circumstances.

HUCA 29 represents late 20th century 
suburban development to the south east 
of Tamworth and currently there are no 
known heritage assets.  HUCA 7 and HUCA 
27 have both been identified as having a 
late 20th century large-scale industrial or 
retail character and again there are 
currently no known heritage assets.



3684.1 HUCA 1: Tamworth Castle

Map 15: HCTs and 
heritage assets

4.1.1 Statement of heritage significance

The HUCA is dominated by the late 11th century motte which is topped by the Grade I stone 
369buildings of Tamworth Castle (plate 5) .  The majority of the area within the HUCA had formed 

part of the castle complex during the medieval period and is designated as a Scheduled 
370Monument (map 14) .

Besides the motte and the castle (described under 4.1.2) other medieval remains survive 
371including part of the castle walls to the north .  The stonework incorporates a herringbone 
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368 For historic background cf. 2.5.2, 2.6.2, 2.7.2 and 2.8.1
369 Staffordshire HER: PRN 00002 and PRN 00003; Motte: An artificial steep-sided 

earthen mound on, or in, which is set the principal tower of a castle.  (Scope 
note reproduced from the Thesaurus of Monument Types by kind permission of 
English Heritage. © 2011 English Heritage) 

370 English Heritage SM no. 2
371 Staffordshire HER: PRN 13943

77

4. Assessment of Historic Urban Character Areas (HUCA)

© Crown copyright and database 
rights 2011 Ordnance Survey 
100019422

© Crown copyright and database 
rights 2011 Ordnance Survey 
100019422

Map 14:
HUCAs and Designated Heritage 
Assets (excluding Listed Buildings)
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4.28.3 Recommendations

The heritage assessment acknowledges the importance of the canal and the lock keepers 
cottage to the local character and sense of place

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Evidential value: There is the potential for below ground archaeological remains 
to survive across the HUCA within the river valley sealed beneath the alluvium.

Aesthetic value: : The canal and the locally listed lock keepers cottage make an 
important contribution to the local character and sense of place of the wider 
townscape.

Communal value: The HUCA is almost entirely devoted to public access; the 
character being comprised of a variety of parkland landscapes of different 
origins.  The canal is a key heritage asset which is used by the community and 
visitors and which can be promoted to encourage engagement with the historic 
environment.  This could be enhanced through further research and 
interpretation.

Historical value: The canal is legible within the HUCA along with the associated 
lock keepers cottage.  These features are probably historically associated with the 
extractive industries which are important aspects of the social and economic 
history of this area.

4.28.2 Heritage values

636 Department for Communities and Local Government 2012. Web: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2115939.pdf
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The conservation and enhancement of the canal and its environment is desirable for the 
benefit of the community and for sustainable tourism is desirable. 

Where alterations or changes are proposed to the locally listed building then the applicant 
should consult the Tamworth Borough Conservation Officer should be consulted in the first 
instance.  

There is a high potential for below ground archaeological deposits to survive within particular 
areas of the HUCA.  Where development may result in the loss of these heritage assets 
(whether wholly or in part) archaeological evaluation and/or mitigation may be required to 
record and advance the understanding of their significance; this is supported in paras. 128 

636and 141 of NPPF .

4.29.1 Statement of heritage significance and built character

The HUCA is dominated by a series of late 20th century housing estates and their associated 
services.  The latter includes two schools (HCT 'Educational Facility' on map 45), the playing field 
north of Malham Road (HCT 'Sports Field') and an area of public open space to the south of the 
HUCA (HCT 'Other Parkland').  These areas, including the school playing fields, provide open 
space within otherwise high density housing estates.

The late 20th century core of the housing development lies off Ellerbeck where two churches 
have been built along with shops and a health centre (HCTs 'Church or Chapel', 'Other Non 
Residential Development' and 'Commercial and/or Administrative' on map 45).  

The late 20th century development has not respected the historic character of the former fields 
and all of the roads are contemporary with the housing.  However, the original road pattern of 
narrow lanes has largely been preserved within the townscape as part of a path and cycle 
network (map 45).    

Prior to development the historic character was rural in nature and the field pattern was one of 
predominantly 'Piecemeal Enclosure' and 'Reorganised Piecemeal Development' (cf. map 11). 

4.29 HUCA 29: Stonydelph

Map 45: 
HCTs and heritage assets

© Crown copyright and 
database rights 2011 Ordnance 
Survey 100019422
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638 Department for Communities and Local Government 2012. Web: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2115939.pdf
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Low

Low

Evidential value: Despite intensive development during the late 20th century 
there is still the potential for potential for below ground archaeological deposits 
to survive associated with the Roman road.

Historical value: There are few legible heritage assets within the character area, 
with the exception of the former rural lanes which survive as a cycle path and the 
alignment of the Roman road.  Their survival does allow an aspect of the earlier 
character of the HUCA to be read within the townscape.

LowAesthetic value: The character of the HUCA is dominated by late 20th century 
suburban expansion. 

Both of these field patterns suggest that in the medieval period the landscape was given over to 
open field arable agriculture (cf. 2.5.6.1).  This was gradually enclosed during the post medieval 
period (to form 'Piecemeal Enclosure'), but some areas appear to have been re-planned (to 
become 'Reorganised Piecemeal Enclosure') during the late 18th/19th century; a period of great 
agricultural improvement.  Several small farmsteads were scattered across this landscape, none 
of which survive, and these may have also had post medieval origins farming the newly enclosed 
fields. 

The line of a major Roman road (the Watling Street), crosses the southern portion of the HUCA on 
637a roughly north-west to south-east alignment .  Little archaeological work has been carried out 

across this character area and it is consequently difficult to determine what impacts the road may 
have had on the pre-existing landscape and its relationship to the surrounding communities 
during the Roman and later periods.  The road itself has continued to be a dominant feature of 
the landscape throughout the following 2,000 years.

4.29.2 Heritage values

637 Staffordshire HER: PRN 05154

LowCommunal value: The preservation of the historic lanes as a cycle path does 
allow the community and visitors some access to the historic environment.  This 
experience would be enhanced through heritage interpretation, but this may 
require further research to fully understand the history to be presented.

4.29.3 Recommendations

The heritage significance and values reveal that despite the fact that the HUCA is predominantly 
characterised by late 20th century housing development a few heritage assets survive to make a 
contribution to the sense of place.  

There is a low potential for below ground archaeological deposits to survive within the HUCA.  
Should archaeological potential be recognised as part of an individual planning application 

638archaeological evaluation and/or mitigation may be required to fulfil para. 132 of NPPF .

The retention of the fossilised Roman Road and historic lanes as legible features within the 
townscape is desirable to ensure that they can be read and understood by future generations.
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638 Department for Communities and Local Government 2012. Web: 
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NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

T h e  Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

Polesworth Conservation Area 

On the 14th November 1995, the North Wanvickshire Borough Council, by Minute No 69 of the Planning 
and Development Committee, formally designated the area of Polesworth shown on the map appended to 
the Designation Report as a 'Conservation Area' in accordance with Section 69(2) of The Planning(Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

In accordance with the Act, the Secretary of State for the Environment has been informed and a Notice of 
the Decision placed in the London Gazetle and in the Coleshill Herald (being a local newspaper circulating 
in the area) on the (date). 

Polerworlh Consrvalio~ h a  - Lksigmalion Report 
M/MI<R pwea4.doc 



INTRODUCTION S. 

1. The statutory objective of a conservation area is 
to preserve or enhance its special architectural 
character or historic interest. It is, however, the 
character of an area rather than that of the 
individual buildings which is the prime 
consideration in identifying conservation areas. 
That character is derived from a range of 
interrelated factors, in particular the geography, 
history and townscape of the particular place. 

2. The proposed Polesworth Conservation Area 
embraces the westem end of High Street, Hall 
Cour~, Abbey Croft, the Abbey Churchyard, the 
Vicarage, Bridge Street, Abbey Green Park, 
Grendon Road as far as Bassens Bridge, Market 
Street and pad of Tamworth Road. 

GEOGRAPHY 

3. Polesworth is a village situated in the valley of 
the River Anker. Before the ice ages it is likely 
that the river flowed to the north of Shuttington 
and Warton but was later forced by the southem 
extent of the ice cap to cut a way further south 
through the ridge of viassic rocks upon which 
those two villages sit. The river valley through 7. 
Polesworth is as a result relatively narrow and 
provided a convenient river crossing point. This 
feature, together with a relatively level river 
terrace enclosed by the loop in the river above 
the flood plain, provided a natural location for a 
settlement. 

HISTORY 
8. 

4. The f i s t  record of Polesworth as a settlement 
was the foundation in 829 AD, of a monastery 
by King Egbert of Mercia in thanks for the 
Treaty of Peace with the Kingdom of 
Northumbria. 

Polesworth was a rural settlement until the 
industrial Revolution, playing its part in the 
agricultural economy of the area. There is 
evidence that the shallow seam of coal in the 
Hall Court area was mined as early as 1650 and 
small scale coal mining is recorded to the east of 
the present railway line, However, in the 
absence of an efficient means of transporting 
coal, the market would have been very local and 
therefore limited. It is thus likely that mining 
was not a full time occupation for most people 
but was combined with agricultural work. 

Polesworth Abbey 

6. Local research suggests that King 
Egbert chose Polesworfh for h e  foundation of 
an abbey when returning from treaty 
negotiations at Dore in Derbyshire in 829 AD. 
His mute to Winchester passed along Watling 
Street and on reaching Dordon he found that the 
nearest water supply for his ttoops was the River 
Anker and therefore set up camp at Polesworth. 
There he held a service of thanksgiving for his 
success and promised to found a monastery at 
that place. 

The Abbey at Polesworth was one of only seven 
Benedictine abbeys in England and prospered 
until the Norman Conquest, but later fell into 
decay and it is believed that the nuns moved to a 
cell at Oldbury. The reasons for this are not 
certain but by 1139, under the patronage of Sir 
Robert Marmion of Tamworth, the Abbey had 
been rebuilt and enlarged and the nuns had 
returned from Oldbury. 

At the time of the Dissolution of the 
Monasteries in 1536, the Nunnery at Polesworth 
was granted exemption from dissolution, the 
Commissioners reporting that "the towne will 
shortly fall into ruyne and dekaye" and 
commenting that some 30-40 children were 
educated by the nuns. However, in 1539 the 
Abbess surrendered the Abbey, but the reasons 
for this are not known. 

14rb November 1995 



9. Most of the remains of the Abbey are either 
incorporated in the fabric of the present church, 
or the Gatehouse or are buried in the 
surrounding grounds 

Pdesworth Hall 

10. Following the sunender of the Abbey, Henry 
VIE sold the whole of Polesworth in 1545 to the 
Goodere family who built Polesworth Hall on 
the site of the Abbey cloisters. nK Goodere 
family were patrons of the arts and the poet 
Michael Drayton was employed initially as page 
and possibly later as a tutor at Polesworth Hall. 
There is evidence to suggest that William 
Shakespeare, as a boy, also went there as a page 
in order to be educated and that his eventual 
move to London was sponsored by the 
Gooderes. 

I l .  In 1620 Lucy Goodere married Sir Francis 
Nethersole, then English Minister to the Court 
of Bohemia. In 1627 she inherited the 
Polesworth estate and they subsequently came to 
live there in 1634. 

12. The Manor of Polesworth subsequently 
descended to relatives of the Nethersoles, the 
Biddulphs and eventually in 1747 to Walter 
Chetwynde of Grendon. By the 1860s 
Polesworth Hall was unused. In the 1870s it 
was exchanged for the Vicarage in Wanon Road 
and rebuilt as the Vicarage. Following the death 
of the Marchioness, Lady Celia, in 1907 and 
later her husband Sir George Chetwynd, the 
Chetwynd Estates were broken up and sold. 
The then Vicar of Polesworth, Canon Trotter, 
took the opportunity to consolidate the church's 
ownership around the Church and Vicarage, by 
acquiring the Abbey Gateway, Hall Court, 
Dovecote and Tythe Barn. 

13. The Goodere Family demolished the majority of 
the Abbey buildings leaving the Norman aisle, 
the Lady Chapel and the tower for the villagers' 
use. In 1866 following the appointment of. the 
Rev Nigel Madan, as Vicar, the prominent 
architect G E Street (responsible for the Law 
Courts in The Strand, London) was appointed to 
direct the "restoration, reseating and 
enlargement of the Parish Church of St Editha". 
A new chancel was constructed, the original 
nave reroofed and the restored church reopened 
in August 1869. 

Nethersole Schod 

14, It appears that from the earliest times the nuns 
of Polesworth Abbey taught local children and 
there is evidence that this took place in the 
Abbey gatehouse. This school was continued by 
the Goodere Family, the teaching being 
provided by the family Chaplain, 

.5. Sir Francis Nethersole had been briefly 
imprisoned in the Tower of London by King 
Charles the First, for his support for the King's 
sister, Elizabeth Queen of Bohemia. He was 
released in April 1634 on condition that he 
retired from public life and he therefore came to 
Live at Polesworth Hall which his wife Lucy 
Goodere had inherited. 

16. Sir Francis provided a vicarage and land in High 
Street where the Polesworth Working Mens 
Club now stands. In 1638 he erected and later 
endowed a new free school in High Street. The 
Tythe Barn at Hall Court was rebuilt to house 
the tythes which were used to support the 
school. In 1818 the Trustees rebuilt the school 
on the original site. 

The Abbey Church 



The Industrial Revolution PATTERN OF DEVELOPMENT 

17. Coal had k e n  mined from the shallow seams 
under Polesworth since the 17th Century but it 
was not until the extension of the Coventry 
Canal from Atherstone in 1790, together with 
the corresponding development of steam power, 
that the first deep mine was sunk at Pooley Hall 
in 1848. Other mines were Whitehouse Colliery 
(also known as Gorby Knob Pit), Bun Lane Pit 
east of Station Road, and Poleswod Colliery 
(sometimes called Fowler's Colliery) near 
Bassens Bridge and Potters Lane. 

18. The canal also sewed other mines in the area 
and at Polesworth Basin, by the Bulls Head 
Bridge, coal was loaded from the Birch Coppice 
and Birchmoor mines. 

19. Other industrial activity in Polesworth was the 
Steam Mill, adjacent to the canal by Steam Mill 
Bridge, the Midland Brick and Terra Cotta CO 
Ltd by Polesworth Basin and Sephtons Boatyard 
(later Lees and Atkins), well known for its 
'Castles and Roses' decoration of canal boats. 

The Twentieth Century 

20. Production at the mines at Pooley Hall and 
Birch Coppice was considerably expanded 
during the Great War. The village experienced 
considerable growth at that time with the 
development of municipal housing estates to the 
north of High Sweet (Nethersole Street and 
Coronation Avenue) and to the south at St 
Helena, Further growth followed the Second 
World War and by the 1970s the developed area 
extended northwards to the railway. 
Development has continued to the south of the 
village with the redevelopment of the St 
Leonards RoadIChaytor Road area in the 1960s 
and the brickworks at the former Polesworlh 
Basin in the 1980s. 

21. Development at Polesworth is typical of many 
late 18th Century mining communities such as 
Brierley Hill in the Black Country, Oakengates 
in Shropshire and Buckley in the North Wales 
Coal Field - a scattered pattern of cottages on 
large plots and no tightly defined nucleus. This 
loose, original pattern has teen followed by 
progressive in filling of vacant plots from the 
period of expansion of the coal industry which 
has continued to this day and has resulted in a 
homogenous mixture of buildings fmm nearly 
all decades of the last two centuries. 

Spaces 

22. There are no 'urban' spaces in Polesworth, nor is 
there a village green providing a focus for the 
village. In mediaeval times the focus of the 
village was undoubtedly the Abbey gateway in 
what is now High Street . A weekly market, 
granted to the nuns in 1242 together with an 
annual fair, was held here but was presumably 
never of such size to require a defined "market 
place" to become established. A market later 
came to be held in Market Sweet, south of the 
river, presumably in the area that has again 
become used for that purpose. 

23. It appears therefore that until the Hall Court area 
north of the river, was acquired by the Parish 
Council from the Chetwynd Estate at the turn of 
the Century, and later the Recreation Ground off 
Station Road, the only public areas were the 
water meadows on the south bank of the river 
adjoining Polesworth Bridge. The water 
meadows to the east of the bridge were 
substantially altered by opencast mining in the 
1950s. 



24. The village now has an extensive area of green 
and open space accessible to the public 
extending from Hall Court to the north of the 
river to Abbey Green Park to the south. This has 
become the most distinctive feahue of the 
village. 

Trees 

25. Trees are not a particularly prominent feature 
within the village except in the green spaces 
referred to above. Of particular note is the 
avenue of limes from the Abbey Gatehouse to 
the Abbey Church. None-the-less more distant 
views are dominated by trees to the extent that 
the Abbey Church tower is not a dominant 
feature when seen from the surrounding 
countryside. 

BUILDINGS 

Patlern 

26. With the exception of the late 19th Century 
terraces in Station Street, Market Street and 
Grendon Road, houses and conages are 
generallj; detached or semi-detached, albeit 
close together. 

Density 

27. Although the frontages to the principal streets 
(Bridge Street, High Street, Market Street) are 
quite closely built up, the back land is less so 
and the overall density of building within the 
Conservation Area is not great. The 
predominant types of building 8% purpose-built 
houses and cottages of all ages. Several 
buildings in Bridge Street date from the 18th 
Century, many apparently conversions of former 
agricultural buildings, some of which are now 
used for commercial purposes. In the principal 
streets High Street, Bridge Street and Market 
Street other building types occur - including 

chapels, public houses, shops, clubs, the fire 
station and offices. 

29. A particular characteristic of Polesworth is the 
homogenous mix of buildings of all ages 
referred to earlier. Buildings from all centuries 
since the 14th are represented. In this present 
century, examples of buildings from nearly 
every decade are evident. 

Style 

30. Prior to the 19th Century buildings were all built 
in the local vernacular style. 19th Century 
buildings onwards reflect a style to be found 
more widely throughout the Midlands as a result 
of the availability of mass produced materials 
distributed by canal and rail. Buildings of the 
20th Century conform more to a national style 
typical of each decade, a reflection on the wider 
availability of choice in building materials and 
mass production. 

Llsted Buildings and Ancient Monuments 

31. With the exception of the Fosters Yard Hotel in 
Market Street, all the Listed Buildings are to be 
found in the High Street and Bridge Street area 
of the village. Polesworth Bridge and remains of 
the Abbey in the Vicarage grounds are 
Scheduled Ancient Monuments. 

Materials and Techniques 

32. Before the 18th Century the majority of 
domestic buildings in Polesworth were timber- 
framed and several of these survive more or less 
intact. Remnants of timber frames survive in 
others. The Tithe Barn at Hall Court was 
extensively renovated in 1994. The Victorian 
brick infill panels have been replaced with 



modem lightweight materials, reflecting the 
original use of wattle and daub. 

33. In the 18th Century brick was the predominant 
material used. A multi-coloured red stock or 
common brick presumably from local brick 
works is widely evident. During the 19th 
Century a redder facing brick was frequently 
used on the front elevation with blue brick 
below damp proof course level. It would appear 
reasonable to assume that these bricks came 
mainly from the works beside Bulls Head 
~ r i d ~ e  and possibly from other simliar works in 
the neighbourhood, usually associated with coal 
workings. 

34. Although most of these earlier buildings would 
have been thatched only one survives, at 64 
High Street. Roofs in Polesworth are now 
almost exclusively plain tiled. There is little 
evidence of the use of slate. The tiles on the 
roofs of earlier buildings are generally dark 
brown in appearance. During the 19th Century a 
redder tile has been used possibly reflecting 
more up-to-date mechanised production 
techniques. It is likely that the majority were 
produced at the local brick and tile works, The 
20th Cetltury has seen a greater variety of tile 
used, in particular concrete plain and pantiles. 
A notable exception to the use of tiles is the new 
fire station which is clad in profiled coated steel 
sheets, dark grey in colour. 

35. There is negligible use of terracotta dressings. 
Reconstructed stone sills and lintels were 
frequently used at the turn of the century. 

Roofscape 

36. The roofscape of the village is predominantly 
conventional pitched roofs with gable ends, the 
ridges generally parallel to with the main 
Streets. Dormer windows are rarely found, a 
notable exception being the Fosters Yard Hotel. 
The examples at 24 to 30 Bridge Street are 
probably more recent additions introduced to 

create additional accommodation within the roof 
space. Most buildings have prominent chimney 
stacks and it is only in relatively recent times 
that the trend has teen to omit or remove these. 
7he central octagonal cupola on the Nethersole 
School is a prominent feature. The tower of the 
Abbey is a noticeable feature but is barely 
higher than the adjoining mature trees. 

SPECIAL FEATURES 

37. Although a key part of the infrastructure of 
Polesworlh, the bridge over the River Anker, 
built in 1776 and widened in 1924, is in practice 
oniy visible from Grendon Road and the 
adjoining Abbey Green Park. As noted earlier 
this structure is Listed and an Ancient 
Monument. 

38. The Abbey Church of St Editha and adjoining 
Vicarage arc a self-contained group of buildings 
and together with remains of the Abbey are a 
key part of the history of Polesworth. 

FLOORSCAPE 

39. There are no pans of the village where the 
surfacing of roadsi footways, etc, is 
contemporary with the older buildings. 

ACTIVITY 

40. There. are two commercial areas in Polesworlh 
linked by Polesworlh Bridge. The greater 
number of shops are in Bridge Street. These, 
together with the librarylhealth centre complex 
at Hall Court, provide the main focus of activity 
except on market days when the focus shifts 
over the bridge to the Grendon Road and Market 
Street area. 



VIEWS 

41. Views within, into and out of an area contribute 
to its character. The long view along Bridge 
Street to the south is closed by the view of the 
Dordon ridge on the skyline. Looking 
northwards along Bridge Street the view is 
closed in the middle distance by the corner of 
Nethersole School. Middle distance views 
along Grendon Road, Market Street and 
Tamworth Road are all closed by the humps of 
the respective bridges over the Coventry Canal. 
The relatively short views along High Street are 
closed to the west by the cottages at No 2 
Station Street and to the east by a narrow gap 
between the Spread Eagle Pub and No 28. 

42. The steeply rising ground to the south and cast 
is dominated by Pooley Hall. The hill provides 
a number of view points into the Conservation 
Area, in particular from The Lynch, The Gullet 
and Bassetts Bridge as well as a backcloth for 
the whole area in this direction. 

DISCORDANT FEATURES 

43. A particular characteristic of Polesworth is the 
mixture of ages and styles of buildings which, 
grouped together, display a considerable degree 
of harmony, Individually few have special 
merit. There are, however, some buildings and 
features which by reason of their design, scale 
and location are particularly discordant. 
Examples include: 

- The Co-op Store in High Street 

- The Polesworth Working Mens Club in 
High Street 

- The modem concrete footbridge over the 
River Anker. 

- The garage premises in Grendon Road. 

44. The presence of road vehicles, the space 
required for their movement and parking and 
signs and other street furniture required for their 
control have an all-pervading impact on the area. 

CONCLUSIONS 

45. Polesworth has a distinctive character which 
reflects the geography of its setting and its 
history, and this is unique to North 
Warwickshire. Whilst pressure for dramatic 
change, may not k experienced in the future 
there will certainly be continuing demand for 
infill development. Hitherto that has, for the 
most part, k e n  successfully absorbed into the 
charader of the village. However, traffic access 
requirements for more than a handful of houses 
can have an unfortunate effeci on the street 
scene. 

46. It is considered that the designation of a 
Conservation Area at Polesworth will provide a 
firmer and detailed basis for controlling 
development of all kinds within the village. 

PROPOSED BOUNDARY 

47. The boundary broadly embraces the west end of 
High Street, the whole of Bridge Street and 
Market Street and Grendon Road northwards 
from Bassetts Bridge. To the north the 
recreation ground is included together with the 
houses at the west end of Nethersole Street. The 
eastern boundary follows that of the churchyard 
and Abbey Green Park and the southern 
boundary follows the canal. It is anticipated that 
a further Conservation Area will be designated 
along the length of the Coventry Canal and this 
may extend to include parts of Potters Lane and 
The Gullet. To the west the boundary includes 
the east end of Tamworth Road and then follows 
the rear of properties in Bridge Street. 

PRESERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT 
PROPOSALS 

14th November 1595 



48. In deciding to designate a Conservation Area, a 
Local Planning Authority must formulate and 
publish proposals for its preservation and 
enhancement. 

49. The Borough Council intends that the primary 
means of protecting and enhancing the 
Polesworth Conservation Area is the 
implementation and application of Policy 
ENVI4 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 
(Appendix A) 

SO. The Borough Council, in partnership with 
Polesworth Parish Council and Warwickshire 
County Council with grant aid from the 
European Commission has (in 1994) carried out 
a package of measures at Hall Court including: 

- Restoration and conversion of the 
mediaeval Tithe Barn to a 
'Community Enterprise Centre' with a 
meeting room and computer room. 

- Repairs to the Dovecote 

- Construction of eight workspace units 

- Extensions to the County Library 

Location and capping of a disused 
mine shaft 

External improvements and 
environmental works 

51. it is unlikely. in the foreseeable future, that the 
Borough Council will be able to make further 
capital expenditure available for enhancements 
in Polesworth. 

52. In the short term it is unrealistic to expect that 
signit~cant improvements to discordant features 
can be achieved. Some can only be realised as a 
result of sympathetic redevelopment. Others, 
however, only require quite modest action such 
as the replacement of shop fronts, fascias and 
signs, the undergrounding of overhead power 
and telephone lines, tree planting and repaving 
of both private forecourts and public footways. 

53. The problem of providing safe vehicular access 
for visitors and to new housing development 
may be helped by the introduction of traffic 
calming measures, and this could have wider 
environmental benefits within the village. 
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Photo C - View from the Southern boundary looking West.
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Figure 2

Site photographs A-C

Land at Tamworth Road,
Tamworth

Photo A - View from the boundary with North Warwickshire Recreation Ground looking North East.

Photo B - View from the boundary with North Warwickshire Recreation Ground looking South.

Tree planting on the M42 
embankments

Houses located to the North of the 
site on Tamworth Road (spur road)

Housing in 
Birchmoor

Southern boundary of 
the site

Relay Park Industrial 
Estate

Housing in Stoneydelph

Boundary with 
Green Lane footpath

Boundary with North Warwickshire 
Recreation Ground

Housing located on Broadlee and 
Bellingham

Northern part of the site

Spoil heap near 
junction 10 of the M42

Housing located on 
Green Lane

Southern boundary of the site



Canada House, 3 Chepstow Street, Manchester M1 5FW

Key:

Scale: NTS @ A3

Drwg No: 634C 03 Date: 09.02.18
Drawn by: EM Checker: NJ

Appeal Site

Meaningful Gap Area 7 boundary

River

M42

Urban edge
• Polesworth boundary based on NWBC 

Local Plan Proposals Map
• Tamworth boundary based on 

Urban Character Areas presented 
within Tamworth Historic Character 
Assessment (Staffordshire County 
Council, April 2011)

Conservation Areas within Historical 
Centre of Tamworth

Polesworth Conservation Area

Tamworth Historic Character Assessment: 
Historic Urban Character Area 29

0161 228 7721  mail@randallthorp.co.uk  www.randallthorp.co.uk

QM Status: Checked

North

Rev by: N/A Rev checker: N/A
Product Status:
Issue

Figure 3
Settlement Identities of Tamworth and 
Polesworth/Dordon

Land at Tamworth Road,
Tamworth

 

      R i v e r  A n k e r

 

R i v e r  Ta m e

R
iv

e r  T
a m

e



Canada House, 3 Chepstow Street, Manchester M1 5FW

Key:

0161 228 7721  mail@randallthorp.co.uk  www.randallthorp.co.uk

North Scale: 1:10,000 @ A3

Drwg No: 634C 04 Date: 09.02.18
Drawn by: EM Checker: NJ

QM Status: Checked
Rev by: N/A Rev checker: N/A

Product Status:
Issue

Figure 4
Quantitative Assessment  
of the Meaningful Gap

Land at Tamworth Road,
Tamworth

Appeal Site

Polesworth

Birchmoor

M
42

Tamworth

Meaningful Gap boundary

Distance between settlements

519m

Xm

807m

Scale 1:10,000

0m 100 200 300 400 500m 1000m



Travelling eastwards along B5000 
towards Polesworth

VP1.1 - B5000 approach to Chiltern Road (east junction).             (Google Streetview)

VP1.3 - B5000 adjacent to junction with Tamworth Road (spur).

VP1.2 - B5000 adjacent to North Warwickshire Recreation Ground / Chiltern Road.

Canada House, 3 Chepstow Street, Manchester M1 5FW
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Meaningful Gap 
Qualitative Assessment:
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Travelling westwards along B5000 
towards Tamworth

VP2.1 - B5000 adjacent to Hermitage Close.              (Google Streetview)

VP2.3 - B5000 at bridge across M42

VP2.2 - B5000 adjacent to Hermitage Lane.                          (Google Streetview)
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Travelling westwards away from 
Polesworth on Birchmoor Road

Photograph location plan

VP3.2 - Birchmoor Road, approach to Birchmoor.

VP3.1 - Birchmoor Road at edge of Polesworth.
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Travelling northwards along  
Hermitage Lane

Photograph location plan

VP4.2 - Hermitage Lane at junction with Dark Lane.

VP4.1 - Hermitage Lane near to Birchmoor.
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Travelling northwards along  
Green Lane

Photograph location plan

VP5.2 - Green Lane north of Birchmoor.

VP5.1 - Green Lane at Birchmoor.
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Travelling westwards along Green Lane 
in the vicinity of Birchmoor

Photograph location plan

VP6.2 - Green Lane at bridge across M42.

VP6.1 - Green Lane at Birchmoor.                           (Google Streetview)
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Travelling northwards on M42

Photograph location plan

VP7.1 - Representative view from Green Lane at bridge across M42.
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0. Qualifications and experience 

I am Nicola Jacob, Partner of Randall Thorp, a landscape practice established in 1986 which 

specialises in masterplanning, strategic landscape projects, design of natural landscapes, 

landscape assessment and urban design. I have a BA (Hons) degree in Town Planning from 

the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, and a Masters in Landscape Architecture (MLA) from 

the University of Newcastle upon Tyne. I am a chartered member of the Landscape Institute 

(CMLI). 

I qualified as a graduate landscape architect in 2005 and became a professional member of 

the Landscape Institute in 2009. I have worked at Randall Thorp since 2005 and became 

Partner in 2015. 

In my career to date, I have worked on a range of schemes, both large and small scale, often 

associated with new housing and mixed use development. I specialise in the planning stages 

of schemes, the preparation of landscape masterplans for developments, and in the 

provision of environmental assessment services, and I have experience as an expert witness. I 

am supported in my work by a professional team of landscape architects. 

I have personally been engaged on this project from the outset. I have visited site and the 

surrounding area, and have closely supervised the preparation of Randall Thorp products 

which were submitted as part of the outline planning application. I have now been engaged 

to advise on the landscape issues arising from the appeal proposals and have personally 

undertaken the research which underpins this evidence. 

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal in this statement and its 

appendices is true, and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of 

my professional institution. I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and 

professional opinions. 
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1. Introduction and scope of evidence 

 Randall Thorp was initially appointed by Taylor Wimpey in February 2017 to provide 

landscape and visual impact advice, and a landscape‐led Illustrative Masterplan which would 

form part of a Site promotion document. This was submitted to North Warwickshire Borough 

Council as part of the consultation relating to the new Draft Local Plan 2016. 

 Subsequently, in July 2017, Randall Thorp was appointed to provide masterplanning services 

and a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) to accompany an outline planning 

application for the Site. The planning application PAP/2017/0602 was submitted in 

November 2017. The planning application description of development is: 

 Outline ‐ residential development up to 150 dwellings, open space, landscaping, drainage 

features and associated infrastructure.  Detailed approval is sought for principal means 

of access, with all other matters reserved. 

 No decision was made by the Council at the end of the 13 week decision period and 

therefore Taylor Wimpey are appealing against non‐determination. We are without the 

benefit of detailed comments from the Council in terms of objections or reasons for refusal, 

however correspondence with the Council has indicated that one of the potential objections 

is likely to relate to the following Policy within the North Warwickshire Borugh Council 

(NWBC) Adopted Core Strategy (2014):  

 Policy NW19 – Polesworth and Dordon 

 This report presents evidence in respect of how the proposal relates to the above policy. 

 This evidence is structured in the following way:‐ 

 Section 2 explores the landscape planning policy context of the appeal, focusing on 

policy referred to above, including evidence documents published by the North 

Warwickshire Borough Council; 

 Section 3 describes the appeal Site and its context, with reference to the submitted LVIA 

and other material produced as part of the outline planning application, and describes 

the scheme parameters; 

 Section 4 considers the objectives of Policy NW19 and assesses the potential effects of 

the scheme against these; 

 Section 5 considers potential cumulative effects of the scheme in relation to effects 

upon the Meaningful Gap, landscape character and views. 

 Section 6 draws conclusions and summarises the findings of this evidence. 
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2. Landscape planning policy context of the appeal 

Introduction 

 I consider below are the national and local planning policies related to the subject of 

landscape and visual effects: 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012)  

 The NPPF confirms at paragraph 6 the purpose of the planning system to contribute to 

sustainable development, with paragraphs 18 to 219 of the NPPF as a whole reflecting the 

Government’s view of what this term means for planning purposes. 

 The NPPF sets out at paragraph 7 that sustainable development is formed of three 

dimensions (social, environmental and economic). Paragraph 8 goes on to clarify that these 

should not be treated in isolation, that they are mutually dependent. 

 Three key areas of the NPPF are of key relevance to this evidence: 

 Paragraph 17: sets out 12 core planning principles, one of which (bullet 5) is the requirement 

to “take account of the different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality 

of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside, and supporting thriving rural communities within it”.  

 NPPF section 11: “Conserving and enhancing the natural environment” states at paragraph 

109 that “the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: protecting and enhancing valued landscapes” (bullet 1). The NPPF goes on to 

provide further detail to this point at paragraph 115 which states: “Great weight should be 

given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to 

landscape and scenic beauty”. The baseline sensitivity and value of the landscape context of 

the site is discussed at Section 3 of this report. 

 In relation to plan‐making, paragraph 156 requires Local Planning Authorities to set out 

strategic policies to deliver: “conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic 

environment, including landscape” (bullet 5). As an adjunct to this, it is relevant to note 

paragraph 157 which states: “Crucially, Local Plans should (amongst other things): identify 

land where development would be inappropriate, for instance because of its environmental or 

historic significance”. The Council has not identified any specific environmental or historic 

significance in relation to the site, and no evidence of any environmental or historic 

significance has been found during the preparation of the outline planning application. 

Paragraph 158 sets out that the Local Plan should be based on “adequate, up‐to‐date and 

relevant evidence about the… environmental characteristics and prospects of the area”. 

 Overall, except in areas which are specifically protected for their landscape or other 
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environmental qualities, the requirement of NPPF is to seek to promote sustainable 

development and to integrate development successfully into its surroundings. There is no 

requirement in the NPPF to restrict development unnecessarily. 

 There is no clear requirement within the NPPF to protect and enhance countryside, instead 

the requirement is to recognise its intrinsic character and beauty when fitting development 

into this context. Similarly the NPPF seeks to promote character in townscape and landscape 

and the successful integration of development into its context. 

North Warwickshire Borough Council Adopted Core Strategy (2014) 

 The North Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) Core Strategy was adopted in 2014. The 

following policy relates to the principle of a Meaningful Gap between Polesworth and Dordon 

and Tamworth. It is the application compliance with this policy which will be considered fully 

within this evidence. 

NW19 – Polesworth & Dordon 

 The policy states: 

“The Broad location of growth will be to the south and east of the settlements subject to 

there being no unacceptable environmental impacts from surface mining and that viable 

and practicable coal reserves are safeguarded.  

Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate 

identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a Meaningful Gap 

between them.” 

 The written justification of this policy explains at 7.85 that Polesworth “has a close 

geographical relationship with Tamworth”, and at 7.86 that “this physical closeness means 

that there is a strong desire locally to protect the area to the west of the town from further 

development, in order to maintain its individual identity and prevent the coalescence of 

Polesworth with Tamworth”.  

 It is emphasised at 7.87 that “the gap between the built up boundary of Tamworth and the 

rural areas up to Polesworth and Dordon in North Warwickshire, are extremely important 

locally and to the Borough as a whole”. 

 At 7.90 the policy justification identifies that a major challenge is to ensure that any 

development growth in Polesworth and Dordon, among other things, protects “the separate 

identity of the two distinct communities”. 

 In summary, to conform with Policy NW19, any new development to the west of Polesworth 

and Dordon must: 

 respect the separate identity of the settlements of Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon; 

 and, maintain a Meaningful Gap between Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon. 
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Adopted Meaningful Gap Assessment (MGA) (2015) 

 A Meaningful Gap Assessment was “adopted” by the Council on 10 August 2015 on the basis 

that the MGA will be used as a material consideration when applying adopted Core Strategy 

Policy NW19, for the purposes of determining planning applications within that area. 

 Within the MGA the appeal Site forms part of a larger area of land referred to within the 

assessment as Area 7. The appeal Site is located at the northern extent of Area 7, which 

comprises a swathe of land located to the immediate east of Tamworth, extending eastwards 

as far as the M42, and southwards as far as Wilnecote services near junction 10 of the M42.  

 The MGA assesses each Area, including Area 7, against the following categories:  

 landscape,  

 heritage,  

 infrastructure,  

 properties,  

 environmental constraints,  

 geographical proximity/narrowness of gap.  

 Areas are scored against each category using a traffic light system which results in a red, 

amber or green score. In the adopted MGA Area 7 scores three ‘green’ lights, two ‘amber’ 

lights, and one ‘red’ light. The ‘red’ light relates to geographical proximity/narrowness of gap. 

One ‘amber’ light relates to infrastructure based upon the proposed future HS2 route, 

however this only affects the southern part of area 7 and does not affect the appeal Site. The 

final ‘amber’ light relates to the good quality agricultural land which occurs within area 7. 

 No methodology is provided within the MGA to explain how the traffic light scoring system is 

translated into a final recommendation of whether or not an area should be included within 

the Meaningful Gap. 

 On the basis of the traffic light scores Area 7 is, in its entirety, recommended to be included 

‘as part of the “Meaningful Gap” in view of its importance as a strategic gap’.  

 The MGA analysis in relation to geographical proximity/narrowness of gap sets out that Area 

7 ‘forms a significant gap between Tamworth and the M42 that has already been partially 

impacted along its northern boundary’. While this is an accurate description, it is important 

to note that it is not an objective of Policy NW19 to maintain a Meaningful Gap between 

Tamworth and the M42.  

 Prior to its adoption, a draft version of the MGA was initially presented to the Local 

Development Framework Sub‐Committee on 21st January 2015 (Appeal Document E7). The 

crucial difference between the draft MGA and the adopted MGA is that the draft MGA did 

not include ‘geographical proximity/narrowness of gap’ as an assessment category. Aside 

from this, the assessment in all other categories for Area 7 is identical, almost word for word, 

in the both draft and final MGA. A key point to note is that in the absence of the ‘red’ traffic 
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light against geographical proximity, the draft MGA concluded in relation to Area 7, which 

includes the appeal Site: ‘do not include as part of the Meaningful Gap’. 

 At a recent appeal between St Modwen Developments Ltd and North Warwickshire Borough 

Council (Appeal ref: APP/R3705/W/15/3136495) relating to proposed development with the 

Meaningful Gap, evidence was presented by the appellant, drawing upon the guidance from 

The Planning Advisory Service document ‘Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green 

Belt’ (Appendix 1) which makes it clear that a ‘scale rule’ approach to maintaining separation 

between settlements should be avoided, and the character of a place, and the land in 

between needs to be taken into account. This approach was accepted by the Inspector at 

paragraph 25 of the Appeal Decision (Appeal Document G4). The St Modwen appeal is the 

most relevant, up to date, independent assessment of the scope and purposes of the Core 

Strategy Policy and the physical characteristics of this Meaningful Gap designation. 

 On the basis of the Inspector’s conclusions it is clear that the assessment of ‘geographical 

proximity/narrowness of gap’ within the MGA should not be given significant weight in 

considering which land should be recommended for inclusion within the Meaningful Gap. 

While distance has some relevance, I consider it to be more relevant to consider the extent 

to which this distance is integral to a particular part of the Gap, and whether the distance 

effects the settlement identities in a particular location. 

 The St Modwen appeal also included a detailed critique of the MGA (Appendix 2), stating that 

the process which led to its formulation was fundamentally flawed, using a crude scoring 

process that is not based upon the policy objectives of NW19. The Inspector concluded at 

paragraph 26 that the MGA provides ‘no indication of how the scores have been reached in a 

transparent and consistent manner’ and ‘the MGA also relies on the ‘geographic 

proximity/narrowness of gap’ in each sub‐area without any detailed qualitative assessment of 

how the character of the area would change, or how it would be perceived from any locally 

important viewpoints’.  

 The St Modwen Appeal Decision states at paragraph 22; “although the MGA has been subject 

to consultation and is a material consideration used to support the emerging Local Plan, the 

starting point is the adopted Core Strategy”. On the basis of this, in conjunction with the 

flawed approach of the MGA as explained above, it is considered that the evidence 

document should be given limited weight. 

Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt 
Alterations (January 2018) 

 The report ‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt 

Alterations’ (AVMG) was published in late January 2018 (Appeal Document E9). The report 

has been produced by Land Use Consultants (LUC), and intends to provide an ‘independent 

assessment of the land between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth… to determine 

whether each parcel fulfils the objectives of the Meaningful Gap designation, and whether 

they have the potential to serve the purposes of Green Belt, as defined in the NPPF’.  

 The AVMG supersedes the Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) and will form part of the 
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evidence base for the emerging new Local Plan. 

 The appellant has undertaken a full review of the AVMG and has provided a critique of the 

methodology and findings of the AVMG in a separate report which has been submitted to 

NWBC (Appeal Document H3).  

 In summary, the critique concludes that the AVMG has misinterpreted the objectives of 

Policy NW19 and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land parcels contribute to 

the Meaningful Gap are inaccurate. 

 The AVMG appropriately identifies the difference between Meaningful Gap policy and Green 

Belt policy.  

 The AVMG considers that an appropriate method to assess a land parcel’s contribution to 

Meaningful Gap is to assess it against criteria 2 of Green Belt purposes ‐ to prevent 

neighbouring towns merging into one another. 

 In assessing parcels against criterion 2 the AVMG fails to acknowledge both planning 

guidance and a recent St Modwen appeal decision which has established that a ‘scale rule’ 

approach to maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided. The AVMG 

methodology therefore attributes inappropriate weight to physical proximity which results in 

parcel 7, which includes the Site, being overvalued as part of the Meaningful Gap. 

 Further to this, the AVMG misinterprets the objectives of Policy NW19 and, as part of a 

qualitative assessment of perceived separation, overvalues the perception of separation 

between Tamworth and the small settlement of Birchmoor which is located within the 

Meaningful Gap. This is not an objective of Policy NW19. 

 The AVMG fails to consider the existing character of each key settlement addressed by Policy 

NW19 (Tamworth, Polesworth/Dordon), and therefore no consideration is given to whether 

there would be an effect on the character of these settlements as a result of development of 

any land parcel. This is an objective of Policy NW19 and should be given some weight in 

considering whether land should be included in the Meaningful Gap. 

 The critique of the AVMG concludes that due to the high level strategic approach of the 

assessment, it cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a land parcel are 

unsuitable for development based on the assessment methodology used. The AVMG should 

therefore not carry weight above a detailed qualitative assessment of effects on sub‐areas of 

the defined parcels, which is based upon known proposed development parameters. 

 Significantly, LUC have concluded that it would not be justifiable to designate the land as 

Green Belt. One implication of this is that, unlike Green Belt, Meaningful Gap is not a 

designation that rules out development as a matter of principle. 
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Planning Context 

EIA Screening Opinion 

 A Screening Opinion response (Appeal Document C2) issued by NWBC on 24th November 

2017 concluded that an Environmental Impact Assessment would not be required to 

accompany the outline planning application for the appeal Site.  

 The response letter was written by Jeff Brown, Head of Planning Control – the case officer for 

the planning application. In relation to landscape and visual considerations, the letter notes 

the following points: 

 “I am aware that there are no national, regional or local designations affecting the Site 

in respect of heritage, nature conservation or landscape assets”; 

 “whilst on the edge of an urban area, the density of existing development is not 

significantly unusual” 

 “I consider that landscape impacts would be confined to the immediate area in the 

vicinity of the Site and thus the landscape character of the wider geographic area is 

unlikely to be materially modified. It would remain as fragmented and variable with 

heavily urbanising influences – even more so when HS2 is completed.” 

 This confirms that the Case Officer considers that the appeal Site has limited landscape value, 

is not particularly sensitive to change, and that the proposed development would be of 

limited significance in the landscape. 

Conclusion 

 The NPPF promotes development which takes account of the character of different areas, 

recognises the character and beauty of the countryside, and contributes to conserving and 

enhancing the natural environment. It attributes great weight to landscapes of national 

status, and emphasises that ‘valued’ landscapes should be protected and enhanced.  

 NWBC’s adopted Core Strategy Policy NW19 requires any development to the west of 

Polesworth & Dordon to respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and 

Tamworth and maintain a ‘Meaningful Gap’ between them. 

 NWBC’s Meaningful Gap Assessment was adopted as part of its evidence base by the Council 

on 10 August 2015, but this is not a Policy and therefore can only be given limited weight. 

Further to this I consider the assessment to be flawed in its methodology and approach. An 

Inspector has accepted that relying solely on a ‘scale‐rule’ approach to maintaining 

separation between settlements should be avoided. While distance has some relevance, I 

consider it to be more relevant to consider the extent to which this distance is integral to a 

particular part of the Gap, and whether the distance effects the settlement identities in a 

particular location. A draft version of MGA, which did not consider geographical 

proximity/narrowness of gap, concluded that Area 7 (including the appeal Site) should not be 

included as part of the Meaningful Gap. 



Land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth    Landscape statement 
 

  13   

 NWBC have recently (January 2018) published a new Meaningful Gap Assessment (AVMG) 

which has been independently produced by Land Use Consultants. This document will form 

part of the evidence base for the emerging new Local Plan. While the AVMG report takes a 

more thorough and transparent approach to assessing the Meaningful Gap than the 2015 

report, I consider that the methodology followed is flawed and the report has misinterpreted 

the objectives of Policy NW19, and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land 

parcels contribute to the Meaningful Gap are inaccurate. 

 Due to the high level strategic approach of the AVMG, it cannot conclude with absolute 

certainty that all parts of a land parcel are unsuitable for development, based on the 

assessment methodology used. The AVMG should therefore not carry weight above a 

detailed qualitative assessment of effects on sub‐areas of the defined parcels, which is based 

upon known proposed development parameters. 

 Significantly, LUC have concluded that it would not be justifiable to designate the land as 

Green Belt. One implication of this is that, unlike Green Belt, Meaningful Gap is not a 

designation that rules out development as a matter of principle. 

 A key consideration relating to proposed development upon the appeal Site is the potential 

effect on the separate identities of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon, and the gap between 

these settlements. On this basis consideration of the appeal scheme’s effect on the 

perception of these separate identities, and the maintenance of a ‘Meaningful Gap’ is 

therefore the focus of my evidence, and is addressed at Section 4. 
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3. Appeal Site, context and scheme description 

Appeal Site and context 

 Figure 1 shows the Site in its context and Figure 2 presents photographs of the Site which 

illustrate its character.  

 The Site lies at the western extent of the administrative area of NWBC, and directly adjacent 

to the eastern boundary of Tamworth Borough Council administrative boundary.   

Site location and boundaries 

 The Site comprises a single field currently used for arable crops. It is located off a spur‐road 

immediately to the south of the B5000 (Tamworth Road) and to the west of the M42 

motorway. B5000 (Tamworth Road) is a heavily trafficked main road that crosses the M42 

linking Tamworth to the neighbouring villages of Polesworth and Dordon.   

 The Site is broadly contained by existing development along the northern and western 

boundaries. To the north is the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground sports facility with 

associated clubhouse and car park. To the north east, a row of existing housing is located 

along the Tamworth Road (spur) fronting towards the Site. The spur road also provides 

access to the Recreation Ground. The northern Site boundary to Tamworth Road (spur) is 

open, defined by an unmaintained grass strip, featuring some scrub vegetation and 

occasional small trees. The Site boundary to the adjacent recreation ground features scrub 

vegetation on an embankment. There is a boundary fence around the recreation ground at a 

higher level than the Site.  

 The western boundary of the Site is formed by a well‐established hedgerow with trees. A 

pedestrian and cycle route runs outside the Site alongside its western boundary along Green 

Lane, a partly pedestrianised route. The route is enclosed by vegetation and is bordered to 

the west by rear gardens of the residential housing in the Stoneydelph area of Tamworth. 

This housing is visible from the site. 

 To the east of the Site is the M42 motorway, set within cutting where it passes the Site in 

order to pass under B5000 (Tamworth Road). The cut slopes are well vegetated. The 

vegetation provides a visual barrier, restricting views into the Site from the motorway. 

 A degraded field hedgerow with a small number of trees forms the southern boundary of the 

Site, beyond which an area of open agricultural land extends as far south as a small area of 

housing which is located off Green Lane. Although this housing is located immediately 

adjacent to the developed edge of Tamworth, I consider it to form part of Birchmoor, a 

village settlement which largely sits to the east of the M42. Further south is the Relay Park 

Industrial Estate at Junction 10 of the M42 with the A5.   

 Beyond B5000 (Tamworth Road) and the M42, to the north and east of the Site, extensive 
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land is primarily in agricultural use, however some land to the north of B5000 (Tamworth 

Road) is committed for residential development and further land is currently subject of a 

planning application for housing. The potential cumulative effects of developments are 

considered at Section 5 of this evidence. 

Landform and drainage 

 The topography of the Site is gently sloping from the highest areas in the north, adjacent to 

Tamworth Road (spur). This highest land is at an elevation of approximately 105m AOD, while 

the lowest area at the south western corner of the Site lies at less than 100m AOD. In the 

immediate context, the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground plateaus at a slightly higher 

level than the Site at just above 105m AOD. 

 The M42 is in a cutting adjacent to the Site with the B5000 (Tamworth Road) crossing on a 

bridge. The B5000 follows a localised ridgeline with the land to the north sloping away from 

the road, and land to the south, including the appeal Site, sloping away to the south.  

 There is a shallow ditch running along the southern boundary of the Site but otherwise there 

are no watercourses or ponds located within it.  

Existing vegetation 

 Existing vegetation is restricted to the periphery of the Site. An arboricultural survey of the 

Site was prepared by Barton Hyett Associate in October 2017. This document was submitted 

with the outline planning application (Appeal Document A14).  

 The northern boundary with the Tamworth Road (spur) features some groups of silver birch, 

cherry and oak trees. The arboricultural survey classifies the trees located along the northern 

boundary as largely category C (minor value) but there are two category B (moderate value) 

oak trees and a category B (moderate value) ash tree. 

 The Site boundary interface with the Recreation Ground is comprised of a small embankment 

which is fenced, with some unmanaged sections of mainly hawthorn hedgerow, woody 

vegetation and groups of birch and willow trees. 

 There are a number of isolated goat willow and oak trees located along the southern 

boundary which the Arboricultural survey classifies as category C (minor value). 

 The unmanaged native hedgerow along the western boundary is well established and 

includes hawthorn, blackthorn, holly and hazel. The group is approximately 7m tall and is 

classified as category B (moderate value) within the arboricultural survey. 

Public access 

 A Public Right of Way (PRoW AE17) connects Tamworth Road (B5000), near to the crossing 

over the M42, to Green Lane via the Site. The apparent walked route slightly differs from the 

definitive map, broadly following the alignment of the eastern and southern boundaries. The 

route shown on OS mapping, considered to be the definitive route, impractically crosses the 
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southern field boundary to enter the field to the south, close to the south eastern corner of 

the Site, before re‐entering the Site after a length of approximately 60m. 

 Upon emerging from the Site at its south western corner, the PRoW crosses the footpath and 

cycleway on Green Lane, and continues westwards passing through the adjacent housing at 

Stoneydelph.  

Landscape value 

 The appeal Site and its wider context are identified within the submitted Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) as being typically low value (Appeal Document A8).  

 NWBC commissioned an independent review of the submitted LVIA, which was completed by 

Land Use Consultants in February 2018 (Appeal Document F1). The review makes some 

criticism of aspects of the LVIA, although it does also state that ‘the LVIA is generally clearly 

set out and the method is in accordance with current guidance’. The appellant has produced a 

freestanding report to rebut the criticisms made in relation to the LVIA. This can be found at 

(Appeal Document H2). I consider that the LUC report does not present any valid criticism of 

the submitted LVIA and maintain that the conclusions of the LVIA are accurate. 

 The LVIA established that there is nothing about the landscape of the Site or its setting which 

could be considered to be out of the ordinary.  

 The Meaningful Gap designation which applies to the Site and its wider context is a spatial 

planning policy which is intended to maintain separation between settlements, and protect 

their individual identities, not a landscape policy which identifies a high quality landscape. 

 Paragraph 113 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should set criteria based 

policies against which proposals affecting protected landscape areas can be judged, and that 

distinction should be made between the hierarchy of international, national and locally 

designated sites. The Site has no landscape designation.    

 The lack of any landscape designation for the appeal Site does not necessarily lead to the 

landscape having a ‘low’ value, however Chapter 5 of the LVIA assesses the landscape value 

in GLVIA terms using Box 5.1 and concludes at paragraph 5.2 that ‘the landscape within the 

Site and the study area are considered to be of low value’.  

 I do not consider the appeal Site to be a ‘valued landscape’ as set out in paragraph 109 of the 

NPPF. As set out in the LVIA, the Site does not have demonstrable physical attributes; its 

character is directly shaped by a lack of site‐specific physical attributes. In accordance with 

case law, namely the Stroud decision (2015, EWHC 488), the landscape cannot be considered 

to be ‘valued’ in NPPF terms, and paragraph 109 is not engaged. 

 Furthermore in October 2016, in Forest of Dean District Council v SoS and Gladman, the 

judgement agreed with the approach taken by Ouseley J in respect of the definition of 

‘valued landscape’ (meaning that it exhibits something that takes it out of the ordinary), and 

in the use of Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessments criteria for 
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determining landscape value.   

 Putting aside any minor criticisms relating to the methodology of the LVIA, the review 

undertaken by LUC accepts at para 2.10 that ‘overall though it is agreed that the landscape is 

not of particularly high value in the sense meant in GLVIA3’. 

Landscape sensitivity 

 In relation to its susceptibility to change in the baseline, the LVIA concludes that existing 

views of this fragmented, ‘urban fringe’ landscape generally incorporate existing residential 

development at the settlement edge. There would therefore be no significant change to the 

character of views as a result of residential development. It is therefore considered that the 

susceptibility of the landscape to change is low.  

 The LUC review of the LVIA states at para 2.11 that the LVIA’s assessment of landscape 

susceptibility as ‘low’ is ‘a bit simplistic and ignores the fact that this is a greenfield site that 

will be substantially changed through development’. I dispute this point. It is important to 

clarify that landscape susceptibility considers the ability of the landscape study area to 

accommodate the proposed development – not only the susceptibility of the site itself. It is 

established in the LVIA that the landscape study area includes both landscaped areas and 

visible existing settlement, and therefore it is reasonable to consider that the landscape 

study area would be able to accommodate residential development without resulting in any 

significant change to the character of views. On this basis the landscape study area has a low 

susceptibility to change. 

 As explained within the submitted LVIA, taking into account the low value of the landscape 

and the low susceptibility to change I consider that the landscape of the Site and the wider 

area is of low sensitivity.  

Appeal scheme 

 The appeal scheme proposes a development of up to 150 dwellings and open space with 

vehicular access from Tamworth Road (spur) and associated infrastructure. The proposals for 

this appeal remain the same as those presented within the submitted outline planning 

application. 

 The fundamental principles of the proposals are set out on the scheme Parameter Plan 634B‐

12 (Appeal Document A3) and described below. The Parameter Plan was submitted as part of 

the outline planning application with the intention of defining the key design parameters that 

must be adhered to in any future Reserved Matters Applications. 

Principles of the Parameters Plan 

 The proposed development area indicated on the Parameter Plan will provide up to 150 

dwellings, the majority of which will be 2 storeys with no more than 25% of dwellings at a 

maximum height of 2.5 storeys.  

 The Site is currently accessed from a spur road that follows the northern boundary of the site 
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and links to B5000 (Tamworth Road). A safe and viable highway access into the Site can be 

taken from the spur road. The proposed development and landscaped frontage at the 

northern boundary of the Site will provide an appropriate and attractive interface to the 

existing properties on the Tamworth Road (spur).  

 Existing vegetation identified in the arboricultural survey as Category B or above along the 

Site boundaries will be retained and enhanced to assist in embedding the development into 

the wider landscape. Vegetation along the western boundary of the Site to Green Lane will 

be retained and protected as this provides a visual screen to the Site from this locally walked 

route.  

 A network of public open space will wrap around the perimeters of the Site which will retain 

the amenity and connectivity of the existing Public Right of Way / cycle network, amenity of 

existing residents who overlook the Site, and will ensure existing valued landscape features 

are retained and enhanced. The greenspace will be suitable for informal recreation, in 

addition to providing ecological habitats and potential areas for surface water attenuation as 

part of a sustainable drainage strategy. 

 The definitive route of the PRoW through the site does not reflect the actual walked route on 

the ground, however the definitive route will remain undeveloped, while the walked route 

will be retained and enhanced within the greenspace network at the perimeter of the Site. 

New tree and hedgerow planting will be provided at the interface between the proposed 

development area and the public open space to provide a degree of separation, while still 

allowing positive frontage and therefore natural surveillance over the space. The planting will 

also assist in filtering any views to the development where they occur from the wider 

landscape. 

 At the western edge of the Site a new pedestrian connection will link the proposed 

development area to the existing footpath route which provides access to facilities within 

Stoneydelph. A Locally Equipped Area for Play will also be provided in this location, accessible 

to both new and existing residents from the local area. 

Illustrative Masterplan 

 An Illustrative Masterplan has been included within the Design and Access Statement (Appeal 

Document A7) to demonstrate one potential design solution which is in accordance with the 

scheme Parameter Plan. The Illustrative Masterplan demonstrates that with good design a 

high quality residential development can be achieved. The key principles of the Illustrative 

Masterplan are set out below:  

 The indicative road network is aligned to provide development blocks capable of having 

buildings fronting each edge to create active, lively streetscapes with a strong defensible 

inner core and semi‐private frontages that together enhance the security of the scheme as a 

whole. 

  The Illustrative Masterplan is laid out with all areas of public open space overlooked by 

building frontages; demonstrating that these spaces would benefit from natural surveillance, 
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enhancing the feeling of safety for users, and thereby increasing the use of these spaces. 

Development along the eastern edge would include linked units with uprated glazing and 

ventilation to the facades, in order to reduce any noise pollution from the motorway to 

acceptable levels. 

 The Illustrative Masterplan indicates a primary road with grassed verges and occasional trees 

to extend a ‘green’ route into the Site leading through a series of focal squares adding 

interest to the street scene. The proposed primary road would create a sustainable 

pedestrian friendly linkage through the development to the local shops, amenities and bus 

stops.  

 Extending from the primary road, a network of secondary roads are indicated which could 

compromise shared surfaced streets and private drives. The secondary routes have been 

aligned to create vistas south through the development allowing glimpsed views to the 

adjacent open farmland immediately to the south of the Site. 

 The Illustrative Masterplan demonstrates that ‘nodes’ could be created at key points along 

movement network within the development. These spaces aid orientation and navigation 

through the development. Nodes can be emphasised in the following ways: highlight key 

route intersections; widening of spaces along the key routes; placement of focal spaces or 

buildings at the end of view lines; use of materials, built form and height. Focal points 

throughout the development are indicated on the plan to terminate key view lines and mark 

a sequence of spaces within the scheme to delineate the route to local shops. 

Summary of identified landscape and visual effects  

 A detailed assessment of the landscape and visual effects of the proposed development is 

included in the LVIA (Appeal Document A8). Some criticism has been made in relation to the 

LVIA by NWBC in the form of a report produced by Land Use Consultants. A separate 

response has been prepared by the appellant in relation to this which disputes the criticisms 

(Appeal Document H2). 

 The LVIA concludes at paragraph 9.1 that ‘the effects on landscape features or landscape 

character as a result of the Proposed Development are not significant, with a beneficial effect 

on landscape features’. It is noted that any potential effects ‘would be confined to the Site 

itself and the immediate local area’. 

 In relation to visual effects, the LVIA concludes at paragraph 9.2, ‘the visual envelope is 

generally limited as the Site is well enclosed. Where views ae experienced they generally 

occur in the context of existing housing’.  

 Views from PROW AE17, which passes through the Site, and housing on Tamworth Road spur 

road are most affected, with development resulting in a moderate adverse effect. This is 

largely due to the close proximity to development and a resulting reduction in openness of 

view on one side of the route. 

 Visual effects on motorists using the motorway or local roads, including B5000 (Tamworth 
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Road), which is a key movement route through the Meaningful Gap, are assessed to be 

negligible. 

 Effects on views from Green Lane, which passes along the eastern edge of Tamworth at the 

western edge of the Meaningful Gap, are assessed to be minor adverse, due to the screening 

offered by existing vegetation.  

 Effects on views from viewpoints to the east of the M42, which comprises land within the 

Meaningful Gap to the west of Polesworth, are assessed to be negligible. 

 Effects on views from private residences within Birchmoor, which is located within the 

Meaningful Gap, are assessed to be negligible. 

 The LUC review concludes that the assessment findings relating to visual effects at 15 years 

post‐completion ‘seems reasonable’. 

 The LVIA did not specifically consider the potential effects of the proposed development 

upon each receptor against the objectives of Meaningful Gap policy because the policy is a 

spatial policy rather than a landscape policy. It is however relevant to note the limited visual 

impacts of the proposed development when considering potential effects upon the 

Meaningful Gap, as effects upon the gap are likely to be most significant where they can be 

readily perceived by people on the ground. Effects of development on the Meaningful Gap 

are considered fully in Section 4. 
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4. Assessment of scheme against objectives of Policy 
NW19 – Polesworth and Dordon 

Introduction 

 In the context of the Core Strategy, a Policy (NW16) was promoted as part of the February 

2013 Submission Version which sought to ensure that ‘Land to the west of Polesworth and 

Dordon shall remain essentially undeveloped in order to maintain the separation between 

Tamworth and the settlements of Polesworth and Dordon’. 

 This Policy was considered in detail during the examination of the Core Strategy. As a result 

the Inspector’s Report recommended a main modification to the Policy so as to remove the 

presumption against anything other than minor development. Paragraph 21 of the 

Inspector’s Report states: ‘I have seen no analysis of the landscape or any other evidence to 

support the presumption against anything other than minor development. Having inspected 

the area and considered the submissions made to the examination, I do not consider that a 

blanket presumption is justified and it is removed by MM67. This is necessary because the 

evidence does not support it (indeed it would appear to conflict with the SA) and to provide 

flexibility.’ 

 As a result, the Policy was modified, became NW19, and the second paragraph of the Policy 

was revised such that the adopted version states: “Any development to the west of 

Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and 

Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them”. This approach confirms that 

Meaningful Gap is not a designation that rules out development as a matter of principle. 

 This is a more nuanced approach which requires each proposal to be judged on its own 

merits. The critical issue for ensuring separation of the settlements of Tamworth and 

Polesworth/Dordon is how these settlements are perceived from settlement edges, 

movement routes and publicly accessible areas within and between these settlements.  

 Following Adoption of the Core Strategy in October 2014, NWBC published the ‘Meaningful 

Gap Assessment’ for consultation in early 2015. As explained previously in Section 2 of this 

evidence, it has been established through case law that this assessment was fundamentally 

flawed due to its lack of clear methodology, and the over‐valuing of ‘geographical 

proximity/narrowness of gap’. The MGA scoring approach was inconsistent with the 

approach of the Core Strategy Inspector who plainly envisaged a judgement based approach 

considering the effect of each individual proposal on its own individual merits. 

 In January 2018 NWBC published a new Meaningful Gap assessment, titled ‘Assessment 

Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations’ (AVMG). As discussed in 

Section 2, the appellant has undertaken a thorough review of this report and concludes that 

while the AVMG report takes a more thorough and transparent approach to assessing the 

Meaningful Gap than the 2015 report, I consider that the methodology followed is flawed 
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and the report has misinterpreted the objectives of Policy NW19. As such, its conclusions 

regarding how strongly land parcels contribute to the Meaningful Gap are inaccurate. 

 Due to the high level strategic approach of the AVMG, it cannot conclude with absolute 

certainty that all parts of a land parcel are unsuitable for development based on the 

assessment methodology used. The AVMG should therefore not carry more weight than a 

detailed qualitative assessment of effects of development on sub‐areas of the defined 

parcels, which is assessed based upon known proposed development parameters.  

Methodology 

 The central objective of Policy NW19 is to respect the separate identities of Polesworth and 

Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a Meaningful Gap between them. As established 

previously in this evidence, a ‘scale rule’ approach to maintaining separation between 

settlements should be avoided, and assessment should instead be qualitative, considering 

effects of development on perceived separation between the key settlements.  

 Informed by this context, I consider an appropriate methodology to assess the appeal 

scheme effects on this objective is as follows: 

 Identify the settlement boundaries of the settlements of Tamworth and 

Polesworth/Dordon; consider the identity of Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon (to 

understand precisely what identity is to be protected); 

 Prepare a quantitative assessment of the physical separation between the settlements 

of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon (to understand the physical separation); consider 

how the appeal scheme would affect this; 

 Prepare a qualitative assessment of the perceived settlement identity and perceived 

separation between the settlements of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon; consider 

how the appeal scheme would affect this; 

 Summarise the appeal scheme effects against the objectives of Policy NW19. 

 A broadly similar methodology was followed in the appellant’s evidence for the St Modwen 

appeal and received no criticism from the Inspector.  

The separate identities of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon 

 The settlement boundary of Polesworth/Dordon is illustrated on Figure 3. This boundary has 

been taken from the North Warwickshire Borough Council Local Plan Proposals Map. The 

status and role of the Proposals Map is set out on NWBC’s website as follows: ‘presently 

carried forward from the Local Plan 2006, this sets out designations and constraints for 

development across the Borough as a whole, and define settlement boundaries’. 

 The Tamworth Local Plan Policies Map does not define a settlement boundary for Tamworth, 

however the Tamworth Historic Character Assessment (Staffordshire County Council, April 

2011) (Appendix 3) presents a defined extent of Historic Urban Character Areas which 

broadly encompass the existing urban area of Tamworth. The boundary of these areas is also 

reflected in Figure 3 to illustrate the existing urban form of Tamworth. 
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The Identity of Tamworth 

 As Figure 3 illustrates, Tamworth is a large market town. The town takes its name from the 

River Tame which flows through it. As of 2015, the town had a population of 77,157, making 

it the second largest settlement in Staffordshire after Stoke‐on‐Trent. The main settlement 

areas are located to the north and east of the River Tame, bisected by the River Anker. A 

relatively smaller area of settlement is located to the west of the River Tame.  

 The historic core of the town is located to the north of the River Tame and west of the 

London and North West railway, approximately 5km from the appeal Site.  

 Historically the town was split between Staffordshire and Warwickshire, with the county 

boundary running through the town centre. Staffordshire was made to include the entire 

borough in 1888.  

 The Tamworth Historic Character Assessment (Appendix 3) includes a series of plans which 

illustrate the evolution and growth of Tamworth over time. At page 63 the report states in 

relation to the 20th and 21st century, ‘for the first half of the century Tamworth continued its 

role as a small market town. From the 1960’s, however, its role as an overspill town for 

Birmingham saw large expansion’. At page 65 the report states ‘a thousand houses a year 

were being built by the early 1970’s’. This is reflected on the accompanying Map 13 which 

illustrates the extensive areas developed in the late 20th century urban expansion. This area 

includes a large ‘Historic Urban Character Area 29’ (HUCA29) at the eastern edge of 

Tamworth which is the area of ‘Stoneydelph’, located immediately adjacent to the appeal 

Site. The area of HUCA29 is illustrated on Figure 3. 

 At page 164 of the Tamworth Historic Character Assessment, HUCA29 ‘Stoneydelph’ is 

described as being ‘dominated by a series of late 20th century housing estates and their 

associated services’. The built character is described as ‘high density housing estates’. The 

development in this area is considered to have ‘not respected the historic character of the 

former fields and all of the roads are contemporary with the housing’. On a positive note the 

assessment states ‘the original road pattern of narrow lanes has largely been preserved 

within the townscape as part of a path and cycle network’. One of these former lanes is the 

pedestrian / cycle path which would link the western edge of the appeal Site to existing 

facilities within Stoneydelph. Within the report, the heritage values of HUCA29 are assessed 

to be low. 

 The Tamworth Historic Character Assessment presents a picture of a town which has evolved 

significantly over time. Each era of growth presents different characteristics and different 

phases of development can be readily identified, both on the ground and in plan, due to 

varied density, layout and built form which reflects the design ethos popular at the time of 

development. Due to this variety the town has greater potential to be able to accommodate 

appropriately designed new development without adversely affecting the identity of the 

settlement. 

 The appeal Site has no direct relationship with the historic core of Tamworth, and is located 

immediately adjacent to the Stoneydelph residential urban area which it has been 
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established is an area with limited character. The area is comprised of high density housing 

estates. On this basis, I consider that an extension of ‘new build’ housing development across 

the appeal Site would not adversely affect the existing character and identity of Tamworth in 

this area. 

The Identity of Polesworth/Dordon 

 As Figure 3 illustrates, Polesworth and Dordon are together significantly smaller than 

Tamworth. The two settlements of Polesworth and Dordon have physically merged, although 

they are covered by two separate Parish Councils. The overall settlement form is elongated in 

a broadly north – south alignment, with a reasonably strong linear edge to the west. On the 

eastern edge of the settlements some ribbon development projects eastwards away from the 

main settlement area. 

 Polesworth is located at the north of the area, bisected by the River Anker and the Coventry 

Canal. According to the Polesworth Parish Council website, Polesworth is ‘a market town in 

North Warwickshire situated in attractive countryside between Tamworth and Atherstone’. 

The Parish Council website explains some local history of the area, referring to the opening of 

the Coventry Canal in 1789 which later facilitated the operation of a coal mine on the Pooley 

Hall Estate – now transformed into Pooley Country Park, on land to the north of B5000 

(Tamworth Road) and to the west of Polesworth. 

 In 1995 the historic core of Polesworth was designated as a Conservation Area (indicated on 

Figure 3). The Conservation Area includes land which is sandwiched between the canal and 

the River Anker, including a short length of the B5000. The remaining area is located to the 

north of the River Anker which includes a number of valued historic buildings. In the wider 

area of Polesworth the Conservation Area Appraisal (Appendix 4) states that progressive 

infilling of vacant building plots ‘has resulted in a homogenous mixture of buildings from 

nearly all decades of the last two centuries’. 

 The Polesworth Conservation Area Appraisal states that the village is ‘situated in the valley of 

the River Anker’. OS mapping contours indicate this valley, showing land levels falling steadily 

to the east away from the M42 corridor. This fall is perceivable on the ground when travelling 

along the B5000. Land levels do not noticeably rise again until beyond the settlement, the 

railway line and the River Anker. This topography restricts the visual relationship between 

Polesworth and Tamworth.  The Conservation Area Appraisal makes no reference to any 

valued outward views into the wider landscape or the vicinity of the appeal Site. 

 Dordon forms a significantly smaller part of the overall settlement. This area is located to the 

south of Polesworth extending south as far as the A5. According to the Dordon Parish Council 

website the population of this village has expanded recently with ‘new housing, shops a 

school and other new facilities’. In a similar vein to development in Polesworth, Dordon 

features a variety of housing styles reflecting its growth over time. 

 Dordon is located on a slightly higher area of land than Polesworth and as such, some 

properties and recreation spaces along its western edge have slightly elevated views across 

adjacent agricultural land. These views extend westward as far as Birchmoor, which largely 
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screens further visibility to Tamworth, which is more than 1km away from Dordon.  

 The appeal Site has no direct physical relationship with the settlements of Polesworth and 

Dordon. There is no visual link between the Polesworth Conservation Area and the appeal 

Site. There is no visual link between the appeal Site and the valued recreation area of Pooley 

Country Park. There are no perceivable views of the appeal Site from the western edge of 

Dordon.  

 The appeal Site in its current form does not contribute to the established identity of the 

settlements of Polesworth and Dordon. On this basis I consider that development of the 

appeal Site would not result in any effect on the settlement identities of Polesworth or 

Dordon. 

Quantitative Assessment 

 The existing separation dimensions between Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon are 

illustrated on Figure 4. The minimum distance between the two settlements is approximately 

807m where B5000 (Tamworth Road) connects the two settlements. 

 Development of the Site in accordance with the scheme Parameter Plan, which defines the 

red line boundary of the appeal Site, would retain a minimum distance of approximately 

519m between the settlements of Polesworth and Tamworth.  

 Further to this, a strong and permanently defendable boundary, in the form of the M42 

motorway with associated vegetation, would exist at the eastern edge of the Site, beyond 

which an extensive area of open land would remain between Polesworth and Tamworth.  

 Although reduced in scale, physical separation would remain between Tamworth and 

Polesworth. 

Qualitative Assessment 

 Planning guidance and appeal decisions have established that an assessment of perceived 

effects upon the Meaningful Gap which may occur as a result of the proposed development 

are of more relevance than measuring geographic proximity on a plan. 

 I have therefore considered how the appeal Site is currently perceived as part of the 

Meaningful Gap, and how the proposed development would affect perceived separation 

between Tamworth and Polesworth from a range of publicly accessible viewpoints within and 

around the settlements, as follows: 

 Travelling eastwards along B5000 towards Polesworth 

 Travelling westwards along B5000 towards Tamworth 

 Travelling westwards away from Polesworth on Birchmoor Road 

 Travelling northwards along Hermitage Lane 

 Travelling northwards along Green Lane 
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 Travelling westwards along Green Lane in the vicinity of Birchmoor 

 Travelling northwards on M42 

 Walking on the public footpath (PRoW AE17) within the site 

 Users of North Warwickshire Recreation Ground 

 Users of Dordon Recreation Fields and Play Area 

 Residential viewpoints on the edge of Tamworth, Polesworth and Birchmoor 

 The potential effects of development on many of these views were assessed within the LVIA 

which was submitted with the outline planning application and summarised in Section 3 of 

this evidence. The following assessment considers only the perception of the settlements and 

spaces between them in relation to the objectives of Policy NW19. 

Travelling eastwards along B5000 towards Polesworth, Figure 5 (VP 1.1 – 1.3) 

 When travelling east along the B5000, on the approach towards the eastern junction of 

Chiltern Road (VP1.1), dense vegetation generally restricts outward views beyond the road 

corridor into the wider area. At times, there is glimpsed visibility of housing in Stoneydelph 

on the south side of the road, beyond roadside vegetation. Polesworth is not apparent in the 

view. 

 At the junction with Chiltern Road (VP1.2), existing housing is visible to the south, adjacent to 

a filtered view through roadside trees into the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground. The 

maintained character of the sports field with formal boundary fencing is at odds with a rural 

landscape and, in conjunction with the adjacent visible housing, contributes to a feeling of 

being in close proximity to an urban area. Beyond the sports facility there are distant views of 

vegetation and agricultural fields, and housing within Birchmoor is visible in the distance, 

however these views form a small proportion of the overall view. The Site itself is not 

prominent in the view due to the higher landform on which the recreation ground is located 

in the foreground. 

 The views are fleeting, and less than 100m further east along the B5000, views of the 

recreation ground are fully obscured once again by vegetation on a rising embankment along 

the route of the B5000.  

 At the junction with Tamworth Road (spur) (VP1.3) a break in vegetation enables a view to 

the building associated with the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground on the south side of 

the B5000. The building sits on higher land than the B5000 and restricts views to the site 

beyond the recreation ground.  

 Beyond the junction with Tamworth Road (spur), a forward drop in level of the B5000 is 

apparent with undeveloped high land visible on the horizon, framed by roadside vegetation. 

Built form within Poleworth is not visible. From this location, vegetation restricts all 

southward views across the Tamworth Road (spur) and the appeal Site. There is no visibility 

of existing housing on the spur road and there is no visibility of any built form within 

Polesworth.  
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 The Site in its current state does not contribute strongly to the Meaningful Gap when viewed 

from the B5000 as Polesworth is not visible within the view, but other urban elements are 

visually prominent along the route. 

 Development on the appeal Site is likely to be fleetingly visible beyond the North 

Warwickshire Recreation Ground when travelling eastwards away from Tamworth along the 

B5000. Fleeting visibility of the proposed development would not result in any adverse effect 

upon the identity of Tamworth due to the existing urban elements within the wider view.  

 At no point along the route would Tamworth and Polesworth both be visible, therefore 

perceived meaningful separation would be retained between the settlements if the appeal 

Site was developed. 

Travelling westwards along B5000 towards Tamworth – Figure 6 (VP 2.1 – 2.3) 

 Upon emerging from the western edge of Polesworth along B5000 Tamworth Road (adjacent 

to Hermitage Close) (VP2.1) the B5000 is heavily vegetated along both sides which restricts 

views to the wider area. A slight bend in the road results in roadside vegetation restricting 

any forward views towards Tamworth. There is no visually prominent urban form within the 

view. There is a clear sense of departure from the settlement of Polesworth. 

 On the approach towards the junction with Hermitage Lane (VP2.2), the bridge across the 

M42 becomes visible. The M42 itself is not yet visible and vegetation continues to heavily 

enclose the route, restricting views of the wider area. There is no forward visibility of any 

built form within Tamworth.  

 Upon crossing the M42 via the road bridge (VP2.3), the motorway becomes visually 

prominent within cutting. The embankments are heavily vegetated with mixed woodland, 

including evergreen species. This vegetation screens all views across the appeal Site. In 

winter months there is glimpsed visibility of the most easterly house located on the 

Tamworth Road (spur).  

 Beyond the M42 overbridge, vegetation continues to heavily line the route of the B5000. To 

the south, dense mixed woodland screens all views to the appeal Site, and existing housing 

located along the Tamworth Road (spur).  

 The first visually prominent built form becomes visible on the approach to the Tamworth 

Road (spur) which branches off from the B5000. The road junction allows a southward view 

towards the sports hall building within the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground. The 

sports building occupies the view along the spur road. There is no direct view to the appeal 

Site.  

 Beyond the Tamworth Road (spur) vegetation continues to enclose the route of the B5000 

for a short length before housing becomes visually prominent to the south of the route on 

the approach to the junction with Chiltern Road. 

 Due to its lack of visibility, the Site in its current state does not contribute to the Meaningful 



Land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth    Landscape statement 
 

  28   

Gap when approaching Tamworth from the east along the B5000. 

 The proposed development would not be visible on the westward approach to Tamworth 

from Polesworth, along the B5000. As such there would be no adverse effect upon the 

identity of Tamworth as perceived in the view.  

 At no point along the route would Tamworth and Polesworth be visible, therefore perceived 

meaningful separation would be retained between the settlements if the appeal Site was 

developed. 

Travelling westwards away from Polesworth on Birchmoor Road – Figure 7 (VP 3.1 – 3.2) 

 Upon emerging from the urban edge of Polesworth into the Meaningful Gap (VP3.1) there 

are extensive open views across farmland in the foreground, with housing in Tamworth 

visible on high land in the distance, partly filtered by established distant vegetation.  

 Further west along the road (VP3.2), housing becomes visible on the outskirts of Birchmoor, 

but the overall character of the wider view remains the same. There are long views across 

farmland in the foreground with woodland in the distance. Housing within Tamworth, is a 

distant and minor part of the view. The appeal Site is largely screened by woodland located 

along the M42.  

 Due to its limited visibility, the Site in its current state does not contribute strongly to the 

Meaningful Gap in views from Birchmoor Road when travelling west from Polesworth.  

 The proposed development may be partly visible in the view. This would most likely comprise 

rooftops being visible above existing vegetation, and distant heavily filtered views to housing 

through bare vegetation in winter. Any development which would be visible would become 

visually embedded within the already visible urban edge of Tamworth. Established vegetation 

on the horizon, beyond the Site, would remain visible above any rooftops of proposed 

housing. Extensive open land would remain visible in the foreground. Development of the 

Site would result in no adverse effect upon the identity of Tamworth as perceived in the 

view.  

 If the appeal Site was developed, the extensive open land in the foreground of the view 

would ensure that, even in the event of some development being visible within the view, 

meaningful separation would be retained between the settlements of Tamworth and 

Polesworth.  

Travelling northwards along Hermitage Lane – Figure 8 (VP 4.1 – 4.2) 

 Hermitage Lane passes through the Meaningful Gap to the east of the M42. From the Lane 

(close to Birchmoor) the site is largely screened by woodland located along the M42 corridor 

(VP4.1), although there are some glimpsed views of the Site in winter. Housing in 

Stoneydelph is visible, set within a well vegetated landscape structure.  

 Further north along the Lane (VP4.2) existing housing in Tamworth becomes less visible, 

increasingly being screened by existing vegetation along the M42 corridor.  
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 Due to its limited visibility, the Site in its current state does not contribute strongly to the 

Meaningful Gap when viewed from Hermitage Lane. 

 The proposed development may be partially visible in the view from southern parts of 

Hermitage Lane. This would most likely comprise rooftops being visible above existing 

vegetation, but no rooftops would be expected to protrude above established vegetation on 

the horizon. Any development which would be glimpsed would become visually embedded 

within the already visible urban edge of Tamworth. There would be no adverse effect upon 

the identity of Tamworth as perceived in the view.  

 If the appeal Site was developed, the fleeting nature of any glimpsed views, in conjunction 

with the extensive open land in the foreground of the view, on both sides of Hermitage Lane, 

would ensure that meaningful separation would be maintained between the settlements of 

Tamworth and Polesworth.  

Travelling northwards along Green Lane – Figure 9 (VP 5.1 – 5.2) 

 Generally the length of Green Lane which runs alongside the eastern edge of Tamworth is 

well enclosed by hedgerows, although views are slightly more open at the southern part of 

the route (VP5.1). Where views occur through gaps in vegetation, there are some longer 

views in which the Site is partially visible due to the rising ground levels. Housing on 

Tamworth Road (spur) is visible on the horizon above the Site. Open land to the south of the 

Site is also visible. 

 Mid‐way along Green Lane (VP5.2), housing in Tamworth becomes visible on high land in a 

northern direction, and housing on the Tamworth Road (spur) is also visible on the horizon. 

Polesworth is not visible in the view.  

 The Site in its current state contributes to the wider open setting of Green Lane, however 

due to the presence of urban elements in the view I do not consider that the Site provides 

any strong contribution to the existing identity of Tamworth. Polesworth cannot be 

perceived from Green Lane. On this basis, I consider that the Site in its current state does not 

contribute strongly to the Meaningful Gap when viewed from Green Lane. 

 The proposed development would be visible from some viewpoints along Green Lane. Any 

visible development would become embedded within the already visible urban edge of 

Tamworth. Housing would not be expected to project above existing vegetation on the 

horizon beyond the Site. Open land would remain in the foreground of the view and the 

proposed boundary vegetation along the southern edge of the site would assist in filtering 

views of the new housing. Due to the ‘urban fringe’ character of the landscape in this area, 

and the presence of existing housing in the view, the development would result in no adverse 

effect upon the identity of Tamworth as perceived in the view.  

 The settlement of Polesworth is not visible in the view from Green Lane and therefore 

perceivable meaningful separation would be retained between the two settlements if the 

appeal Site was developed. 
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Travelling westwards along Green Lane in the vicinity of Birchmoor – Figure 10 (VP 6.1 – 

6.2) 

 The length of Green Lane which extends westwards from Birchmoor (on the eastern side of 

the M42) towards the edge of Tamworth has limited connectivity for vehicles and therefore 

appears to primarily serve as an access route for local residents. Pedestrian/cycle activity is 

apparent along the route as it connects onto the wider footpath/cycle network along Green 

Lane, including routes into Tamworth. 

 Approximately two thirds of the route is enclosed by housing which restricts wider views 

towards the Site and its context. Upon emerging from Birchmoor, where there is no housing 

on the north side of the Lane, there are some filtered long views towards Tamworth (VP6.1). 

Intervening vegetation along the M42 road corridor filters views, however the existing built 

form is visible on the skyline rising up onto higher land.  

 From the bridge crossing over the M42 a fleeting reveal of the Site occurs (VP6.2), before the 

view is once again obscured by housing in Birchmoor. In this context the majority of existing 

housing within Tamworth is screened behind vegetation, but housing along the Tamworth 

Road (spur) is visible on high land in the distance, with the Site and further open land to the 

south of it, visible in the middle distance. This view is perceived in the context of a motorway 

in the foreground which strongly affects the tranquility of the view. The view of the Site is 

fleeting and forms a short part of a longer journey along Green Lane (where the urban edge 

of Tamworth has already been apparent).  

 From limited locations, the Site in its current state contributes to the wider open setting of 

Green Lane in the vicinity of Birchmoor, however due to the presence of urban elements in 

the view, including the M42, I do not consider that the Site provides any strong contribution 

to the existing identity of Tamworth. Polesworth cannot be perceived from this view. On this 

basis, I consider that the Site in its current state does not contribute strongly to the 

Meaningful Gap when viewed from Green Lane in the vicinity of Birchmoor. 

 The proposed development would be visible from limited viewpoints along Green Lane in the 

vicinity of Birchmoor. Any visible development would become embedded within the already 

visible urban edge of Tamworth. Housing would not be expected to project above existing 

vegetation on the horizon beyond the Site. Open land would remain in the foreground of the 

view and the proposed boundary vegetation along the southern edge of the site would assist 

in filtering views of the new housing. Due to the ‘urban fringe’ character of the landscape in 

this area, and the presence of existing housing in the view, the development would result in 

no adverse effect upon the identity of Tamworth as perceived in the view.  

 The settlement of Polesworth is not visible in the view from Green Lane in the vicinity of 

Birchmoor, therefore perceivable meaningful separation would be retained between the two 

settlements if the appeal Site was developed. 

Travelling northwards on M42 – Figure 11 (Representative VP 7.1) 

 The M42 is in cutting as it passes the Site and the embankments are well wooded providing 

visual screening. There is a fleeting, glimpsed view of the Site when travelling north from a 
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short section of route in the vicinity of the Green Lane bridge crossing. Where the fleeting 

view occurs there is already built development along the Tamworth Road (spur) visible within 

the view.  

 The Meaningful Gap is not readily perceived when travelling along the M42 motorway due to 

its generally well vegetated embankments. As such, the Site in its current state does not 

contribute strongly to the Meaningful Gap as part of the overall view from the M42. 

 The proposed development would be visible in a glimpsed view along the M42 in the vicinity 

of the Green Lane bridge crossing. Proposed planting at the southern edge of the proposed 

development would assist in filtering views of the development. The proposed planting, in 

conjunction with the existing development which is visible within the view would ensure that 

there would be no adverse effect upon the identity of Tamworth as a result of the proposed 

development, when viewed from the M42.  

 The settlement of Polesworth is not visible in the view and therefore perceivable meaningful 

separation would be retained between the two settlements if the appeal Site was developed.  

Walking on the public footpath (PRoW AE17) within the site – Figure 12 (VP 8.1 – 8.2) 

 The footpath through the Site is currently open in character, passing through an agricultural 

field which comprises the appeal Site. Looking northwards (VP 8.1), the PRoW has open 

views northward across the field within the Site. The ground levels gently rise towards the 

housing located on the spur off Tamworth Road, which is visible in the view. The buildings 

and mast at the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground are partially visible in the distance.  

 From the eastern section of the PRoW, housing located in Stoneydelph, backing onto the 

footpath/cycleway which runs along the western boundary of the Site is visible (VP8.2), with 

boundary vegetation obscuring ground floors. To the south, the PRoW has views across open 

agricultural land, beyond which housing in Tamworth and Birchmoor is visible. The rooftops 

of large industrial premises at Relay Park (junction 10 of M42) are visible on the skyline 

beyond the visible housing areas. To the east of the PRoW vegetation along the M42 corridor 

screens views to Polesworth.  

 The Site in its current state contributes to the wider open setting of ProW AE17, however due 

to the presence of urban elements in the view I do not consider that the Site provides any 

strong contribution to the existing identity of Tamworth. Polesworth cannot be perceived 

from the PRoW. On this basis, I consider that the Site in its current state does not contribute 

strongly to the Meaningful Gap when viewed from PRoW AE17. 

 The proposed development would be visible within the view from PRoW AE17. While 

proposed housing would reduce the openness experienced on one side of the PRoW route, 

the type of housing proposed, which would be visible, would not be out of character with the 

existing context of the view. A landscape corridor would provide an attractive and high 

quality setting for the route of the PRoW. As existing housing is already in the vicinity of the 

PRoW, there would be no adverse effect upon the identity of Tamworth as a result of the 

proposed development.  
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 The settlement of Polesworth is not visible in the view and therefore perceivable meaningful 

separation would be retained between the settlements if the appeal site was developed. 

Users of North Warwickshire Recreation Ground – Figure 13 (VP 9.1) 

 The North Warwickshire Recreation Ground is located immediately adjacent to the Site on 

slightly higher land. There is some vegetation along the boundary interface with the Site, 

however there are still some views over it. Vegetation along the M42 corridor and in the 

wider landscape, largely screens eastward views, and Polesworth is not readily perceivable in 

the view. Properties at Birchmoor are visible beyond the Site, extending across the view in a 

linear arrangement. Beyond Birchmoor roof tops of large industrial buildings at Birch Coppice 

can be identified on the horizon. Housing on the Tamworth Road (spur) is visible from the 

Recreation Ground, and there are occasional glimpsed views of rooftops within the 

Stoneydelph area of Tamworth.  

 The Site in its current state contributes to the wider open setting of the Recreation Ground, 

however due to the presence of urban elements in the view I do not consider that the Site 

provides any strong contribution to the existing identity of Tamworth. Polesworth cannot 

readily be perceived in views. On this basis, I consider that the Site in its current state does 

not contribute strongly to the Meaningful Gap when viewed from North Warwickshire 

Recreation Ground. 

 The proposed development would be visible within the view from North Warwickshire 

Recreation Ground, however urban elements are already prominent within the view. While 

the quantity of built form in the view would increase, it is not considered that this would 

have any adverse effect upon the overall identity of Tamworth (e.g. a settled urban area) as 

perceived from the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground.  

 The settlement of Polesworth is not readily perceivable visible in the view, and there is 

extensive open land between the settlements from this viewpoint. There would therefore be 

no perceived visual coalescence of Tamworth and Polesworth as a result of the proposed 

development. Meaningful separation would be retained. 

Users of Dordon Recreation Fields and Play Area – Figure 14 (VP 10.1) 

 From this distance the Site is not discernible within the view, with intervening vegetation 

providing screening. Due to the lack of visibility, the Site in its current state does not 

contribute strongly to the Meaningful Gap in the view from Dordon Recreation Fields. 

 Due to lack of visibility, development of the site would not result in any perceivable adverse 

effect upon the identity of Tamworth.  

 As the site is not visible, there would be no perceivable reduction in meaningful separation 

between Polesworth and Tamworth as a result of the proposed development. 

Residential viewpoints on the edge of Tamworth, Polesworth and Birchmoor 

 The LVIA established that there is no perceivable visual relationship between residential 
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viewpoints at the edge of Polesworth and the Site.  

 Residential viewpoints at the edge of Tamworth, in the vicinity of the Site, are not thought to 

have any visual relationship with Polesworth. Any visibility of the proposed development 

would therefore not result in perceivable reduction in the separation between Tamworth and 

Polesworth. Meaningful separation between Tamworth and Polesworth would be retained. 

 As established in the LVIA, residential viewpoints within Birchmoor would be expected to 

initially have some views of the proposed housing, however this would be seen in the context 

of existing housing in Tamworth, and would form a minor part of a long view with open land 

retained in the foreground. Effects would reduce over time as proposed landscape 

treatments at the Site boundaries mature. Due to the retained area of substantial open land 

between Tamworth and Polesworth, and the intervening vegetation (mainly along the M42 

corridor) there would be no perceived visual coalescence between Polesworth and 

Tamworth from residential viewpoints in Birchmoor as a result of the proposed 

development. Meaningful separation between Tamworth and Polesworth would be retained. 

Summary of appeal scheme effects against the objectives of Policy NW19 

 The potential appeal scheme effects have been considered both in terms of quantitative and 

qualitative effects on the separate identities of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon, and the 

Meaningful Gap between them. 

 The assessment has identified that the settlement of Tamworth is large town which has 

evolved significantly over time. Each era of growth presents different characteristics and 

different phases of development can be readily identified, both on the ground and in plan, 

due to varied density, layout and built form which reflects the design ethos popular at the 

time of development. Due to this variety the town has greater potential to be able to 

accommodate appropriately designed new development without adversely affecting the 

identity of the settlement. 

 The assessment has identified that development of the appeal Site would result in no effects 

on the settlement identities of Polesworth and Dordon. 

 The quantitative assessment has established that while there would be a reduction in the 

width of the Meaningful Gap as a result of development, a physical gap would remain 

between Tamworth and Polesworth. The eastern extent of the gap in the vicinity of the Site 

would be defined by a strong and permanent boundary in the form of the M42. 

 The qualitative assessment has established that the Site provides a limited contribution to 

the Meaningful Gap in its current undeveloped state. No viewpoints have been identified 

where the Site is critical to maintaining perceived separation between the settlements of 

Tamworth and Polesworth.  

 While the development of the Site would reduce the physical width of the Meaningful Gap 

along a key movement route along the B5000 between the settlements of Tamworth and 

Polesworth, the lack of visibility of the Site from this key movement route ensures that there 
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would be almost no change in the visual journey along the route. The integrity of the 

Meaningful Gap, and the integrity of the settlements of Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon 

would be retained. 

 The Site has a stronger visual connection with areas to the south of the Site and west of the 

M42. This visual relationship would result in the proposed development being visible from 

some viewpoints in this area, however due to the urban fringe character of the Site and its 

immediate setting, views of the proposed housing would become embedded within the 

existing urban area of Tamworth and would be strongly contained by the M42 corridor. 

There would be no perceived coalescence, nor any harm to the identities of Tamworth, 

Polesworth and Dordon, as Polesworth/Dordon is not visible in the existing view. 

 Distant views to the undeveloped Site from land to the east of the M42 are limited, largely 

due to vegetation along the M42 corridor. The urban edge of Tamworth is visible from some 

viewpoints, however this is perceived in the context of expansive open land in the 

foreground to the east of the M42. Development on the Site could potentially become visible 

within these views, in the form of rooftops visible above existing vegetation, however any 

visible development would become visually embedded into the existing visible built form 

within Tamworth. Development would not be expected to protrude above existing 

vegetation on the horizon, and open land would remain in the foreground of views. As such 

the proposed development would not result in any adverse effect on the identity of 

Tamworth, and there would be no perceived merging of Tamworth and Polesworth due to 

the extensive open land in the foreground of views. 

 The assessment demonstrates that the proposed development would respect the separate 

identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth, and would maintain a Meaningful Gap 

between them. The appeal scheme is therefore in full accordance with Core Strategy Policy 

NW19. 
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5. Potential cumulative effects  

Context 

 Para 2.21 of the LUC LVIA Review report (Appeal Document F1) recommended cumulative 

assessment of the appeal scheme with the following development sites: 

 The land north west of Robey’s Lane which forms a proposed development allocation in 

the emerging Local Plan (Policy LP39);  

 Land Opposite Woodhouse Farm, Robeys Lane, Alvecote (PAP/2017/0257); and  

 The safeguarded HS2 route.  

 Cumulative effects were not raised in the scoping report issued to North Warwickshire 

Borough Council in September 2017 and the Council did not request any cumulative 

assessments in agreeing the scope of the LVIA. 

 Cumulative effects can relate to effects on landscape character and visual impacts, and 

effects on the Meaningful Gap. A brief consideration of these is made below. 

 The extent of the considered cumulative sites is indicated on Figure 15. 

Consideration of potential cumulative effects 

 A localised gentle ridge along the route of the B5000 is apparent on OS mapping. Following a 

Site visit it was established that this topography, in conjunction with existing vegetation 

along the road, means there would be no inter‐visibility between the Site and the proposed 

developments to the north of the Site. In terms of effects upon landscape character, the 

combined developments would result in a greater volume of development on the eastern 

edges of Tamworth, however this would not significantly change the overall scale of 

Tamworth as a settlement. The containment of the appeal Site by vegetation and the 

separation of the sites to the north by the localised ridge mean that perceptual changes to 

the overall landscape character would be minimal.  

 Due to the limited inter‐visibility between the sites, cumulative effects of the development 

on the Meaningful Gap would be limited. Geographically the extent of the Meaningful Gap 

would be reduced, however development would remain contained to the west of the M42. 

This evidence has demonstrated that development of the appeal Site would not conflict with 

the objectives of Core Strategy Policy NW19. On this basis, I expect that development of the 

appeal Site would have no cumulative effect on the perceived separation between 

settlements when considered with the other proposed developments within the Meaningful 

Gap. 

 In relation to cumulative impacts with HS2, it is extremely difficult to assess the effects in the 

absence of any firm HS2 proposals. Whilst it is reasonable to expect that the HS2 scheme will 

be designed to avoid significant adverse effects on landscape character and views, as a major 
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infrastructure route it is likely that the works would change the character and views in the 

vicinity of the site. Whether there is any visual relationship between the site and HS2 

proposals is unknown but any adverse effects identified as part of the HS2 development are 

unlikely to be amplified by the local landscape effects identified as a result of this residential 

development. 

 In relation to the Meaningful Gap, the presence of HS2 within the Meaningful Gap would not 

result in the settlements of Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon being located any closer 

together physically. There is therefore no cumulative issue in relation to HS2. 

Conclusions regarding cumulative effects 

 Due to its limited visual prominence within the wider landscape, development of the appeal 

Site would not be expected to result in any significant cumulative effects on landscape 

character, views or the objectives of policy NW19 in relation to the Meaningful Gap. 
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6. Conclusions and Summary 

Landscape planning policy context 

 The NPPF promotes development which takes account of the character of different areas, 

recognises the character and beauty of the countryside, and contributes to conserving and 

enhancing the natural environment. It attributes great weight to landscapes of national 

status, and emphasises that ‘valued’ landscapes should be protected and enhanced. I have 

demonstrated within this statement that the Site and its wider context is not a landscape 

which I consider could or should be a ‘valued’ landscape in the sense of Paragraph 109 of 

NPPF. 

 NWBC’s adopted Core Strategy policy NW19 requires any development to the west of 

Polesworth & Dordon to respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and 

Tamworth and maintain a ‘Meaningful Gap’ between them. 

 NWBC have undertaken and commissioned Meaningful Gap Assessments in 2015 and 

January 2018. I consider that both of these evidence documents followed a flawed 

methodology, and as such, their conclusions regarding how strongly land parcels contribute 

to the Meaningful Gap are inaccurate. 

 Due to the high level strategic approach of the most recent Meaningful Gap Assessment 

(2018), I consider that it cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a land 

parcel are unsuitable for development based on the assessment methodology used. The 

AVMG should therefore not carry weight above a detailed qualitative assessment of effects 

on sub‐areas of the defined parcels, which is based upon known proposed development 

parameters. 

Assessment of the scheme against objectives of Policy NW19 – Polesworth and 
Dordon 

 As part of this evidence, the potential appeal scheme effects have been considered both in 

terms of quantitative and qualitative effects on the separate identities of Tamworth and 

Polesworth/Dordon, and the Meaningful Gap between them. 

 The assessment has identified that character of the settlement of Tamworth is such that the 

town has considerable potential to be able to accommodate appropriately designed new 

development without adversely affecting the identity of the settlement. 

 The assessment has identified that development of the appeal Site would result in no effects 

on the settlement identities of Polesworth and Dordon. 

 A quantitative assessment has established that while there would be a reduction in the width 

of the Meaningful Gap as a result of development, a physical gap would remain between 

Tamworth and Polesworth. The eastern extent of the gap in the vicinity of the Site would be 
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defined by a strong and permanent boundary in the form of the M42. 

 The qualitative assessment has established that the Site provides a limited contribution to 

the Meaningful Gap in its current undeveloped state. No viewpoints have been identified 

where the Site is critical to maintaining perceived separation between the settlements of 

Tamworth and Polesworth.  

 While the development of the Site would reduce the physical width of the Meaningful Gap 

along a key movement route along the B5000 between the settlements of Tamworth and 

Polesworth, the lack of visibility of the Site from this key movement route ensures that there 

would be almost no change in the visual journey along the route. The integrity of the 

Meaningful Gap would be retained. 

 From all other assessed viewpoints it has been established that there would be no adverse 

effect on the identity of Tamworth as a result of development on the appeal Site, and there 

would be no perceived coalescence between Tamworth and Polesworth. 

 The assessment demonstrates that the proposed development would respect the separate 

identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth, and would maintain a Meaningful Gap 

between them. As a result of this, I find the appeal scheme to be in accordance with Core 

Strategy Policy NW19. 

Potential cumulative effects 

 Due to its limited visual prominence within the wider landscape, it has been established that 

development of the appeal Site would not be expected to result in any significant cumulative 

effects on landscape character, views or the objectives of policy NW19 in relation to the 

Meaningful Gap. 

Overall conclusion 

 The assessment has identified that the appeal Site provides a limited contribution to the 

Meaningful Gap in its current undeveloped state.  

 Development of the Site in accordance with the scheme Parameter Plan would reduce the 

width of the Meaningful Gap, however it has been established through planning guidance 

and appeal decisions that the identity of a settlement is not determined just by the distance 

to another settlement; the character of the place and the land in between must be taken into 

account.  

 A qualitative assessment has demonstrated that the proposed development would respect 

the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth, and would maintain a 

Meaningful Gap between them. As a result of this, I find the appeal scheme to be in 

accordance with Core Strategy Policy NW19. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 LUC was commissioned by North Warwickshire Council (NWC) in December 2017 to provide a 

review of the Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal (LVIA) for the proposed development of 

‘Land south of the B5000 (Tamworth Road)’, produced by Randall Thorp LLP for Taylor Wimpey 

UK Ltd (planning application ref. PAP/2017/0602).   

1.2 This report provides a technical review of the LVIA, considering the scope, methodology, baseline, 

assessment and mitigation, with reference to the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment, 3rd edition (the GLVIA3)1.  In addition, it provides a professional opinion on the 

robustness of the judgements made in the LVIA based on the experience of Chartered Landscape 

Architects (CMLI) at LUC and guidance within the GLVIA3, while noting that the LVIA does not 

form part of an EIA. 

The site and the proposed development 

1.3 The site comprises some 6.4 hectares of agricultural land bounded on its eastern side by the M42 

Motorway (in cutting), south of the B5000 (Tamworth Road) and immediately east of the 

residential Stoneydelph area of Tamworth. The North Warwickshire Recreation ground with its 

playing field, club house and car park, is to the north and there is further open agricultural land to 

the south. It is generally rectangular in shape and slopes to the south-east. It is fairly well 

enclosed by vegetation, being bounded by field hedgerows with some trees. There is also a 

frontage of residential development to the north and a public footpath – the AE17- along its 

eastern and southern boundaries.  

1.4 Outline approval is being sought for residential development up to 150 dwellings, open space, 

landscaping, drainage features and associated infrastructure. Detailed approval is sought for the 

principal means of access, with all other matters reserved. 

1.5 The scheme information is provided in the form of a Parameter Plan, which shows areas for 

development of dwellings (mostly 2 storey, with a maximum of 25% at 2.5 storey, up to 10.5m in 

height), public open space, locally equipped area of play, infiltration basin and highways access.  

There is also an illustrative masterplan which shows proposed development areas, vegetation and 

layout of internal roads.    

Structure of this report 

1.6 Section 2 of this report is structured under the headings in the following table, which are based 

on the processes outlined in the GLVIA3 (NB the scoping stage is not included because the LVIA 

does not form part of an Environmental Statement in this case).   

1.7 We recognise that GLVIA3 doesn’t set out strict rules that must be adhered to, but as best 

practice guidance it identifies all the elements that would need to be addressed in some way for 

the LVIA to be considered comprehensive. 

Table 1-1: Aim of the review 

Review heading & aim Review questions 

Study area Is the study area appropriate? 

                                              
1
 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition, Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental 

Management & Assessment (2013). 
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Review heading & aim Review questions 

Methodology Does the methodology adequately reflect GLVIA 3 guidance?   

Is the list of criteria used to make judgements clearly set out? 

Baseline 

Establish the existing landscape 

and visual baseline 

Does the LVIA adequately describe the existing landscape and its 
characteristics through identifying potential receptors of landscape 

impact (elements and features; landscape character and key 

characteristics) and consideration of the value attached to the 
landscape? 

Does the LVIA adequately describe the visual baseline by identifying 

extent of visibility and key visual receptors? 

Is the choice of viewpoints representative? 

Does the LVIA include photographs from viewpoints? 

Assessment 

Identify and describe likely effects 

as a result of the interaction 

between the proposal and the 
receptors 

Does the LVIA adequately assess the sensitivity of landscape receptors 
(with reference to the receptor’s susceptibility to change and its value)?   

Does the LVIA adequately assess the magnitude of change to the 

landscape as a result of the proposed development (with reference to 
size and scale of effect, the duration of the effect and the reversibility of 

the effect)?   

Does the LVIA adequately assess the overall level of effect by 
combining judgements on sensitivity and magnitude? 

Does the LVIA adequately assess the sensitivity of the visual receptors 
(with reference to the receptor’s susceptibility to change and value of 

the view)?   

Does the LVIA adequately assess the magnitude of change as a result 
of the proposed development (with reference to the size and scale of 

effect, the duration of the effect and the reversibility of the effect)? 

Does the LVIA adequately assess the overall level of effect by 

combining judgements on sensitivity and magnitude? 

Is the direction of effect stated and justified?  

Does the assessment refer back to the baseline to describe and explain 

effects? 

Secondary, cumulative & 

combined impacts 

Are secondary, cumulative and combined impacts involving landscape 

and / or visual effects adequately addressed? 

Visualisations Are predicted changes illustrated by means of visualisations from 
representative viewpoints? 

If so, are the photomontages accurate and in line with appropriate 

guidance? 

Mitigation Have opportunities to minimise landscape and visual effects been taken 
on board?  

Are potential changes in predicted residual impact as a result of 

proposed mitigation and management measures sufficiently justified? 

1.8 The report also sets out a critique of the judgements made in the LVIA.  Without carrying out 

detailed assessment ourselves any such comments can only flag potential issues based on our 

professional experience of carrying out similar assessments. 

1.9 Section 3 of this report considers how the applicant has considered the Meaningful Gap in its 

submission.  

1.10 Section 4 provides a summary and any additional information/ clarifications that we recommend 

are requested.   
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2 Review of the Applicant’s LVIA 

2.1 Below is a screen shot of a viewshed generated in Google Earth using a Placemark located at 

10.5m height in the north-west corner of the site (the site is shown in grey).  It gives a rough 

indication of the potential extent of ‘worst-case’ visibility, assuming no screening by buildings or 

vegetation. 

 

Study Area 

2.2 The study area is shown on Figure 1 of the applicant’s LVIA (and marked roughly by the red box 

above) as extending from central Polesworth in the east to the western edge of Stoneydelph in 

the west, and from Woodhouse Farm in the north to the services at Junction 10 of the M42 in the 

south.  There may be some longer distance views such as from the elevated ground on the 

eastern side of Polesworth (e.g. Linden Lane – marked by a yellow placemark in the image 

above), but the development would mostly be shielded by existing vegetation and at this distance 

the change to views/ visual amenity is unlikely to be particularly noticeable.  The study area is 

therefore appropriate for this development. 

Methodology 

2.3 The methodology, set out in Paras 2.10 – 2.13 is in line with the guidance set out in the 

Landscape Institute/ IEMA’s 3rd Edition Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
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(GLVIA 3).  The criteria used to make judgements are clearly set out, but there are no definitions 

as to what might define a high or low value, or a high or low susceptibility.  This should be 

clarified. 

2.4 The assessment has considered effects at initial completion of development and 15 years post 

completion i.e. when landscape treatments have matured with the 15 year post completion 

assessment representing the residual effects.  This is an appropriate approach. 

Baseline 

2.5 The baseline provides a review of how the site sits within the national and local landscape 

character areas. At the local level, the Council’s landscape character assessment classifies this 

area as an urban fringe landscape influenced by the adjacent settlements, and the applicant’s 

assessment picks up on this to justify the site’s suitability for more residential development.  This 

does not recognise the rural qualities of the site which is well screened from the M42 at this point 

(Photo 4 on Figure 7 gives a good indication of the rural character of this strip of land between 

Tamworth and the M42).    

2.6 The baseline makes reference to the Staffordshire County ‘Planning for Landscape Change’ 

document which recognises the urban nature of the area to the west of the site, but not the 

Warwickshire ‘Landscapes Guidelines’ document which recognises the site as part of the ‘Arden’ 

regional area (an historic region of former wood pasture and heath characterised by a dispersed 

settlement pattern, ancient woodlands and mature hedgerow oaks).  The site lies in an area that 

is classified as an enhancement zone and the guidelines include suggestions to maintain the 

historic dispersed settlement pattern of hamlets and scattered farmsteads, and conserve the built 

character by ensuring that new development reflects the vernacular style.  Although the county 

project is fairly old, it is still available on line and the County states that the guidelines still 

provide invaluable strategies for managing and enhancing these landscapes and underpin all their 

work in rural areas. 

2.7 The on-site photos are useful in documenting the context of the site and the site’s inter-visibility 

with surrounding landscapes, although it would have been useful to have all angles covered (e.g. 

the view east from VP A). The most visible part of the site is the north-western elevated area. 

2.8 Overall the visibility of the site is relatively limited due to landform and vegetation, and the 

viewpoints are representative of the types and angle so views, as well as covering the key visual 

receptors which are clearly set out at para 4.36. 

Assessment 

Assessing landscape value and susceptibility 

2.9 Landscape value is addressed in terms of presence of designations and criteria set out in 

GLVIA3 Box 5.2 and concludes that the site has ‘low’ value.  The criteria are acceptable, but it is 

difficult to understand what a ‘low’ value actually means without a definition of ‘low’, ‘medium’ 

and ‘high’ value in the methodology (this point is raised in the methodology section above). 

2.10 The analysis of landscape value seems to weigh heavily on the fact that this is an ‘urban fringe’.  

For example, landscape and scenic quality is scored low, which may be considered an under-

estimate particularly in the context of Photo 4 on Figure 7.  Overall though it is agreed that the 

landscape is not of particularly high value in the sense meant in GLVIA 3 (although of course the 

site will be valued by the local community and for the role it plays in the ‘Meaningful Gap’).  

2.11 Landscape susceptibility is considered by the assessor to be ‘low’ on the basis that existing 

views towards this area incorporate the existing residential development at the settlement edge.  

This seems a bit simplistic and ignores the fact that this is a greenfield site that will be 

substantially changed through development.  The definition of susceptibility in GLVIA3 is “the 

ability of the landscape receptor… to accommodate the proposed development without undue 

consequences for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/or achievement of landscape 

planning policies and strategies”. The greenfield nature of the site will clearly be completely 
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changed by development so that the baseline situation could not be maintained, and therefore a 

‘low’ susceptibility to change might be expected to apply to a brownfield, rather than a greenfield, 

site.  It is difficult to understand what a ‘low’ susceptibility actually means in the context of this 

assessment without a definition of ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ susceptibility in the methodology 

(this point is also raised in the methodology section above). 

Assessing view value and susceptibility of visual receptors 

2.12 Para 5.6 of the LVIA states that “The landscape is not designated nationally or locally for its 

landscape value and is not valued for its scenic quality. Views are therefore across a landscape of 

low value”. This misunderstands the definition of view value in GLVIA 3 which is about 

recognition attached to particular views through planning designations and indicators of value 

attached to views through appearance in guidebooks or on tourist maps, or provision of facilities 

for their enjoyment, or references in literature and art. Although the views experienced by the 

visual receptors in this LVIA are unlikely to highly valued according to these criteria, the applicant 

should review view value according to the method set out in GLVIA3 (the same approach is 

reflected in the methodology at the top of page 9 of the LVIA).  

2.13 Susceptibility of visual receptors to change is set out in Table 4, and the overall sensitivity of 

receptors is recorded in the same table.  

Landscape effects 

2.14 Landscape effects are assessed at completion and after 15 years. The landscape assessment 

makes reference to size and scale of effect, the duration of the effect and the reversibility of the 

effect in line with GLVIA3. 

2.15 At completion the LVIA assesses a moderate adverse, local, medium term effect on the 

landscape within the site and immediate setting. 

2.16 After 15 years the LVIA concludes that there will be a minor adverse, local, long term effect 

on the landscape of the site and its immediate setting (the reduction to minor after 15 years is 

said to be due to the increase in landscape features that will integrate the Proposed Development 

in to the surrounding areas).  As the site will have completely changed character it is questionable 

whether this change can be regarded as a ‘minor’ effect.  A ‘moderate’ effect on the site and its 

surrounds seems a more realistic level.  It is, however, acknowledged that the effect will be 

localised. 

Visual effects 

2.17 Visual effects are assessed at completion and after 15 years. The visual assessment makes 

reference to size and scale of effect, the duration of the effect and the reversibility of the effect in 

line with GLVIA3. 

2.18 At completion the following receptors will experience the greatest adverse effects: 

 Users of PRoW AE17: major/moderate adverse effects over the medium term 

 Users of Green Lane Footpath/Cyleway: major/moderate adverse effects over the medium 

term 

 Residents located on Tamworth Road (spur road): major/moderate adverse effects over the 

medium term 

 Users of the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground: moderate adverse effects over the 

medium term 

2.19 After 15 years the effect on PRoW AE17 and residents located on Tamworth Road (spur road) will 

be moderate adverse, but all other visual effects will have reduced to minor or less due to the 

maturing of the screen planting.  This seems reasonable. 
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Secondary, cumulative & combined impacts  

2.20 Cumulative effects with other development sites or the safeguarded HS2 route have not been 

assessed.  

2.21 It is suggested that the following development sites have the potential to interact cumulatively 

with the proposal and should therefore been examined as part of a cumulative assessment: 

 The land north west of Robey’s Lane which forms a proposed development allocation in the 

emerging Local Plan (Policy LP39);  

 Land Opposite Woodhouse Farm, Robeys Lane, Alvecote (PAP/2017/0257); and  

 The safeguarded HS2 route. 

Photographs/ visualisations  

2.22 The LVIA notes that the viewpoints were agreed with the LPA.  The photographs are useful to 

illustrate the nature of existing views.  However, the lack of visualisations makes it difficult to 

understand the potential visibility of the parameters for which planning permission is being 

sought, or the appearance of the illustrative masterplan. 

2.23 GLVIA3 states that “The predicted changes must be described in the text but should also be 

illustrated by means of visualisations from representative viewpoints” (para 8.16) and “where the 

scheme is not fully developed visualisations must be based on clearly stated assumptions” (para 

8.22). The Landscape Institute’s ‘proportionality guidance’ 2 indicates that i) sensitivity of the 

receiving landscape or viewers, ii) the magnitude of change expected to arise, and iii) the 

intended use of the images (whether for pre-application discussion, consultation, LVIA or a public 

inquiry) all dictate the choice of visualisation produced.  Applying the guidance, this would 

indicate that: 

 Detailed plan sections, a detailed model, a photowire, photomontage or 2D export from a 3D 

model should be provided for the views from PRoW AE17 and the spur road (representing the 

local community here) at years 1 and 15; 

 A model, a computer wireline, augmented reality or a constructed perspective should be 

provided for the views from Green Lane footpath/cycleway and North Warwickshire 

Recreation Ground at year 1 (and year 15 if desired to show likely effectiveness of planting). 

2.24 Annotated photographs are sufficient for the viewpoints from which the changes are anticipated to 

be minor. 

Mitigation  

2.25 The proposals include planting to enhance existing boundaries and provide a buffer between the 

proposed housing and the open farmland to the south of the Site.  This will help to screen the 

development.  It is recognised that the success of the mitigation is dependent on the detailed 

design of the scheme, although there is no reason to think that the strategy cannot be achieved.  

 

                                              
2
 Visual representation of development proposals Technical Guidance Note 02/17 (31 March 2017) 
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3 Consideration of the Meaningful Gap  

3.1 NWDC asked LUC to consider the impact of the proposal on the ‘Meaningful Gap’. 

Purpose of the Meaningful Gap 

3.2 The Meaningful Gap policy is currently defined in Policy NW19 ‘Polesworth and Dordon’ of the Core 

Strategy (adopted 2014) ‘…Any development to the west of Polesworth and Dordon must respect 

the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a Meaningful Gap 

between them’.  

3.3 LUC previously undertook an independent assessment of the land designated in local planning 

policy as a ‘Meaningful Gap’. The ‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential 

Green Belt Alterations’ 3 assessed each parcel in order to determine how land performs with 

regards to preventing neighbouring towns merging with one another.  

3.4 The study found that all of parcel 7 (in which this site lies) makes a strong contribution because it 

provides a buffer and sense of separation between the settlements which are relatively close to 

each other at this point. The report notes that Parcels 6 and 7 play a crucial role in separating 

Tamworth and Dordon, as the distance between the settlements is narrow at this point 

(approximately 830 metres) and existing urban development at Birchmoor compromises the 

openness of the area and threatens to create a perception of merging the two settlements. 

Applicant’s consideration of the Meaningful Gap 

3.5 The Applicant’s DAS addresses the ‘Meaningful Gap’ and suggests that development of the Site 

would result in no meaningful physical coalescence between Polesworth / Dordon and Tamworth 

because a physical separation distance of minimum 478m would be retained between 

settlements.  

3.6 Although the development would not completely close the gap, there is no doubt that 

development of this site would erode the gap and reduce distance between the edge of Tamworth 

and Dordon/ Polesworth. 

3.7 The DAS acknowledges that the HS2 Safeguarded Route runs through the Meaningful Gap to the 

east of the Site, but rather than seeing this as further eroding the gap to the east of the M42, the 

DAS implies that this would create a further physical barrier to help prevent the coalescence of 

Tamworth and Polesworth / Dordon.  Considering development of the site in the context of the 

implementation of HS2, both proposals together would further reduce the extent of open 

countryside between Tamworth and Dordon/ Polesworth (a cumulative issue).   

                                              
3
 Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations. LUC (2018) 
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4 Summary 

4.1 This review has revealed that the LVIA is generally clearly set out and the method is in 

accordance with current guidance.  However, there are some omissions, and in implementing the 

method it is our opinion that some of the effects are under-played. 

4.2 The LVIA reports the following notable effects (of moderate or greater level): 

 moderate adverse, local, medium term effect on the landscape within the site and 

immediate setting at completion (reducing to minor over the long term); 

 major/moderate adverse effects on users of PRoW AE17 over the medium term (reducing 

to moderate after 15 years); 

 major/moderate adverse effects on residents located on Tamworth Road (spur road) over 

the medium term (reducing to moderate after 15 years); 

 major/moderate adverse effects on users of Green Lane Footpath/Cyleway over the 

medium term (reducing to minor over the long term); 

 moderate adverse effects on users of the North Warwickshire Recreation Ground over the 

medium term (minor-negligible in the long term). 

4.3 The LVIA would seem to underplay the long term effect on the site and its immediate surrounds 

as a result of the permanent change in character from a green field to a development. Also, it 

does not consider the cumulative effects with the allocated land north west of Robey’s Lane 

(Policy LP39 in the emerging Local Plan), land Opposite Woodhouse Farm, Robeys Lane, Alvecote 

(PAP/2017/0257) and the safeguarded route for HS2. 

4.4 There are some omissions and points of clarification raised in the main body of our review and as 

a consequence the Council may wish to ask the landscape consultant to: 

 Provide definitions for ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ value (landscape and views) – see 

paragraphs 2.3, 2.9 and 2.11 of this review; 

 Clarify the approach to view value (the method set out in section 2 of the LVIA is not the 

same as used in para 5.6 of the assessment) and clarify if this results in any change to view 

value set out in the assessment; 

 Provide definitions for ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ susceptibility (for both landscape and views) 

– see paragraphs 2.3 and 2.11 of this review; 

 Provide detailed plan sections, a detailed model, a photowire, photomontage or 2D export 

from a 3D model to illustrate the extent of the parameters for which permission is sought, as 

seen in the views from PRoW AE17 and the spur road (representing the local community) at 

years 1 and 15; 

 Provide a model, a computer wireline, augmented reality or a constructed perspective to 

illustrate the extent of the parameters for which permission is sought, as seen in the views 

from the Green Lane footpath/cycleway and North Warwickshire Recreation Ground at year 1 

(and year 15 if desired to show likely effectiveness of planting); 

 Provide a consideration of cumulative effects resulting from the development of this site 

alongside the allocated land north west of Robey’s Lane (Policy LP39 in the emerging Local 

Plan), land Opposite Woodhouse Farm, Robeys Lane, Alvecote (PAP/2017/0257) and the 

safeguarded route for HS2. 

4.5 As concluded by LUC’s report on the Meaningful Gap, the site, as part of Parcel 7, performs part of 

the ‘Meaningful Gap’ between the two settlements of Polesworth and Tamworth. The introduction 

of development on the proposed site would erode, but not completely close the gap between the 

two settlements.  When the proposal is considered alongside the safeguarded land for HS2, 

together they would have a more noticeable impact on the gap, narrowing the area of 
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undeveloped open countryside left between Tamworth and Polesworth to less than 300m in this 

area.   
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 Introduction 

1.1. North Warwickshire Borough Council have provided us with a report prepared by Land Use 

Consultants titled ‘Land South of the B5000 (Tamworth Road) PAP/2017/062 – LVIA Review 

for North Warwickshire Borough Council’. The report is dated February 2018. 

1.2. The introduction of the report states that the purpose of the report is to provide a review of 

the Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal, produced by Randall Thorp, which was a 

submitted document as part of the outline planning application for land at Tamworth Road, 

Tamworth (subsequently referred to as ‘the Site’).  

1.3. It is stated that the report provides a technical review of the LVIA and provides a professional 

opinion on the robustness of the judgements made in the LVIA. 

1.4. The review makes some criticism of aspects of the LVIA, although it does also state that ‘the 

LVIA is generally clearly set out and the method is in accordance with current guidance’. 
Putting aside any minor criticisms relating to the methodology of the LVIA, the review 

accepts at para 2.10 that ‘overall though it is agreed that the landscape is not of particularly 

high value in the sense meant in GLVIA3’. The review does not dispute the LVIA conclusions in 

relation to any predicted visual effects. 

1.5. I dispute the minor criticisms and respond to these below.  
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 Response to LUC Report 

Methodology 

2.1. At para 2.3 the report confirms that the LVIA methodology is in accordance with current 

guidance, but states that there are no definitions as to what might define a high or low value, 

or a high or low susceptibility. Similar points are also made later at para 2.9, 2.11, 2.12 and 

4.4.  

2.2. The LVIA methodology was agreed with North Warwickshire Borough Council on 25th 

September 2017. 

2.3. The LVIA methodology lists the factors which have been considered in order to draw 

conclusions in relation to value and susceptibility of receptors. The considerations reflect 

recommended guidance as published in Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment Third Edition (GLVIA3). GLVIA3 does not dictate how these considerations should 

be combined to conclude how valued or sensitive a receptor is, however in our professional 

experience of undertaking LVIA work, it is accepted that professional judgement can be used 

to reach this conclusion. For the purposes of the submitted LVIA, reasoned professional 

judgement was used to establish the value and susceptibility of receptors. 

Baseline 

2.4. In relation to baseline landscape character, para 2.5 the report accepts that the Council’s 

landscape character assessment classifies this site as ‘urban fringe’, but goes on to state that 

the LVIA ‘does not recognise the rural qualities of the site’. I dispute this point and consider 

that the term ‘urban fringe’ is a highly accurate description of the landscape study area, 

describing a landscape area which sits immediately adjacent to a developed urban area. The 

character of the site and its surroundings are considered in detail at paragraph 5.1 of the 

LVIA.  

2.5. Para 2.6 refers to the Warwickshire ‘Landscape Guidelines’ document and criticises the LVIA 

for not referring to this. The document referred to is a county wide landscape guidance 

document which was published in 1993. The landscape character assessment considered in 

the LVIA ‐ ‘North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment’, was published in 2010 and 

assesses landscape character of the site and its context at a local scale. As such it was 

considered reasonable to assume that the new landscape character assessment was of more 

relevance than a 25 year old assessment which covers a much wider area. 

2.6. Para 2.7 of the report states that it would have been useful to have more site photographs to 

document the context of the site and the site’s inter‐visibility with surrounding landscapes. I 

consider that the photographs taken from visual receptors in the vicinity of the site as 

presented within the LVIA portray a true reflection of the relationship between the site and 

its wider context. 
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Assessment 

Landscape Value 

2.7. As previously stated para 2.9 of the LUC report refers to a lack of clarity over what is ‘low’ 

value. This point has been addressed above at para  2.3 of this report. While the LUC report 

criticises the approach used in the LVIA to assess landscape value, it does conclude that ‘it is 

agreed that the landscape in not of particularly high value in the sense meant in GLVIA3’.  

2.8. For the purpose of the LVIA, ‘value’ is established following careful consideration of a 

number of factors. These are considered within the LVIA at para 5.1. Professional judgement 

is then applied to establish the overall value of the landscape of the study area. In the LVIA 

assessment, six of the eight considerations were scored as low (or equivalent). One 

consideration (landscape quality) was considered to be medium/low and a further 

consideration (recreation value) was scored medium. In this instance the medium scores 

were not considered to outweigh the high number of low scores and therefore the value of 

the landscape was considered to be low. 

Landscape susceptibility 

2.9. Para 2.11 of the LUC report states that the LVIA’s assessment of landscape susceptibility as 

‘low’ is ‘a bit simplistic and ignores the fact that this is a greenfield site that will be 

substantially changed through development’.  

2.10. It is important to clarify that landscape susceptibility considers the ability of the landscape 

study area to accommodate the proposed development – not only the susceptibility of the 

site itself. It is established in the LVIA that the landscape study area includes both landscaped 

areas and visible existing settlement, and therefore it is reasonable to consider that the 

landscape study area would be able to accommodate residential development without 

resulting in any significant change to the character of views. The landscape study area has a 

low susceptibility to change. 

Assessing view value and susceptibility of visual receptors 

2.11. Para 2.12 of the LUC report criticises the LVIA approach to assessing value attached to views, 

however the report also concludes that the ‘views experienced by the visual receptors in this 

LVIA are unlikely to be highly valued’ according to GLVIA3 criteria. I agree with this 

conclusion and consider that the value of the views from the visual receptors, when assessed 

against the criteria set out in GLVIA3 is ‘low’ as there is no identified value attached to any 

particular view in the vicinity of the site. 

2.12. It is worth noting that the LUC report later at para 2.19 considers the outcomes of the 

assessment of visual effects to be ‘reasonable’. 

Landscape effects 

2.13. Para 2.16 of the LUC report questions the LVIA conclusion that after 15 years the 

development will result in a ‘minor adverse’ effect on the landscape within the site and its 

immediate setting. The report states that ‘as the site will have completely changed character 
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it is questionable whether this change can be regarded as a ‘minor’ effect’.  

2.14. This approach considered by LUC focuses heavily on the change occurring on the site itself as 

a result of the proposed development. Changes within the site itself would be more 

considerable given the change from open land to residential land uses. It is more appropriate 

to consider both the effect of the proposed development on the site and its setting. This has 

been the approach adopted within the LVIA, considering effect on the site and its immediate 

setting, and the effects on the wider landscape of the study area. When considered in this 

manner the effect of the proposed development on the site and its immediate setting at 15 

years post completion would be minor adverse. 

Visual effects 

2.15. The LUC report does not dispute the LVIA conclusions in relation to any predicted visual 

effects. 

Secondary, cumulative & combined impacts 

2.16. Para 2.21 of the LUC report recommends cumulative assessment of the proposal with two 

proposed residential/mixed use development sites which are located to the north of the 

B5000 on the eastern fringes of Tamworth, along with cumulative effects with the 

development of the safeguarded HS2 route.  

2.17. Cumulative effects were not raised in the scoping report issued to North Warwickshire 

Borough Council in September 2017 and the Council did not request any cumulative 

assessments in agreeing the scope of the LVIA. 

2.18. A localised gentle ridge along the route of the B5000 is apparent on OS mapping. Following a 

site visit it was established that this topography, in conjunction with existing vegetation along 

the road, means there would be no inter‐visibility between the site and the proposed 

developments to the north of the site. In terms of effects upon landscape character, the 

combined developments would result in a greater volume of development on the eastern 

edges of Tamworth, however this would not significantly change the overall scale of 

Tamworth as a settlement. The containment of the site by vegetation and the separation of 

the sites to the north by the localised ridge mean that perceptual changes to the overall 

landscape character would be minimal.  

2.19. In relation to cumulative impacts with HS2, it is extremely difficult to assess the effects in the 

absence of any firm HS2 proposals. Whilst it is reasonable to expect that the HS2 scheme will 

be designed to avoid significant adverse effects on landscape character and views, as a major 

infrastructure route it is likely that the works would change the character and views in the 

vicinity of the site. Whether there is any visual relationship between the site and HS2 

proposals is unknown but any adverse effects identified as part of the HS2 development are 

unlikely to be amplified by the local landscape effects identified as a result of this residential 

development. 
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Photographs / visualisations 

2.20. Para 2.23 recommends that visualisations should be provided to accompany the LVIA.  

2.21. Visualisations were not requested from North Warwickshire Borough Council at the time of 

agreeing the scope of an LVIA.  

2.22. We did not consider it necessary to provide visualisations for this LVIA due to the nature of 

the proposals i.e. housing, located within an urban fringe landscape which already includes 

residential development within the immediate context. For outline planning applications it is 

difficult to accurately reflect the proposals in visualisations due to the lack of design detail. 

Visualisations based only on fixed scheme parameters are likely to portray a worse and 

unrealistic impression than would arise with the construction of a detailed scheme.  

Mitigation 

2.23. The LUC report makes no criticism of the proposed mitigation strategy and states at para 

2.25 that ‘there is no reason to think that the strategy cannot be achieved’. 

Consideration of the Meaningful Gap 

2.24. Section 3 of the LUC report considers the impact of the proposal on the ‘Meaningful Gap’.  

2.25. At the time of scoping the LVIA, North Warwickshire Borough Council advised that the LVIA 

‘should only consider the impact of the proposed development on landscape character. It 

should not be a report in respect of the inclusion of Area 7 in the Meaningful Gap or not’.  

2.26. Para 3.4 of the LUC report draws upon findings of the recently published LUC report 

‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations’ (2018). 

The applicant will be submitting separate representations in relation to this report and its 

conclusions.  

2.27. Para 3.6 of the LUC report acknowledges that the proposed development ‘would not 

completely close the gap’ between Tamworth and Polesworth. On this basis the proposals 

would not result in the merging of Tamworth and Polesworth, as is one objective of Policy 

NW19.  

2.28. Para 3.7 of the LUC report argues that the proposed development, in conjunction with the 

implemented HS2, ‘together would further reduce the extent of open countryside between 

Tamworth and Dordon/Polesworth’. It is not an objective of Policy NW19 to preserve 

openness between Tamworth and Polesworth/Dordon – but to preserve the identity of 

Tamworth, Polesworth and Dordon and to prevent the merging of the settlements. The 

presence of HS2 within the Meaningful Gap would not result in the settlements of Tamworth 

and Polesworth/Dordon being located any closer together physically and would not result in 

loss of settlement identity. There is therefore no cumulative issue in relation to HS2. 

2.29. In considering the impact of the proposal on the Meaningful Gap, LUC have not directly 

applied the methodology used in their recently published Meaningful Gap Assessment, which 
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focused upon Purpose 2 of the Green Belt – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 

another.  

2.30. While the LUC LVIA Review report focuses on the physical distances between the 

settlements, it makes no site specific, or proposal specific, qualitative assessment of the 

effect upon the Meaningful Gap. Instead it relies upon the findings of the new Meaningful 

Gap Assessment which assessed the site as part of a much wider parcel of land (area 7).  

2.31. On this basis the LUC report cannot attempt to accurately consider the potential effect of the 

development on the Meaningful Gap.  
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 Conclusion 

3.1. The LUC report ‘Land south of the B5000 (Tamworth Road) PAP / 2017 / 0602 – LVIA Review 

for North Warwickshire Borough Council’ does not present any relevant valid criticism of the 

submitted LVIA in relation to the outline planning application for Land at Tamworth Road, 

Tamworth. 

3.2. The LUC report does not undertake any qualitative assessment of the proposals when 

considering potential effects upon the Meaningful Gap. I therefore consider that the report 

should not be given any significant weight in relation to its limited consideration of the 

potential effects of the proposed development upon the Meaningful Gap. 
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 Introduction 

1.1. North Warwickshire Borough Council have published a report prepared by Land Use 

Consultants titled ‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt 

Alterations’ (subsequently referred to as the ‘Meaningful Gap Assessment’). The report is 

dated January 2018. The report will form part of the evidence base for the emerging new 

Local Plan. 

1.2. The conclusions of the Meaningful Gap Assessment affect land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth 

which is currently subject of an outline planning application submitted on behalf of Taylor 

Wimpey (subsequently referred to as ‘the site’). The planning application reference is 

PAP/2017/0602. 

1.3. The introduction of the Meaningful Gap Assessment states that the purpose of the study is to 

‘determine whether each parcel fulfils the objectives of the Meaningful Gap designation, and 

whether they have the potential to serve the purposes of Green Belt, as defined in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)’.  

1.4. The Meaningful Gap relates to Policy NW19 of the adopted North Warwickshire Core 

Strategy (2014). The policy states:  

‘The broad location of growth will be to the south and east of the settlements subject to 

there being no unacceptable environmental impacts from surface mining and that viable 

and practical coal reserves are safeguarded. 

Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate 

identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a Meaningful Gap 

between them’ 

1.5. The Meaningful Gap Assessment also undertakes a Broad Areas Assessment and a Review of 

Existing Green Belt boundaries, however neither of these are directly relevant to the site and 

are therefore not considered in this report.  

1.6. I consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has been undertaken using a flawed 

methodology and on this basis I dispute its conclusions in relation to land at Tamworth Road, 

Tamworth. My criticisms are discussed in the following section.
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 Response to LUC Meaningful Gap Assessment 

Context  

The Meaningful Gap and Green Belt  

2.1. In section 2 of the Meaningful Gap Assessment comparisons are made between Gap policies 

and Green Belt designations. At para 2.2 the Meaningful Gap Assessment confirms that 

‘areas designated as ‘Meaningful’ or ‘Strategic’ Gaps are concerned with preventing the 

coalescence of smaller settlements’. 

2.2. Para 2.2 then goes on to state ‘gap policies do not have the aim of preserving the setting of 

historic towns or checking unrestricted sprawl in the same way that Green Belt does’.  

2.3. Para 2.3 states that ‘Gap policies tend to allow for small scale development which does not 

‘significantly diminish’ the extent of the gap’.  

2.4. I agree with all of these points. 

Approach to the review of the Meaningful Gap 

2.5. At para 2.11 the Meaningful Gap Assessment specifically refers to a recent Planning Advisory 

Service Advice Note (Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green Belt, Peter Brett for 

Planning Advisory Service, 2015) (extract at Appendix A) which it states ‘provides a useful 

discussion of some of the issues’ when undertaking Green Belt reviews. The Meaningful Gap 

Assessment however does not discuss a key observation of this Advice Note which relates to 

purpose 2 of Green Belt – to prevent neighbouring towns from merging. The Advice Note 

states: 

‘Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlements near to 

towns, but this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be different for each case. A 

‘scale rule’ approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not really 

determined just by the distance to another settlement; the character of the place and of 

the land in between must be taken into account. Landscape character assessment is a 

useful analytical tool for use in undertaking this type of assessment’. 

2.6. At a recent appeal between St Modwen Developments Ltd and North Warwickshire Borough 

Council (Appeal ref: APP/R3705/W/15/3136495) relating to proposed development with the 

Meaningful Gap, evidence was presented by the appellant, drawing upon the above guidance 

from The Planning Advisory Service which makes it clear that a ‘scale rule’ approach to 

maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided, and the character of a place, 

and the land in between needs to be taken into account. This approach was accepted by the 

Inspector at paragraph 25 of the Appeal Decision (Appendix B). 
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Meaningful Gap Assessment  

The review parcels 

2.7. At section 3 the Meaningful Gap Assessment explains how land parcels have been defined for 

the purpose of the assessment. It is stated that the land parcels were ‘defined through the 

previous Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015)’, however parcels 4 and 5 from the original 

study were not included in this evaluation ‘as the original Meaningful Gap Assessment did 

not designate these areas as Meaningful Gap’.  

2.8. On this basis, it is relevant to consider that prior to its adoption, a draft version of the 

Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) was presented to the Local Development Framework 

Sub‐Committee on 21st January 2015 (Appendix C). The crucial difference between the draft 

and the adopted Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) was that the draft assessment did not 

include ‘geographical proximity/narrowness of gap’ as an assessment category. Aside from 

this, the assessment in all other categories was identical, almost word for word, in both the 

draft and final Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015).  

2.9. In the absence of a ‘red’ traffic light against geographical proximity/narrowness of gap, the 

draft Meaningful Gap Assessment concluded in relation to Area 7, which includes the site: ‘do 

not include as part of the ‘Meaningful Gap’.  

2.10. As discussed above, it has been recently accepted by the Inspector in the appeal decision 

that a ‘scale rule’ approach to maintaining separation between settlements should be 

avoided. This is the most relevant, up to date, independent assessment of the scope and 

purposes of the Core Strategy Policy and the physical characteristics of this Meaningful Gap 

designation.  

2.11. If geographical proximity had been omitted from the Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015) 

then parcel 7, which includes the site, would have been omitted from the Meaningful Gap. 

On the basis of the approach to parcels 4 and 5, this would have resulted in parcel 7 being 

omitted from this most recent Meaningful Gap Assessment. 

Parcel 7 

2.12. The site forms part of a larger area of land referred to within the Meaningful Gap Assessment 

as parcel 7. The site is located at the northern extent of parcel 7, which comprises a swathe 

of land located to the immediate east of Tamworth, extending eastwards as far as the M42, 

and southwards as far as Wilnecote services near junction 10 of the M42. 

2.13. The recent Meaningful Gap Assessment has retained the land parcel boundaries broadly as 

presented within the previous Meaningful Gap Assessment (2015). For the purposes of a high 

level strategic assessment, in the absence of development proposals, the area of land which 

comprises parcel 7 appears to be a relatively logical study area for considering contribution 

to a Meaningful Gap ‐ subject to an appropriate assessment methodology.  

2.14. It is however relevant to consider that the site comprises approximately 16.5% of the overall 

extent of parcel 7. A high level Meaningful Gap Assessment, such as the LUC report, cannot 
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consider all possible development scenarios which may occur within a land parcel, 

particularly when the parcel extent has been defined by boundaries which would be relevant 

to consideration if the land was Green Belt (i.e. readily recognisable and permanent 

features). The objectives of Meaningful Gap policy are not the same as Green Belt, and 

therefore there may be potential for sub‐areas of land parcels to accommodate development 

while ensuring that a Meaningful Gap can be retained between settlements in accordance 

with Policy NW19. 

2.15. The Meaningful Gap Assessment cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a 

land parcel are unsuitable for development based on the assessment methodology used. The 

Meaningful Gap Assessment should not carry weight above a detailed qualitative assessment 

of effects on sub‐areas of the defined parcels, which is based upon known proposed 

development parameters. 

The criteria for assessing the Meaningful Gap 

2.16. Para 3.5 states that ‘only the key purpose of the designation was assessed in this study (i.e. to 

prevent merging of settlements and maintain a meaningful gap between them)’. The 

assessment does this by applying purpose 2 of the Green Belt criteria – to prevent 

neighbouring towns merging into one another. 

2.17. Para 3.5 states that ‘the contribution of the parcels to separation has been considered in 

terms of both physical and perceived separation’. A scoring system is used to measure 

physical and perceived separation, with both factors being given equal weight. This is 

inconsistent with the Inspector’s agreed principle of avoiding a ‘scale rule’ approach to 

maintaining separation between settlements.  

2.18. Physical distance should have limited weight. Other factors also require consideration, and as 

established in the Inspectors decision, these are likely to be more important in relation to 

maintenance of settlement identity and avoiding merging of settlements. Assessment should 

be based on a qualitative approach which assesses effects of development on perceived 

separation between settlements. 

2.19. The methodology states that perceptual characteristics of the parcels are considered against 

purpose 2b of Green Belt – what role does the parcel play in the sense of actual or perceived 

separation between settlements? This methodology fails to consider what the existing 

character of each of the settlements is, and therefore no weight is given to consideration of 

whether there would be an effect on the character of any settlement as a result of 

development of any land parcel. This is an objective of policy NW19 and should be given 

some weight in considering whether land should be included in the Meaningful Gap. 

Findings of the Meaningful Gap Assessment 

2.20. Para 3.11 of the Meaningful Gap Assessment concludes that ‘all the parcels currently 

designated as Meaningful Gap make a contribution to maintaining separation between the 

settlements of Tamworth to the west and Polesworth/Dordon to the east’. I consider this to 

be an inevitable assessment outcome when geographic proximity is considered without 

consideration of effects on character. The same could be said for any parcel of land which is 
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located between two settlements. 

2.21. Para 3.11 goes on to add that land parcels ‘also have an important role in maintaining the 

settlement identity of the smaller settlements of Freasley and Birchmoor which are within the 

boundaries of the Meaningful Gap’. While effects of proposed development within the 

Meaningful Gap should be considered in relation to landscape character and visual effects on 

the smaller settlements within the Gap, this should be considered as part of a Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment. Policy NW19 makes no reference to these smaller settlements and 

maintenance of the identities of these smaller settlements is not an objective of Policy 

NW19. 

2.22. At Table 3.2 the Meaningful Gap Assessment concludes that parcel 7, which includes the site, 

has been given a parcel score of 4 out of 4. Two points have been allocated on the basis of 

physical separation, two points have been allocated based on the assessed role of the parcel 

in actual or perceived separation between settlements. 

2.23. Para 3.12 of the Meaningful Gap Assessment provides more detail on the performance of 

each parcel within the Meaningful Gap. In relation to parcel 7 the report concludes: 

‘The parcel provides separation between Tamworth and Polesworth which are 

approximately 830 metres apart across the north of the parcel. The gap between 

Tamworth and Polesworth is greater in the south of the parcel, although the distance 

between Tamworth and Birchmoor at this point is 150 metres. This parcel is a crucial 

part of the gap and performs very strongly as part of the Meaningful Gap by providing a 

buffer and sense of separation between the three separate settlements which are very 

close to each other.’ 

2.24. I have two key criticisms of this conclusion. Firstly, it is apparent how much weight has been 

attributed to physical separation distances between the settlements. It has been established 

through a recent, highly relevant, appeal decision that this should not be a strongly weighted 

consideration. Secondly, the perceptual contribution has misunderstood the objectives of 

policy NW19 and has incorrectly focused upon perceived separation between the 

settlements of Tamworth and Birchmoor, rather than perceived separation between 

Tamworth and Polesworth.  

2.25. I therefore consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has misinterpreted the objectives 

of policy NW19 and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land parcels contribute to 

the Meaningful Gap are flawed.  
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 Conclusion 

3.1. I consider that the LUC report commissioned by North Warwickshire Borough Council 

‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations’ 

(January 2018) has been undertaken using a flawed methodology, and on this basis I dispute 

its conclusions which relate directly to a site which is subject of an outline planning 

application: Land at Tamworth Road, Tamworth.  

3.2. The assessment appropriately identifies the difference between Meaningful Gap policy and 

Green Belt policy.  

3.3. The assessment considers that an appropriate method to assess a defined land parcel’s 

contribution to Meaningful Gap is to assess it against criteria 2 of Green Belt purposes ‐ to 

prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. 

3.4. In assessing parcels against criterion 2 the Assessment fails to acknowledge both planning 

guidance and a recent relevant local appeal decision which has established that a ‘scale rule’ 

approach to maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided. The 

Assessment attributes inappropriate weight to physical proximity which results in parcel 7, 

which includes the site, being overvalued as part of the Meaningful Gap. 

3.5. Further to this, the Assessment misinterprets the objectives of policy NW19 and, as part of a 

qualitative assessment of perceived separation, overvalues the perception of separation 

between Tamworth and the small settlement of Birchmoor which is located within the 

Meaningful Gap. This is not an objective of policy NW19. 

3.6. The Assessment fails to consider what the existing character of each key settlement 

addressed by policy NW19 is (Tamworth, Polesworth/Dordon), and therefore no 

consideration is given to whether there would be an effect on the character of these 

settlements as a result of development of any land parcel. This is an objective of policy NW19 

and should be given some weight in considering whether land should be included in the 

Meaningful Gap. 

3.7. On the basis of the above, I consider that the Meaningful Gap Assessment has misinterpreted 

the objectives of policy NW19 and as such, its conclusions regarding how strongly land 

parcels contribute to the Meaningful Gap are flawed.  

3.8. Due to the high level strategic approach of The Meaningful Gap Assessment, I consider that it 

cannot conclude with absolute certainty that all parts of a land parcel are unsuitable for 

development based on the assessment methodology used. The Meaningful Gap Assessment 

should not outweigh a detailed qualitative assessment of effects on sub‐areas of the defined 

parcels, which is based upon known proposed development parameters. 

3.9. Significantly, LUC have concluded that it would not be justifiable to designate the land as 
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Green Belt. One implication of this is that, unlike Green Belt, Meaningful Gap is not a 

designation that rules out development as a matter of principle. 
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Introduction  
There is a tendency to see all open or green field land and particularly that on the edge of 
towns as Green Belt: it isn’t. Some also believe the Green Belt and its ‘inviolability’ as a 
matter of law: it isn’t.  
 
Only about 13% of the land area of England is actually designated as Green Belt, and there 
are some quite strict purposes for land to be designated as such. Many people think that 
Green Belt designation is designed as a means of preventing development taking place, or of 
directing development away from one location towards another.  
 
There is generally a presumption in favour of development in planning. The onus is placed 
on the local planning authority to provide sound planning reasons why a planning 
application should be refused permission. In areas designated as Green Belt, the 
presumption is reversed and the onus is on the developer to demonstrate (with very special 
circumstances) why permission should be granted.  This difference makes Green Belt an 
exceedingly restrictive policy.  
 
With the restrictions that Green Belt brings, local planning authorities with Green Belt in 
their areas and with Local Plans to prepare, have to make provision for needed development 
within a very sensitive context.   
 
PAS has also produced a paper on legal cases concerning green belt.  
 
Green Belt in current practice 
 
The basic concept of Green Belt was established back in 1902 by Ebenezer Howard in Garden 
Cities of Tomorrow.  From the first guidance in 1955 to its current expression in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012),  and the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 
there have been ‘purposes’ for which  Green Belt has been able to be designated and used, 
and land can only be included in Green Belt to achieve these purposes.   
 
The five purposes of Green Belt in the NPPF are: 
 

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 
• to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
• to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 

urban land. 
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There are perfectly reasonable planning objectives that are not addressed in the five 
purposes. Whilst the landscape around a town may be of high value, for instance, and may 
benefit from the restriction on development afforded by Green Belt policy, the conservation 
of that quality cannot be a reason to designate the area as Green Belt.  The strict application 
of the Green Belt purposes would also mean, therefore, that the quality of the landscape of 
an area should not be a consideration when assessing the contribution of Green Belt to the 
fulfilment of Green Belt purposes. This could be a planning consideration in its own right 
when seeking a suitable location for development.  
 
Green Belt is established by policy, through development plans prepared in the context of 
national planning policy.  It is not established by legislation though often misconstrued as a 
legal designation, and is different in this respect from National Parks or Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. 

 
The Green Belt debate 
The positive case 
The use of Green Belt has prevented ‘ribbon’ or ‘strip’ development whereby a continuous 
but shallow band of development forms along the main roads between towns.  The strongly 
held view that settlements should be maintained as distinct and separate places, has been 
served by Green Belt designation of the intervening land (or in some cases by the application 
of quasi Green Belt policies). Given that a lot of land designated as Green Belt is on the 
immediate fringe of significant urban areas, it is a positive reflection on Green Belt policy 
that it has helped to retain this land as open and hence as a valuable resource.  The urban 
fringe is the nearest opportunity for outdoor recreation for large numbers of people in 
urban areas, if the land is publicly accessible.  Land in these locations will be increasingly 
valuable for food and energy production in future. Such land should not just be kept open, 
but should be positively managed, through such initiatives as multi-functional community 
forests. 
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The negative case 
It might seem odd, for instance, as the designation of Green Belt implies, that at some 
entirely arbitrary point in the evolution of a town, it should not grow any more.  Even 
without any claim that the town was has reached its ‘right size’ (something rather difficult to 
justify) it must be the case that places cannot meet modern needs and expectations yet 
remain unchanged.  It would seem to be at odds with the basic concept of sustainability that 
future generations be precluded by policy now from using the available resources to meet 
their needs as they occur in their time. Most Green Belt was established in the 1950s and 
has not been objectively reviewed since. For planning, a practical consequence of the Green 
Belt and the emotions that it evokes may be that rational decisions about where 
development should go based on a balanced judgement of planning issues,  are inhibited.  
The mantra is often: There can be no change to the Green Belt – look somewhere else. 
However the need to meet housing need means that Green Belts should not be preserved 
without a rational review of their purpose set against the need for change.  
 
The big issue 
The most immediate issue for the Green Belt is the maintenance of the purposes of the 
Green Belt set against the under-provision of housing across many parts of the country, 
where the capacity to accommodate sustainable development in urban areas is often 
insufficient to meet the housing requirement.   
 
National planning policy makes provision for changes to be made to the Green Belt.  
Critically, changes to the Green Belt are made through the local plan.  In order to make a 
change to the Green Belt boundary in the local plan there have to be ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ (NPPF para 83).  Housing (or employment land need) can be an exceptional 
circumstance to justify a review of your Green Belt boundary.  
 
This principle has been recently set out beyond any doubt by the Hunston High Court 
judgment in St Albans.  This section of the judgement is worth quoting: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Guidance 
 
The Guidance was changed in October 2014 to address how the presence of Green Belt is 
taken into account in addressing the policy requirement that ‘local planning authorities 
should, through their local plans, meet objectively addressed needs unless any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as whole, or specific policies in the 
Framework indicate development should be restricted’.  The Guidance notes that Green Belt 
is identified in the NPPF as such a policy.  

‘Having identified the full objectively assessed needs figure the decision 
maker must then consider the impact of the other policies set out in the 
NPPF.  The Green Belt policy is not an outright prohibition on development 
in the Green Belt.  Rather it is a prohibition on inappropriate development in 
the absence of very special circumstances.  It is entirely circular to argue 
that there are no very special circumstances based on objectively assessed 
but unfulfilled need that can justify development in the Green Belt by 
reference to a figure that has been arrived at under a revoked policy which 
was arrived at taking account of the need to avoid development in the 
Green Belt.’ 
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 It goes on to say that ‘once the need has been assessed, the local planning authority should 
prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions 
about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the 
identified need for housing over the plan period, and in doing so take account of any 
constraints such as Green belt, which indicate that development should be restricted and 
which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need’. 
 
These statements are part of the PPG and guidance cannot change policy which is what 
should prevail.  So the policy on this has not changed though the PPG; the guidance explains 
the policy.  The additions to the Guidance have been accompanied by various Ministerial 
statements and considerable press coverage, and it is perhaps this that has to lead some 
authorities with extensive areas of Green Belt to pause and to reconsider where they are 
going with their local plans.  The thrust of Ministerial statements as reported in the press has 
led to some local planning authorities considering that the constraint created by Green Belt 
may be a reason for the housing needs to not be met.   
 
The PPG has not changed the approach to reviewing and changing Green Belt through the 
preparation (or revisions) of a local plan where there are ‘exceptional circumstances’.  It is 
still not the case that a local planning authority can expect to be able to ignore its housing 
needs by saying it has Green Belt, and a proper look at how the Green Belt performs against 
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt is clearly required.  
 
In the Inspector’s interim report into the Cheshire East local plan, concern was raised with 
the plan’s use of Green Belt land for development when there is non Green Belt land that 
might have been used.  The Inspector appears to be suggesting some form of sequential 
approach whereby Green Belt land is used only after other sources have been exploited, 
though there is no explicit basis for such an approach in national policy.  The complexity is 
that very many issues have to be taken into account in setting out a development strategy in 
a plan, within the overall context of the statutory requirement for plan makers of seeking 
more sustainable development.   
 
In the 6 November 2014 report the Inspector says, ‘It therefore seems to me that these are 
significant flaws in both the process and evidence relating to the release of land from Green 
Belt, particularly given the recent clarification of national guidance on the significance of the 
Green Belt’.  The comment appears to suggest that with bar raised politically at least, the 
onus on the Council to explain and justify its position in relation to the Green Belt is that 
much greater at present.   
 
A further change was made in the PPG in October 2014 in the way that Green Belt is referred 
to.  Section (ID-3-034-20141006) was in the Guidance from its first formal publication and 
says, ‘Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to 
the green belt and other harm to constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green belt’.  Again some people have taken 
comfort in this statement, though the interesting amendment that was made to the PPG in 
October 2014 was to change the title above this paragraph from ‘Can unmet need for 
housing outweigh Green Belt protection?’, with the addition at the beginning of the 
question of the words, ‘In decision taking’ (Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 3-034-20141006).  This 
addition explicitly distinguishes application and decision taking, where development in 
Green belt is very rarely allowed particularly in recovered decisions (decisions taken by the 
Secretary of State), from the process of plan making where it is quite clearly the national 
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policy position that it is for local planning authorities to take a view on whether the Green 
Belt needs to be changed to address the development needs of the community for the plan 
period.   
 
Duty to Cooperate 
The current arrangements for strategic planning through local plans established by the Duty 
to Cooperate in the Localism Act 2011 and the soundness tests in the NPPF are relevant to 
the consideration of Green Belt. 
 
The level of housing which a local plan needs to provide for is determined in part by whether 
there is an ‘unmet requirement’ from a neighbouring authority (NPPF para. 182).  More 
generally it is said that, ‘Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other 
bodies to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly coordinated 
and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans’ (NPPF, para. 179). Green Belt is a strategic 
policy and hence a strategic issue in the terms of the Duty to Cooperate, and so areas of 
Green Belt should be assessed by local authorities collectively.  Significantly Green Belt 
surrounding an urban area may fall into different administrative areas. Does a neighbouring 
authority’s non Green Belt land prevail over local Green Belt?  In the absence of Regional 
strategies (which were a means of addressing and making decisions about these issues), 
some authorities are working together to resolve such matters.   
 
Green Belt reviews 
This term is used in reference to looking to see whether a change will be needed to the 
Green Belt; and in some cases to the actual revision of Green Belt boundaries. Any review of 
Green Belt boundaries should involve an assessment of how the land still contributes to the 
five purposes noted earlier, and take place via the local plan process.    
 
Below we look at some ways that the five purposes might each be used in assessing the 
contribution of land to the Green Belt when undertaking a Green Belt review. Some of these 
purposes will be more relevant, or important, than others on the choices to be made. 
 
Purpose: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 
The terminology of ‘sprawl’ comes from the 1930s when Green Belt was conceived.  Has this 
term has changed in meaning since then? For example, is development that is planned 
positively through a local plan, and well designed with good masterplanning, sprawl?   
 
Purpose: to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 
Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlements near to towns, 
but this is not strictly what the purpose says.  This will be different for each case. A ‘scale 
rule’ approach should be avoided.  The identity of a settlement is not really determined just 
by the distance to another settlement; the character of the place and of the land in between 
must be taken into account.  Landscape character assessment is a useful analytical tool for 
use in undertaking this type of assessment. 
 
Purpose: to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
Presumably all Green Belt does this, making the purpose difficult to use to distinguish the 
contribution of different areas.  The most useful approach is to look at the difference 
between urban fringe – land under the influence of the urban area - and open countryside, 
and to favour the latter in determining which land to try and keep open, taking into account 
the types of edges and boundaries that can be achieved.  
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Purpose: to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
This purpose is generally accepted as relating to very few settlements in practice.  In most 
towns there already are more recent developments between the historic core, and the 
countryside between the edge of the town. 
 
Purpose: to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land 
With this one, it must be the case that the amount of land within urban areas that could be 
developed will already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt land.  If Green 
Belt achieves this purpose, then all Green Belt does so to the same extent and hence the 
value of various land parcels is unlikely to be distinguished by the application of this 
purpose. 
 
On this basis the types of areas of land that might seem to make a relatively limited 
contribution to the overall Green Belt, or which might be considered for development 
through a review of the Green Belt according to the five Green Belt purposes, would be 
where: 
 
• it would effectively be ‘infill’, with the land partially enclosed by development 
• the development would be well contained by the landscape  eg- with rising land 
• there would be little harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct identity of 

separate settlements in reality 
• a strong boundary could be created with a clear distinction between ‘town’ and 

‘country’. 
 
The purpose of a review is for the identification of the most appropriate land to be used for 
development, through the local plan. Always being mindful of all of the other planning 
matters to be taken into account and most importantly, as part of an overall spatial strategy. 
 
Sustainable development needs to be considered here.  It is a matter of law that, ‘any 
person or body engaged in the preparation of Local Development Documents must exercise 
the function with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development’ (2004 Planning Act).  Similarly reporting on the environmental implications of 
reasonable alternatives is a statutory requirement of plan making, and Green Belt is not an 
environmental matter.  
 
Sometimes, based on what is now understood about accessibility, trip lengths, and the use 
of appropriate travel modes for instance, the most sustainable locations for development 
may well be in Green Belts.  The only relevant statement in National policy on the 
relationship between sustainable development and Green Belts is, ‘when drawing up or 
reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local planning authorities should take account of the need 
to promote sustainable development’ (NPPF para. 84). 
 
This leads to the view that to justify the use of land in the Green Belt for development 
through the local plan, an assessment needs to take account of sustainability issues - such as 
accessibility and environmental assets - and an assessment against Green Belt purposes to 
be combined with a comprehensive assessment according to other issues.  A common 
interpretation of the policy position, though not one expounded in the NPPF or the Planning 
Practice Guidance is that where necessitated by the development requirement, plans should 
identify for development of the most sustainable locations, unless outweighed by effect on 
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the overall integrity of the Green Belt according to an assessment of the whole of the Green 
Belt according to the five purposes. 
 
Safeguarded land 
There is a particular feature of Green Belt policy that arises from the combination of the 
wish for permanence, and yet the inevitability of having to find land for development 
through development plans. This is the idea enshrined in policy, that changing Green Belt 
boundaries should only be necessary once in the plan period. The land taken out of the 
Green Belt under this policy provision but not to be used for development in this plan period 
is ‘safeguarded land’; protected from development proposals arising in the meantime by 
policies with similar force to Green Belt.   
 
These principles are in the NPPF (para 85):  local planning authorities  
• should ‘satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the 

end of the development plan period’ 
• ‘where necessary identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer term development needs strategy well 
beyond the plan period’. 

 
Identifying safeguarded land is another requirement of a Green Belt review therefore.  
One challenge for authorities is that there is no guidance on how they are to interpret the 
policy, nor (to date) any consistent pattern discernible from local plan examinations.  In 
some cases local authorities seek to identify safeguarded land in Green Belt changes over 
and above the calculated development requirement for the plan period, but there are 
certainly cases where the issue is effectively ignored by the planning authority and 
examining inspectors alike.  
 
Summary 
Discussions about Green Belt are often controversial and challenging. We recommend local 
authorities try to reduce the challenge by: 
• giving clear and correct information about Green Belt to remove misunderstanding 
• making the consideration of Green Belt in the context of proper planning for sustainable 

development for the whole community 
• trying to avoid allowing Green Belt to establish a special, mythical status  – through 

setting it alongside the use of agricultural land, increasing risk of flooding and effect on 
valuable landscapes in deciding where development is to be provided 

• to get informed debate from communities on the issue and for councillors to show 
strong leadership. 

This PAS publication was researched and written by Peter Brett.  
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 20-22 September 2022 

Site visit made on 23 September 2016 

by Matthew Birkinshaw  BA(Hons) Msc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 28 November 2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/R3705/W/15/3136495 
Land south east of the M42 Junction 10, Tamworth, Warwickshire,           
B78 2EY 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by St Modwen Developments Ltd against the decision of North 

Warwickshire Borough Council. 

 The application Ref PAP/2014/0648, dated 17 December 2014, was refused by notice 

dated 11 August 2015. 

 The development proposed is the development of land within Use Class B1(c) (light 

industry), Use Class B2 (general industry), and Use Class B8 (storage and distribution), 

demolition and removal of existing structures and associated works.  Details of access 

submitted for approval, all other matters reserved.   
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for the 
development of land within Use Class B1(c) (light industry), Use Class B2 
(general industry), and Use Class B8 (storage and distribution) and demolition 

and removal of existing structures and associated works on land south east of 
the M42 Junction 10, Tamworth, Warwickshire, B78 2EY in accordance with the 

terms of the application, Ref PAP/2014/0648, dated 17 December 2014, 
subject to the conditions in the schedule at the end of this decision.   

Procedural Matters 

2. The application was submitted in outline with all matters reserved except for 
access.  I have therefore determined the appeal on the same basis, treating 

the layout, landscaping, scale and appearance of the scheme as indicative.  

3. After the deadline for submissions the appellant provided a Supplementary 
Proof of Evidence on behalf of Peter Leaver.  Although this introduced new 

information it responded to the Council’s Addendum to the 2013 Employment 
Land Review which had only become available in late July 2016.  It was 

therefore not possible for the appellant to address its content any sooner.  The 
addendum also represents the most up-to-date evidence concerning 
employment land in the area and is directly relevant to the appeal.  For these 

reasons, and considering that the Proof responded to the issues in dispute, was 
made available to the Council prior to the Inquiry, and discussed throughout, 

taking it into account would not prejudice the interests of other parties.   
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4. The appellant also provided a copy of a Council Board Report concerning new 

commercial development under consideration at Hams Hall, Coleshill           
(Ref PAP/2016/0399).  As the report was dated 5 September 2016 it was not 

possible to include this information either.  The report is also a public 
document, raises issues relevant to the appeal proposal and was discussed at 
the Inquiry.  I have therefore taken it into account in my decision.   

5. In response to the appellant’s late submissions the Council provided additional 
material of their own.  As this evidence relates directly to the points raised by 

the appellant, in the interests of fairness I have considered it as part of the 
appeal.  Furthermore, appeal decision APP/R3705/W/16/3150719 is dated           
9 September 2016, and could not have been submitted any sooner.   

6. On the final day of the Inquiry a signed and dated Section 106 Agreement and 
a signed and dated Unilateral Undertaking were submitted.  Both documents 

had previously been provided in draft and did not introduce any substantive 
new information that had not already been available.  On this basis, and 
because it would not prejudice the interests of any party, I have considered 

both documents in reaching my decision.   

7. Finally, following the Inquiry the Council confirmed that it had reached a 

unanimous decision to support the approval of planning permission at Hams 
Hall subject to referral to the Secretary of State (Ref PAP/2016/0399).  In the 
interests of fairness additional comments have been sought from the appellant 

in response to this latest position, which I have taken into account.   

Background and Main Issues 

8. The appeal site comprises an area of agricultural land located to the south-east 
of the M42 at Junction 10.  Bisected by Trinity Road it extends to roughly 
25.4ha and falls outside the settlement boundaries of Tamworth to the west 

and Polesworth and Dordon to the east.  In such areas Policy NW2 of the North 
Warwickshire Local Plan Core Strategy states that development will be limited 

to proposals necessary for agriculture, forestry or other uses which require a 
countryside location.  

9. The Council’s reasons for refusing planning permission are twofold.  Firstly, it is 

claimed that the proposal would harm the separate identity of Dordon and 
undermine the meaningful gap between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth.  

The second reason for refusal states that the need for additional employment 
land is not evidenced, and that the scheme would compromise the objectives of 
the development plan contrary to one of the Core Planning Principles of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) which advocates that 
planning should be genuinely plan-led.   

10. However, on the first day of the Inquiry the Council accepted that there are not 
currently enough allocated sites, or sites with planning permission to meet 

employment needs and that more land is required1.  It was also confirmed that 
the proposal would not prejudice the local plan-making process.  Instead, the 
second reason for refusal was presented on the grounds that allocations in the 

emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan would provide sufficient land to meet 
the identified need, and subsequently, the weight which can be attributed to 

this factor in the planning balance is reduced2.   

                                       
1 ID10 
2 Trusthouse Forte (1987) 53 P&CR 293 
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11. Taking this into account, and after having heard the Council’s case in full at the 

Inquiry, the main issues are: 

 The effect of the proposal on the separate identity of Dordon, and 

whether or not it would maintain a meaningful gap between Polesworth 
and Dordon and Tamworth; and 

 Whether or not there is a requirement for additional employment land in 

the area, having particular regard to the emerging North Warwickshire 
Local Plan.   

Reasons 

The Separate Identity of Dordon and the Maintenance of a Meaningful Gap 

12. The development boundary for Dordon is identified on the policies map carried 

forward from the North Warwickshire Local Plan.  It defines an urban area 
focused primarily to the north of the A5.  Dordon is a broadly linear settlement 

and is separated from the M42 by open fields and Birchmoor.  This swathe of 
countryside, which continues south to encompass the appeal site and Freasley, 
divides Dordon to the east, from Tamworth to the west.   

13. The maintenance of a strategic gap between Polesworth and Dordon and 
Tamworth has been a longstanding planning policy objective for the Council, 

and is very important locally.  This is undisputed and is referred to in Core 
Strategy Policy NW19.  It states that proposals “…to the west of Polesworth and 
Dordon must respect the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon and 

Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them.”   

Separate Identity of Dordon 

14. Dordon and Tamworth are two clearly separate towns.  Tamworth is located 
predominantly to the west of the M42 and is a considerably larger urban area.  
Dordon is approximately 1–1.7km to the east and is situated on higher ground 

rising up from the motorway.  It is physically and visually divorced from 
Tamworth.  This relationship is particularly evident from the A5 looking north-

east, and from the public open space off Kitwood Avenue facing west/south-
west.  From both locations the expanse of farmland between the M42 and the 
main body of the settlement north of the A5 differentiates each settlement.  

This area of open land would be unaffected by the appeal scheme. 

15. The Council argues that the proposal would erode an area of undeveloped land 

to the south of the A5 which also contributes to the separation of the two 
settlements.  Combined with new sites proposed and under construction 
around the Birch Coppice Business Park it is suggested that the appeal scheme 

would result in an almost continuous form of development that would dilute the 
separate identity of Dordon.   

16. However, Dordon and Birch Coppice vary in their role, form, function, layout, 
scale and appearance.  Dordon is a small town characterised by a mix of 

predominantly terraced and semi-detached housing focused to the north of the 
A5.  In contrast, Birch Coppice is situated south of the dual-carriageway and 
comprises a large business park with substantial commercial buildings accessed 

from a series of roundabouts.  The settlement of ‘Dordon’, the separate identity 
of which Policy NW19 seeks to protect, is therefore materially different to Birch 
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Coppice, and is not currently read in the same context as the industrial 

development to the south.   

17. Furthermore, the indicative design does not seek to act as an extension of the 

existing employment area.  On the contrary, to the east of the appeal site (and 
on land controlled by the current owners) would be a substantial area of 
planting around the easement of a gas pipeline.  Combined with the siting of 

the former spoil heap this would provide a physical and visual separation 
between the nearest proposed buildings and Birch Coppice.  The plans also 

illustrate how a substantial landscape buffer measuring roughly 20-50m would 
run along the site frontage.  Whilst not intended to screen the proposal, this 
would nonetheless limit its visual impact from the A5 and provide some relief to 

the built form along this side of the road.   

18. In summary therefore, I consider that by reason of the large area of farmland 

that would remain to the north of the A5, the location of Dordon on higher 
ground to the east, and its materially different character and appearance to 
Birch Coppice, subject to an appropriate final design the proposal would respect 

the separate identity of Dordon.  As a result, there is no conflict with the first 
requirement of Core Strategy Policy NW19. 

Maintenance of a ‘Meaningful Gap’ 

19. At the Inquiry the Council confirmed that there is no definition of what 
constitutes a ‘meaningful gap’ within the Core Strategy, or any other adopted 

development plan document.  Instead, it was put to me that a judgement is 
required based on the evidence available, which includes the Council’s 2015 

Meaningful Gap Assessment (‘MGA’).   

20. The MGA identifies the appeal site within Area 9.  It establishes that the area is 
part of a significant gap between Dordon and the M42, forms part of the rural 

gateway to the Borough and that significant development would effectively 
merge the settlements of Tamworth and Dordon from Wilnecote to Birch 

Coppice.  The Council asserts that because it would no longer be possible to 
ascertain where Tamworth ends and Dordon begins, there would no longer be a 
meaningful gap between them.   

21. However, in response to suggestions that the scheme would be a logical 
extension of Tamworth Mrs Barratt took a different view at the Inquiry, 

describing how it would be read as a free-standing, separate development due 
to the intervening motorway.  Given the size of the M42, which runs through a 
tree-lined cutting in this location, I agree that it provides a definitive boundary 

and clear separation to Tamworth beyond.  On this basis the tree-lined 
motorway would limit the perception of any harmful coalescence from 

Wilnecote to Birch Coppice.   

22. Furthermore, although the MGA has been subject to consultation and is a 

material consideration used to support the emerging Local Plan, the starting 
point is the adopted Core Strategy.  Policy NW19 is entitled “Polesworth and 
Dordon”.  It states that development must maintain a meaningful gap between 

Polesworth and Dordon on one side, and Tamworth on the other.   
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23. With the exception of a single row of houses on the southern side of the A5 

Polesworth and Dordon are concentrated to the north of the dual-carriageway.  
This is illustrated on the Council’s policies map.  In contrast, Birch Coppice is a 

large free-standing employment allocation to the south.  Although recent 
expansion has brought development close to the existing row of houses 
accessed from the pedestrian footbridge, for the purposes of the Core Strategy 

it does not form part of either settlement.   

24. Thus, the relevant test is whether or not a meaningful gap would be 

maintained to the west of Polesworth and Dordon, excluding Birch Coppice.  
Without encroaching on the land north of the A5 there would continue to be a 
large, central area of open space separating the two towns.  This area and the 

role that it plays in separating Dordon from Tamworth are evident on the aerial 
photographs provided by the Council3.  The photographs demonstrate that in 

quantitative terms, a substantial gap would be maintained.   

25. That being the case, given its size, scale and proximity to Birch Coppice I have 
also considered the qualitative effects of the proposal.  As guidance4 referred to 

by Mr Williams’ points out, relying solely on a ‘scale rule’ approach to 
maintaining separation between settlements should be avoided, and the 

character of a place, and the land in between needs to be taken into account.   

26. The only landscape/visual assessment relied upon by the Council is the MGA.  
This uses a traffic-light scoring system and concludes that development of the 

appeal site and its immediate surroundings would undermine the gap.  
Although the traffic-light system is easy for members of the public to follow, 

there is no indication how the scores have been reached in a transparent and 
consistent manner.  The MGA also relies on the ‘geographic 
proximity/narrowness of the gap’ in each sub-area without any detailed 

qualitative assessment of how the character of the area would change, or how 
it would be perceived from any locally important viewpoints. 

27. On the other hand the appellant has provided a qualitative and quantitative 
assessment, in addition to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 
submitted with the planning application.  This evidence identifies that the 

appreciation of the gap between Dordon and Tamworth is not only based on 
cartographic geometry, but how it is perceived from the A5, surrounding public 

footpaths and from the respective settlements.   

28. One of the main viewpoints of the site is from the A5 travelling east after 
leaving the roundabout at Junction 10.  At present the open fields in front of 

the spoil heap are clearly visible to drivers and passengers.  At the Inquiry it 
was argued that eroding this part of ‘the gap’ would change the approach into 

North Warwickshire and undermine the concept of leaving an urban area and 
travelling into a rural one, contrary to the spatial vision of the Core Strategy.    

29. However, after a very short distance, and just beyond the ‘Welcome to 
Warwickshire’ sign referred to by the parties the fields north of the A5 come 
into view.  Because the farmland drops down below the road before rising up, 

combined with its open character and proximity to the east-bound carriageway 
this area of countryside dominates the foreground.  Dordon becomes visible at 

a higher level and there is an unequivocal gap in between.  The undulating, 

                                       
3 ID11 
4 Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green Belt 
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open character of the farmland to the north of the A5 would therefore ensure 

that drivers entering the Borough and heading east would still be faced with a 
predominantly rural setting to Dordon.  Based on the evidence provided the 

scheme would not conflict with the spatial vision of the Core Strategy.   

30. Travelling further east the main public viewpoint from Dordon is taken from the 
sports pitch beyond Kitwood Avenue.  From this elevated position views of 

Birch Coppice and the large commercial buildings beyond the M42 are possible.  
Due to the size and scale of the appeal proposal it would introduce a highly 

visible form of development into the swathe of countryside which follows the 
M42 to the south, especially at night from street lights, buildings and vehicles.   

31. Nevertheless, the expanse of farmland between the M42 and Dordon would 

extend beyond the sports pitch for some considerable distance down to the 
motorway.  Due to the openness of this area, its lack of significant built form 

and the change in level, residents on the western edge of Dordon would 
continue to experience an unequivocal sense of separation from Tamworth.   

32. Elsewhere clear views of the appeal site are possible from the public right of 

way to the north of the A5.  In this location the scheme would result in one of 
the greatest changes to the countryside separating Dordon and Tamworth.  

Although the scale of development would erode the open fields between the 
spoil heap and Trinity Road, members of the public looking towards the site 
would do so from open agricultural land, with Dordon above and Tamworth on 

the other side of the M42.  Walkers would therefore still be able to easily 
ascertain that there was a large, clear gap between the two settlements. 

33. Similarly, from land south of the A5 there would be a demonstrable change to 
the local environment viewed from Trinity Road and/or public footpaths AE55 
and AE52.  Despite the foreground becoming dominated by development, when 

looking north-east from footpath AE52 views of the open land beyond the A5 
would continue to be possible along the landscaped eastern site boundary with 

the majority of Birch Coppice screened behind the spoil heap.  When passing 
through the site along footpath AE55 the open area of farmland north of the A5 
would come into view and the appreciation of a strategic gap between Dordon 

and the motorway would remain.   

34. In reaching this view I have taken into account that other developments have 

been granted planning permission in the area, and that additional sites are 
proposed for allocation in the emerging Local Plan.  Nevertheless, there is 
nothing to suggest that the open land north of the A5 would be eroded.  Even 

in the event that proposed allocation DOR22 is completed, this area would 
continue to provide a clear separation between the two towns.  As identified 

above, the indicative layout also illustrates that buildings would be set-back 
from the A5 behind a formal area of planting, in addition to a generous 

landscape buffer along the eastern site boundary.  Combined with the partial 
screening of Birch Coppice afforded by the spoil heap from the south and west 
this would prevent the creation of a continuous line of built development along 

the road frontage. 

Summary  

35. Based on the evidence provided I therefore conclude that due to the open 
farmland to the north of the A5, combined with the location of Dordon on 
higher ground, it’s different character and appearance to Birch Coppice and the 
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inclusion of a landscaped buffer along the eastern site boundary, the proposal 

would respect the separate identity of Dordon, and, maintain a meaningful gap 
between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth.  As a result, there is no 

conflict with Core Strategy Policy NW19.  Subject to a high quality design at 
the reserved matters stage the proposal would also accord with Core Strategy 
Policy NW12 which, amongst other things, requires developments to 

demonstrate a high quality design that positively improves the character, 
appearance and environmental quality of an area.   

36. Draft Policy LP5 in the emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan includes a third 
criterion that all new development in the ‘gap’ should be small in scale, not 
intrude visually into the gap, or physically reduce its size.  However, the plan is 

only at the draft stage and consultation is still on-going.  Bearing in mind that 
they may be subject to change, I have not given Policies LP5 and LP2 any 

significant weight in reaching my decision.   

The Need for Employment Land 

37. The Core Strategy was adopted in 2014 and states that between 2011 and 

2029 a minimum of 60ha of ‘local employment land’ will be provided.  It also 
seeks to direct employment towards settlements appropriate to their size and 

position in the hierarchy.   

38. The Inspector’s Report into the Examination of the Core Strategy made clear 
that it only relates to ‘local’ employment land.  Although the September 2013 

Employment Land Review (ELR) identified a requirement for regional logistics 
sites, the Core Strategy does not seek to meet this need.  The Inspector found 

insufficient evidence to set a requirement for North Warwickshire when sub-
regional work was still on-going.  Rather than increase the number of allocated 
sites it was therefore considered more appropriate to adopt the Core Strategy 

and include a mechanism for an early review.   

39. Since adoption of the Core Strategy various studies concerning employment 

land have been published, both regionally and locally.  Some of the most up-
to-date include the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 
(WMSESS, September 2015) and the Addendum to the 2013 Employment Land 

Review (ELR Addendum, April 2016).  Evidence relating to the scale of unmet 
housing and employment needs from neighbouring authorities has also 

emerged.  Prompted by this change in circumstances the Council has 
committed to an early review of the Core Strategy and produced a new draft 
Local Plan reflecting the higher housing and employment land requirements.  

40. The Council has not stood back and by committing to the preparation of a new 
local plan has clearly ‘grasped the nettle’ when it comes to positively planning 

for growth.  It is accepted that there is a need for additional employment land 
and this is what the emerging Local Plan seeks to achieve5.  A considerable 

amount of Inquiry time was therefore spent assessing the draft allocations in 
the emerging Local Plan against the requirement to provide up to 97ha of 
employment land.  In summary, the Council identifies a supply of between 

roughly 88.38ha and 111.98ha, whereas the appellant suggests that around 
63.58ha is more accurate6.   

                                       
5 ID29 
6 ID8 



Appeal Decision APP/R3705/W/15/3136495 
 

 
8 

41. However, assessing proposed allocations in the emerging Local Plan is not a 

matter for me.  With the exception of a letter7 received on the final day of the 
Inquiry from Hodgetts Estates the submitted evidence has been predominantly 

provided by the two main parties.  Testing whether or not the allocation of 
particular sites is justified, effective and consistent with national policy is for 
the examination process to consider when all of the relevant factors, including 

representations from all relevant parties, can be taken into account.   

42. Instead, paragraph 216 of the Framework advocates that the weight decision-

takers should give to relevant policies in emerging plans depends on their 
stage of preparation and the extent to which there are unresolved objections.  
In this case the emerging Local Plan is only at draft stage and the consultation 

period is on-going.  The plan may be subject to change, and assessment of the 
appeal scheme has already identified an increase in employment land arising 

from discrepancies in the methodology used.  The weight which can be 
attributed to potential employment allocations is therefore only limited.   

43. In reaching this view I have taken into account that the proposed allocations 

include land at Centurion Park (which has planning permission) and Birch 
Coppice (which is an established business park).  Such sites have a greater 

degree of certainty than others given their existing/permitted uses.  The 
Council has also identified an additional 24.8ha in reserve at ‘MIRA’.    

44. Nonetheless, some of the other proposed allocations include sites which are 

within the Green Belt, have not been considered before and involve the 
relocation of allotments.  Although the Council supports the release of Green 

Belt land at Hams Hall, permission has not yet been granted.  Discussions with 
allotment holders in respect of land adjacent to the A5 are also at a relatively 
early stage.  There are also other factors which need to be resolved through 

the consultation and examination processes.  For example, the figures in ID8 
include roughly 8.5ha of land allocated at Centurion Park, yet this has been 

considered in the supply as an extant planning permission. 

Tamworth’s Needs 

45. In addition to the Council’s needs it is also necessary to consider the 

requirements for additional employment land arising from Tamworth.  In 
January 2015 the Head of Planning and Regeneration confirmed that only 

roughly 18ha of employment land was available, leaving a shortfall of some 
14ha to be met elsewhere.  Representations confirmed that; 

 “…To date there has been no progression on preparing any joint work 

between the three local authorities, specifically with consideration of meeting 
the 14ha of unmet employment need arising from Tamworth.  As there has 

been no wider, strategic work which considers a range of potential sites in 
North Warwickshire or Lichfield, this site currently presents the only option 

of meeting this need.“ 

46. The position has moved-on since January 2015 and a draft Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) 8 has been provided between Tamworth Borough Council, 

Lichfield District Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council.  It confirms 
that North Warwickshire has identified 8.5ha to the south-west of Junction 10 

(at Centurion Park) to deliver part of the 14ha which cannot be accommodated 

                                       
7 ID24 
8 ID12 
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in Tamworth.  Correspondence from Lichfield District Council9 also states that it 

will ‘investigate’ providing the remaining 6.5ha10 through its local plan process.   

47. However, whilst this confirms that the three Councils have been actively 

working together on a cooperative basis, the MoU has not been signed.  
Furthermore, a Statement of Common Ground between the appellant and 
Tamworth Borough Council was produced for the Examination of the Tamworth 

Local Plan.  This was dated May 2015, after planning permission was granted at 
Centurion Park, and confirmed that: 

“The planning permission for 8.5 hectares gross (5.3 hectares net) has been 
allocated by North Warwickshire Borough Council in its draft Site Allocations 
Plan (DOR24) and forms part of the employment supply to meet its own 

local employment needs, as justified by NWBC in its report of the application 
to Planning Committee.”   

48. There also remains approximately a further 5.5ha to find with no concrete 
commitment from Lichfield to provide this anytime soon.  Given the appeal 
site’s proximity to Tamworth, the proposal would therefore be ideally placed to 

satisfy this requirement.   

Wider than Local Needs for Large Sites 

49. Paragraph 7.48 of the emerging Local Plan confirms that since the preparation 
of the Core Strategy studies have identified a wider than local need for large 
sites.  Despite this, because such sites coming forward elsewhere it is not an 

issue that the Local Plan seeks to address.  The Council adopted a similar 
argument at the Inquiry, namely, that the emergence of Peddimore, Magna 

Park and the East Midlands Gateway, combined with extensions to Birch 
Coppice and the 20ha of land proposed at Hams Hall point to a healthy supply 
of strategic sites. 

50. It is appreciated that there are other large sites across the region which could 
contribute to the need cited in paragraph 7.48 of the draft Plan.  Nevertheless, 

no site specific assessment has been undertaken to consider where this need 
should be met, and the Council confirms that this work has not yet been 
commissioned.   

51. On the other hand the WMSESS identifies ‘functional market areas’ throughout 
the West Midlands based on factors such as proximity to motorways and the 

workforce.  When considering past annual take-up against immediately 
available floorspace it confirms that along the M42 corridor the supply of large 
sites is the tightest, amounting to only roughly 3.7 years.  One of the reasons 

for this is due to the length of time sites such as Peddimore are likely to take 
coming forward.  

52. It is appreciated that there is no policy requirement to provide 5 years’ worth 
of employment land.  This is reflected in the appeal decisions referred to by the 

Council11.  The assessment in the WMSESS is also based on annual take-up and 
“immediately” available supply, which is different to Footnote 11 of the 
Framework which the parties referred to throughout the Inquiry.   

                                       
9 ID20 
10 Inspector’s Note: Notwithstanding 14ha – 8.5ha in North Warwickshire leaves only 5.5ha to find in Lichfield 
11 Appeal Refs APP/U2235/A/14/2224036 and APP/U2235/A/14/2229271 



Appeal Decision APP/R3705/W/15/3136495 
 

 
10 

53. Nevertheless, the WMSESS represents one of the most up-to-date studies 

available and points to a demonstrable need for additional strategic sites in the 
area.  I am also mindful that the Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of 

Commerce advise12 that a fundamental barrier to business expansion and 
growth in the sub-region is the shortage of premises for offices, industry and 
warehousing.  Although the Chamber of Commerce has not assessed the 

different type of land requirements in the same way as the main parties, the 
current situation is described as “…particularly acute and, if not addressed in 

the very near future, will mean that plans for growth, change and investment 
by SMEs and major employers will be severely hampered.”   

54. Furthermore, the lack of available strategic sites was identified as one of the 

material considerations in the Council’s decision to support the principle of 
development in the Green Belt at Hams Hall (Ref PAP/2016/0399).  Whilst it 

was put to me that the 20ha proposed for allocation at Hams Hall would satisfy 
this requirement, the draft Local Plan makes it clear that it does not consider 
regional needs for large sites (paragraph 7.48).   

Summary 

55. New evidence has emerged which points to the need for additional employment 

land in North Warwickshire over and above the adopted Core Strategy.  The 
Council’s November 2016 Board Report concerning proposed development in 
the Green Belt at Hams Hall describes this evidence as up-to-date, relevant 

and carries ‘significant weight’.  Although the Council has sought to argue that 
this need would be met by allocations in the emerging Local Plan, this is only at 

a draft stage and may be subject to change.  I also find no persuasive evidence 
that either Tamworth’s requirements, or the need for strategic sites has been 
adequately met (or if it has, that additional land has been identified).  In this 

context the contribution that the scheme would make towards the provision of 
employment land weighs heavily in its favour. 

Other Material Planning Considerations 

Heritage Assets 

56. Situated approximately 40-150m to the south-west of the appeal site are four 

Grade II listed buildings and structures.  They include Freasley Hall, the garden 
walls and gate piers south of Freasley Hall, Sycamore Cottage and Yew House.  

In considering the proposal I have therefore had special regard to the 
desirability of preserving their setting. 

57. The gardens and private curtilages of the properties are important attributes 

which form part of their setting.  So does the wider settlement of Freasley and 
its surrounding fields and woodland, which contribute positively to their 

significance as designated heritage assets.   

58. Although the proposal would result in the loss of agricultural land around 

Freasley, the indicative layout illustrates significant areas of parkland to the 
south-west corner of the site.  Landscaped buffers measuring a minimum of 6m 
deep are also shown around the southern edge of the site, whilst wildflower 

grassland would retain the views of open fields from Freasley Hall.  Combined 
with the degree of separation that would be maintained between Freasley and 

the nearest built development, I agree with the main parties that the setting of 
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Freasley Hall, the garden walls and gate piers south of Freasley Hall, Sycamore 

Cottage and Yew House would be preserved.   

Traffic Generation and Highway Safety 

59. On the final day of the Inquiry it was put to me that the data contained in the 
Highways Statement of Common Ground was flawed.  It was also claimed that 
the data had not been made available, and that the scheme would significantly 

increase traffic on Trinity Road, the roundabout at Junction 10 and on the A5.  
At the planning application stage local residents identified similar issues with 

traffic volumes, congestion and highway safety on Trinity Road in particular.   

60. In terms of the reliability and availability of data the planning application was 
accompanied by a Transport Assessment and Framework Travel Plan which 

formed part of the appellant’s submission.  In response to this the County 
Council Highways Officer and Highways England concluded that the scheme 

would be acceptable subject to certain mitigation measures.  This is reflected in 
the submitted Highways Statement of Common Ground. 

61. Whilst I empathise with local residents and appreciate the difficulties in 

assimilating large technical documents, no contradictory evidence or objective 
analysis has been submitted to suggest that these conclusions are incorrect.  

Consequently, there is no robust information before me to reach a different 
view.  Although traffic would undoubtedly increase on Trinity Road, the A5 and 
around Junction 10, the parties agree that that this would not be hazardous to 

road safety, or significantly undermine network capacity.  

62. Concerns have also been raised that the lay-by on the west-bound side of the 

A5 would become used as a drop-off point for potential future employees 
causing traffic to back-up to the detriment of safety, that the footpath on this 
stretch of the A5 is too narrow, and that there is no bus stop.    

63. In terms of the lay-by and its relationship to the site entrance and/or public 
right of way this would be a matter for the final detailed design to consider.  

Given the space available I am satisfied that the internal layout and 
landscaping could be configured in a way that would prevent the lay-by 
becoming used as a popular drop-off area for employees.  Aside from the 

upgrades to the A5 proposed as part of the scheme there is also no request 
from the relevant Highways Authority to make any further changes to the 

footpath on the A5.  Based on the evidence provided and observations at my 
site visit I find no reasons to disagree.  

64. With regard to public transport provision there is currently a bus-stop on the 

east-bound side of the A5.  As set out in the Highways Statement of Common 
Ground, it has been agreed that the appellant would either provide a new bus-

stop on the southern, west-bound side of the road, or, fund the diversion of a 
service into the site with a suitable bus-stop and turning area in the design.  

Both options are included in the signed Section 106 Agreement and would 
negate the need for potential future employees to cross the A5 in order to 
access public transport provision.  

65. In summary therefore, I find no conflict with the Framework which advocates 
that development should only be refused on transport grounds where the 

residual cumulative impacts are severe.   
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Character and Appearance of Freasley 

66. Freasley is a small hamlet accessed from Trinity Road to the south-west of the 
appeal site.  Given the scale of development proposed the approach to the 

hamlet from the M42 would change.  Upon leaving the roundabout at Junction 
10 and travelling south-west residents would be faced with new industrial 
development on either side of Trinity Road, rather than open fields.   

67. However, this would only be for a relatively short distance.  The indicative 
layout illustrates new parkland adjacent to Trinity Road around the south-west 

corner of the site providing a landscaped buffer to the hamlet.  Generous 
separation between built development and Freasley would therefore remain. 

68. Furthermore, there is no vehicular access through Freasley to the appeal site or 

Birch Coppice.  As such, it has a materially different character to Trinity Road.  
When driving through the hamlet the combination of traditional buildings, 

mature trees and open spaces create an attractive, rural feel to the area.  Due 
to the degree of separation from the appeal site and the indicative use of 
landscaping proposed this would be unaffected.  The distinction between the 

character and appearance of Freasley and the industrial and commercial 
development around Junction 10 would be maintained.   

69. Although some local residents fear that allowing the appeal would set a 
precedent for more development around Freasley, which in turn would affect its 
character and setting, each proposal must be considered on its own merits.  

Further development to the south of the site would require planning 
permission, and the cumulative effects would therefore be considered as part of 

any potential future planning application process.  

Living Conditions of Neighbouring Resident 

70. Nos. 17 and 18 Watling Street are situated to the north-east of the appeal site.  

Despite being the nearest residential properties to the proposal they would be 
separated from the nearest development by the landscaped buffer along the 

eastern boundary and the easement for the gas pipeline.  An even larger area 
of open space would separate the nearest houses in Freasley.  Subject to an 
appropriate lighting strategy, consideration of the site layout and controls over 

finished floor levels, the intervening landscaped areas would ensure that no 
unacceptable harm would occur to residents’ outlook, privacy or levels of 

available sunlight.  For the same reasons no harmful disturbance would occur 
from the headlights of HGVs within the site.  Bearing in mind the amount of 
traffic already using the A5 and the change in vehicle numbers that would be 

perceptible to residents, headlights from additional vehicles on the highway 
network would not give rise to a noticeable, harmful level of disturbance either.   

71. With regard to noise and vibration the appellant has conducted surveys at 
various locations across the site, including to the north-east corner nearest the 

A5 and the south-west corner closest to houses in Freasley.  In summary the 
report found that the predicted noise levels from activities on the site would be 
below a level likely to cause sleep disturbance.  It also concluded that the 

effects on nearby properties from plant noise would be negligible, and that 
traffic increases would generate “barely perceptible changes in noise level on 

the surrounding network…”  As this is the only site specific assessment that has 
been carried out, I find no reasons to reach a different conclusion.   
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Human Rights 

72. Representations at the planning application stage claim that the rights of the 
occupiers of Hall End Cottages, under the Human Rights Act 1998 (Article 8), 

would be violated should planning permission be granted.  The claims are made 
on the grounds that occupiers would be affected by disturbed coal seams, from 
radon and argon gases, air pollution and illumination from security lights, 

vehicles and street lighting.   

73. For the reasons given above I have already concluded that the proposed 

development would not cause unacceptable harm to the living conditions of the 
occupiers of neighbouring residential properties having regard to their outlook, 
privacy, available levels of sunlight, or from illumination, noise and vibration.  

Thus, the degree of interference would be insufficient to give rise to a violation 
of rights under Article 8.   

74. With regard to coal seams the appellant has provided a Preliminary Geo-
environmental Interpretative Report which confirms that the site is in a zone of 
influence from 6 seams at depths of between 170m and 320m, last worked in 

1973.  However, reference is made to confirmation from the Coal Authority that 
any ground movement from coal mining should have stopped, and that there is 

no record of gas emissions requiring action on site.  The report also deals 
specifically with radon and confirms that protective measures are not 
considered necessary as the site is located in a lower-intermediate probability 

radon area.  In addition, no evidence has been provided to indicate a harmful 
presence of argon, and given the degree of separation between the nearest 

buildings and residential properties, there is nothing to suggest that any 
structural damage would occur as a result of building works.   

75. The potential for air pollution and dust has also been considered by the 

appellant.  The submitted assessment establishes that air quality in the area is 
currently acceptable based on objectives in The Air Quality Strategy for 

England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (DEFRA, 2007).  Against this 
baseline consideration has been given to pollutants associated with traffic 
(nitrogen dioxide and fine particulate matter) and the construction process.  In 

summary the report concludes that air quality at existing properties nearby 
would be affected, but that the changes would represent imperceptible 

increases in the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and fine particulate matter.  
The impacts would therefore be negligible.   

76. The Environmental Statement submitted with the planning application also 

recognises that construction works would have the potential to create dust.  
The local community may therefore experience occasional, short-term adverse 

impacts.  Nevertheless, this could be mitigated by adhering to a management 
plan which would limit the short-term effects of construction.  Such measures 

could be controlled and enforced through the use of a suitably worded planning 
condition.   

77. Based on the information provided I therefore find no evidence to suggest that 

there would be any significant harm caused from structural damage, the 
presence of coal seams, gases or from air pollution.  Consequently, the Human 

Rights of the occupiers of 15 and 17 Hall End Cottages would not be violated.   
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Biodiversity and Protected Species 

78. The appeal site does not contain any statutory designated sites of nature 
conservation interest.  The nearest is the Kettle Brook Local Nature Reserve 

(LNR), approximately 0.3km away.   

79. As the LNR is on the opposite side of the motorway the proposal would have no 
direct impact on its wetland habitat, wild flower meadows and woodland.  The 

use of measures to stop any petrochemical contamination of surface water 
from machinery or stored fuels could also be controlled and enforced by a 

suitably worded planning condition.  This would prevent contaminated surface 
water discharging into Kettle Brook and reaching the LNR.    

80. With regard to protected species the appellant’s surveys found no evidence of 

bats or great crested newts (GCN) on the site.  Although a GCN breeding pond 
was identified approximately 200m to the south-west it would be unaffected by 

the development.  Based on the illustrative plans the nearest built development 
would also be roughly 550m from the pond, and the arable habitat of the site is 
only of very limited value to GCN in their terrestrial phase.  Thus, no offence 

would be likely to occur.   

81. In terms of other species three badger setts were recorded within the site 

boundary.  Despite seeking to retain the setts, the Environmental Statement 
found that it would be necessary to temporarily close Sett 3 given its proximity 
to new buildings.  Whilst the report does not suggest that such practices would 

be inappropriate, I am mindful that the application was submitted in outline.  
Given the size of the site there are no reasons to indicate that development 

could not come forward without damaging the sett.  Subject to an appropriate 
landscaping scheme the proposal would provide enhanced foraging resources 
for Badgers and result in a net gain to their habitat.   

Use of Agricultural Land 

82. The appeal site comprises Grades 2 and 3a agricultural land, defined as ‘the 

best and most versatile’.  I have therefore borne in mind paragraph 112 of the 
Framework.  It states that consideration must be given to the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land.  Where 

significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, 
decision-makers should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference 

to that of a higher quality.   

83. In reaching a balanced view this harm must be considered in the context of 
local area and the other benefits that the scheme would deliver.  In this case 

the Council acknowledges that there is a need for additional employment, and 
the draft allocations in the emerging Local Plan include the use of agricultural, 

and even some Green Belt land.  A substantial swathe of agricultural land 
would also be retained to the north of the site providing a meaningful gap 

between Dordon and Tamworth.  Furthermore, no evidence has been provided 
to suggest that the scheme would have any adverse impact on the wider 
availability of the best and most versatile agricultural land in the area.  The 

loss of the appeal site to agricultural uses must therefore be considered in this 
context, and the wider socio-economic benefits that it would provide.   
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Public Right of Way Network and Other Considerations 

84. Public footpaths AE55 and AE52 cross the appeal site.  Although the indicative 
layout shows the diversion of AE55, the County Council’s Rights of Way Officer 

has not objected to the scheme.  Based on the evidence provided I agree that 
an adequate route could be maintained through the appeal site which would 
not prejudice users of the local public right of way network.   

85. Finally, I have also taken into account concerns that the proposal would 
devalue properties and lead to vandalism, crime and anti-social behaviour.  

However, no evidence has been provided to substantiate these comments.  As 
a result, I have not given them any significant weight in reaching my decision.   

Planning Obligations 

86. The submitted Section 106 Agreement includes a commitment to either provide 
a new bus-stop on the A5, or, include a stop within the site and contribute to 

the diversion of the 766/767 services as required.  A training and skills 
contribution of £60,000 is also included.  Alongside this is a Unilateral 
Undertaking which makes provision for landscaping works to the east of the 

site, a commitment to comply with the Considerate Constructors Scheme, and 
to promote training for employees in the construction phase. 

87. Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations states 
that planning obligations should only be sought where they are necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 

development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.   

88. Policy TPT3 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan states that development will 

not be permitted unless it maximises practicable opportunities for the use of 
sustainable modes of transport, including travel by bus.  One of the 
Framework’s Core Planning Principles also advocates that planning should 

actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 
transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations 

which are or can be made sustainable.  The provision of an additional bus stop 
on the A5, or contributions to divert existing services to a new stop within the 
site are therefore necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms, and are directly related.  They are also fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the size and scale of development proposed. 

89. Core Strategy Policy NW22 also states that planning obligations will be used to 
secure four key priorities, one of which is the provision of training and up-
skilling opportunities.  The inclusion of a contribution in the Section 106 

Agreement towards a programme of careers advice and engagement aimed at 
people not in education, employment or training is therefore necessary to make 

the development acceptable in planning terms.  It is also directly related to the 
development proposed and is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.   

90. In terms of the Unilateral Undertaking landscaping to the east is necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms by maintaining separation 
to Birch Coppice.  The promotion of localised training opportunities is also 

necessary in accordance with Core Strategy Policy NW22, and to mitigate the 
effects of building work on local residents’ living conditions adhering to a 

considerate constructors’ scheme is required.  Moreover, all the provisions are 
directly related, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.   
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91. In summary therefore, the provisions in both the Section 106 Agreement and 

Unilateral Undertaking meet the requirements of the CIL Regulations, and I 
have taken them into account in reaching my decision.   

Conclusion and Balancing Exercise 

92. The proposal conflicts with Core Strategy Policy NW2 which limits development 
outside Category 1-4 settlements.  It is also contrary to Core Strategy Policy 

NW9 which directs employment uses to settlements appropriate to their size 
and position in the hierarchy, and would result in the loss of an area of best 

and most versatile agricultural land. 

93. However, the Framework confirms that decisions must be taken in accordance 
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

In this case there are several material considerations which justify departing 
from Core Strategy Policies NW2 and NW19.   

94. Firstly, new evidence has emerged since adoption of the Core Strategy which 
points to a need for additional employment land.  Although it is suggested that 
there are other, more suitable sites available to meet this need, consultation on 

the draft allocations is still on-going.  Moreover, the emerging plan does not 
intend to meet wider than local needs for large sites, and neighbouring 

Tamworth has a requirement of 14ha which it cannot provide.  This was 
identified after planning permission was granted at Centurion Park and the MoU 
has not been signed, with Lichfield District Council only committing to 

investigate providing their ‘share’.   

95. In resolving to support the approval of planning permission for new 

development in the Green Belt at Hams Hall the Council described the latest 
evidence concerning employment land as up-to-date, relevant and carrying 
significant weight.  This need exists now and is described by the local Chamber 

of Commerce as ‘particularly acute’.  Situated close to Tamworth and the 
Birmingham Intermodal Freight Terminal (BIFT) the appeal scheme would be 

ideally placed to make a significant contribution to meeting this need, and the 
indicative mix of building sizes would offer employment space for a range of 
local and regional operators.   

96. Secondly, the principal reason why the appeal site has not been included as an 
option to help meet this need is due to its location within a strategic gap 

separating Polesworth and Dordon from Tamworth.  However, in response to 
the Council’s concerns the appellant has provided a qualitative and quantitative 
assessment on the effect of development within this gap, in addition to a LVIA 

submitted as part of an Environmental Statement.   

97. Based on the evidence provided I agree that the retention of the farmland to 

the north of the A5 is critical, and by reason of its topography and open 
character this area of land would continue to provide a meaningful gap 

between Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth.  Because Dordon is a town 
characterised by twentieth century housing and is located on higher land 
predominantly to the north of the A5, subject to an appropriate design at the 

reserved matters stage its separate identity would also be respected.  As a 
result, there is no conflict with Core Strategy Policy NW19, which is the only 

adopted development plan policy relating to the ‘gap’.   
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98. Thirdly, paragraphs 18 and 19 of the Framework confirm that the Government 

is committed to securing economic growth in order to create jobs and 
prosperity, and ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to 

support sustainable economic growth.  With this in mind the proposal would 
generate between roughly 1,170 and approximately 1,550 FTE jobs, with 
around 290 temporary roles provided in the construction process.  These jobs 

would be created in an area where within 5km of the appeal site 9 Lower Super 
Output Areas are ranked in the lowest 20% nationally against the Index of 

Multiple Deprivation.  Additional jobs would also be created as a result of the 
positive knock-on effect from the proposal, estimated to peak at around 1,650.  
In total the net impact on the local economy would be in the region of £70m-

£90m, and the socio-economic benefits of the scheme would be substantial.   

99. When considered against the Framework taken as a whole the proposal would 

therefore resonate with the principles of sustainable development.  It would 
contribute towards building a strong, responsive and competitive economy 
whilst supporting growth and innovation in an area where demand is high.  

Although there would be some loss of countryside that separates Polesworth 
and Dordon from Tamworth, the evidence provided demonstrates how the 

scheme has taken account of the different roles and character of the different 
areas, and would maintain a meaningful gap between the two towns.  In 
environmental terms it would also be consistent with one of the Framework’s 

Core Planning Principles which seeks to ensure that planning actively manages 
patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking 

and cycling, and focuses significant development in locations which are or can 
be made sustainable.   

100. When taking all these factors into account I consider that the other material 

considerations are of such significance that they warrant a decision not in 
accordance with Core Strategy Policies NW2 and NW9.  The proposal would 

represent a sustainable form of development as defined by the Framework, and 
combined the benefits of allowing the appeal would be substantial.  Based on 
the evidence provided in this particular case these factors justify granting 

planning permission.   

Overall Conclusion and Conditions 

101. For the reasons given above, and having had regard to all other matters 
raised, I conclude that the appeal should be allowed.   

102. In order to define the permission, and because the application was 

submitted in outline it is necessary to list the reserved matters for which 
approval must be sought, and define any relevant phases.  Considering the 

scale of the development, and the fact that the design of individual plots may 
progress at different rates, I agree that it is necessary to require submission of 

the first reserved matters within 2 years, and all reserved matters within 5 
years.  A condition is also required to ensure that development takes place 
within 3 years of the approval of the final reserved matters.   

103. To ensure that the development is carried out as approved it is necessary to 
list the relevant plans.  However, this is only necessary in relation to the access 

as the remaining details are indicative.  In the interests of highway safety, and 
because there are other openings along Trinity Road a condition is also 
required to specify that access for motor vehicle must only be taken from the 

locations identified on plan Ref 1148-12/H.   
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104. In the interests of highway safety and the efficient operation of the highway 

network conditions are necessary to restrict the total amount of floorspace 
permitted as part of the final design, and the amount of floorspace in Use 

Classes B1(c) and B2 (industrial processes).  To define the permission it is also 
necessary to refer to the parameters plan for subsequent reserved matters 
submissions to follow.   

105. The interests of preserving any potential archaeological remains necessitate 
a condition requiring the submission, approval and implementation of a written 

scheme of investigation (WSI), and any fieldwork as necessary.  As discussed 
at the Inquiry, in order to be precise I have amended the proposed wording to 
require the WSI to be submitted and approved in writing prior to the 

commencement of development.  To avoid any uncertainty it is also necessary 
to refer to fieldwork ‘as required’, and specify that the written report is 

submitted in accordance with the agreed programme.   

106. The same reasons also necessitate a condition requiring the approval of a 
mitigation strategy as required.  Given the nature of buried remains the written 

scheme of investigation and mitigation strategy would both be required prior to 
the commencement of development.  Ensuring that the investigations and 

mitigation strategies are adequately completed, along with any post-excavation 
analysis also necessitates the imposition of condition no.11. 

107. Although the parties suggest that a condition is required to restrict work 

starting until details of landscaping, boundary treatments and drainage along 
the M42 and A5 frontages are approved, landscaping is a reserved matter.  

Issues relating to drainage are also addressed by proposed condition no.26.   

108. To protect the living conditions of neighbouring residents and in the interests 
of highway safety a construction management plan is required.  However, as 

discussed at the Inquiry protecting features of ‘ecological interest’ is unclear 
and is unnecessary given the need to adhere to mitigation measures referred 

to in Condition 16.  Defining ‘extraneous material’ is also imprecise and I have 
therefore reworded the condition to require the construction management plan 
to include wheel washing facilities.  This is more precise and allows the local 

planning authority to ensure that appropriate practices are still put in place.   

109. In the in interests of the character and appearance of the site and 

surrounding area a condition is required relating to the approval of site levels.  
To be more precise I have reworded the suggested condition by referring to the 
finished floor levels of the proposed buildings, and not just ‘ground levels’.  For 

the same reasons a condition relating to the approval of external lighting is 
also necessary.  Given that site levels and lighting are directly related to the 

construction of buildings, roads and public areas their approval is required 
before any development starts on site.   

110. The interests of protecting biodiversity and ecology require the approval and 
implementation of a Habitat Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan and 
Programme.  In order to provide adequate drainage and reduce the risk of 

flooding the approval of details relating to foul and surface water management 
are also necessary, along with their implementation.  Because both 

requirements relate to the construction of the development their approval is 
necessary prior to the commencement of development.   
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111. For reasons of highway safety and providing adequate access it is necessary 

to ensure that the proposed signalised junction, Non-Motorised User Link 
connection, pedestrian and cycle paths, and means of accessing individual plots 

are provided prior to the occupation of the development.  The interests of 
promoting more sustainable modes of transport also require approval of a 
travel plan.  However, in the absence of any details relating to the current 

‘Highway Authority specifications’ I have reworded proposed condition no.12 to 
require the details to be first submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  This is more precise and still allows for relevant standards 
to be met.  I have also reworded proposed condition no.20 to remove the 
ability to amend the proposed link through submission of subsequent designs, 

which would not have been subject to the same consultation as the details 
accompanying the appeal scheme.   

112. In the interests of the living conditions of neighbouring residents it is 
necessary to restrict the use of external sound amplification equipment unless 
the details have been first submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.   

113. In the interests of the character and appearance of the site and surrounding 

area it is necessary to ensure that all landscaped areas are appropriately 
managed.  For the same reasons a condition is required to ensure that any 
trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years from completion of the 

development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall 
be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species 

unless otherwise approved in writing by the local planning authority.  This 
flexibility allows for other suitable alternative species to be used in the event 
that one fails.   

114. Condition no.26 is necessary in the interests preventing the spread of 
unexpected contamination during construction.  In order to be more effective, 

precise and enforceable I have reworded the suggested condition by requiring 
the suspension of development on the part of the site affected, and, specifying 
that remediation and verification schemes are carried out before the 

development or relevant phase of development is resumed or continued.   

115. Finally, in the interests of safety a condition is required to ensure that 

adequate facilities for fire fighting are made available, although I find no 
reasons why the details should be provided prior to the commencement of 
development.  I have therefore reworded the suggested condition by requiring 

water supplies and fire hydrants for fire fighting purposes to be in place for 
each phase prior to first occupation.   

Matthew Birkinshaw 

INSPECTOR 
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Conditions Schedule 

 
General Conditions 

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale (hereinafter 
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority before any development takes 

place and the development shall be carried out as approved. 

2) If the development hereby permitted is to be constructed in more than 

one phase, details of the proposed phases of construction shall be 
submitted to the local planning authority for approval prior to, or at the 
same time as the first application for approval of the reserved matters.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
phasing details, or such other phasing details as shall subsequently be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.   

3) The first application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to 
the local planning authority not later than 2 years from the date of this 

permission.  All applications for approval of the reserved matters shall be 
made to the local planning authority not later than 5 years from the date 

of this permission.   

4) The development hereby permitted shall take place not later than 3 years 
from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be 

approved. 

5) Insofar as it relates to the access, the development hereby permitted 

shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans:   
Ref DE128A/007, 1148-12/H and 1148-13/A. 

6) Access for motor vehicles to the development hereby permitted from the 

public highway on Trinity Road shall not be made other than at the 
positions identified on approved drawing Ref 1148-12/H.   

7) The development hereby permitted shall provide no more than 80,000m2 
of floorspace (GIA) for use within Use Class B1(c), Use Class B2 or Use 
Class B8 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (as 

amended).   

8) No more than 20,000m2 of floorspace (GIA) within the development 

hereby permitted shall be used for uses falling within Use Class B1 (c) or 
Use Class B2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (as 
amended).   

9) The reserved matters shall be designed within the parameters contained 
in plan Ref DE128A_006.   

 
Pre-Commencement Conditions 

10) No development shall take place until a Written Scheme of Investigation 
(WSI) for a programme of archaeological evaluative work across the site, 
including phasing where appropriate, has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The programme of 
archaeological evaluative work and any associated post-excavation 

analysis, report production and archive deposition detailed within the 
approved WSI shall be carried out as required in accordance with a 
programme specified in the WSI.  A written report with details of the 
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results of the fieldwork undertaken shall also be submitted to the local 

planning authority in accordance with the agreed programme.  The 
findings from the archaeological evaluative work shall inform each 

reserved matters submission.  

11) Where necessary, and as informed by the archaeological evaluative work 
undertaken in the WSI, no development shall take place until an 

Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS) has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  This shall detail the 

strategy devised, including phasing where appropriate, to mitigate the 
archaeological impact of the proposed development; either through 
further archaeological fieldwork, for which a further WSI may be 

required, and/or through the preservation in situ of any archaeological 
deposits.  The AMS shall inform each reserved matters submission.   

12) No development within any phase shall take place until the fieldwork 
relevant to that phase detailed in the WSI and AMS has been completed 
in accordance with the programme(s) specified therein.  Any post-

excavation analysis, publication of results and archive deposition shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the approved WSI and AMS.   

13) No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until 
a Construction Environmental Management Plan has been submitted to, 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority for the relevant 

phase.  The Plan shall provide for:  

i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

ii) the routing for vehicles accessing the site associated with the 
construction of the development and signage to identify the route; 

iii) the manoeuvring of vehicles within the site; 

iv) loading and unloading of plant and materials used in constructing 
the development, including top soil; 

v) the location of site compounds; 

vi) storage of plant and materials; 

vii) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including 

decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where 
appropriate; 

viii) wheel washing facilities; 

ix) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 
construction; 

x) measures to control and mitigate disturbance from noise;  

xi) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from 

construction works; 

xii) any on-site lighting as required during construction; and 

xiii) measures to protect existing trees and hedgerows proposed for 
retention;  

xiv) delivery, demolition and construction working hours; and  

xv) means by which the terms will be monitored, details of a contact 
person and the procedure for reporting and resolving complaints.   

 The approved Plan shall be adhered to throughout the construction period 
of the development. 
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14) No development within any phase shall take place until full details of the 

finished levels, above ordnance datum, of the ground floor(s) of the 
proposed building(s), in relation to existing ground levels have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved levels. 

15) No development within any phase shall take place until details of all 

external lighting relevant to that phase has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The lighting shall be 

installed, operated and maintained in accordance with the approved 
details.   

16) No development within any phase shall take place until a Habitat 

Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan and Programme for that 
phase has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  This should be informed by the mitigation measures 
set out in Chapter 9 (“Ecology and Nature Conservation”) of the 
Environmental Statement (Ref 23809/A5/ES2014, dated December 2014) 

submitted with the planning application.  The approved Plan shall be 
implemented in full in accordance with the approved Programme.   

17) No development within any phase shall take place until drainage plans for 
the disposal of surface water and foul sewage for that phase have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 

plans shall incorporate principles of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
(SUDS) and include details of surface water run-off attenuation measures 

and management.  The plans shall be implemented as approved before 
the relevant phase of development is first brought into use.   

Pre-Occupation Conditions 

18) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 
the proposed signalised junction shown on plan Ref 1148-12/H has been 

constructed in accordance with details first submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority.   

19) No phase of the development hereby permitted to the east of Trinity 

Road shall be occupied until the proposed Non-Motorised User Link 
connection from the site to the A5 trunk road has been constructed in 

accordance with details first submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority in consultation with the highway authority for the 
strategic road network.  The detailed design shall be based on submitted 

plan Ref 1148-20 Revision C.  Thereafter it shall be retained in its 
approved form.   

20) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 
the pedestrian and cycleway works shown on plan Ref 1148-13/A and 

1148-12/H have been constructed in accordance with details first 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.   

21) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 

the roads serving that phase, including footways, private drives, means 
of accessing plots, car parking and manoeuvring areas have been laid out 

and substantially constructed in accordance with details first submitted to 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  Areas for the 
parking and manoeuvring of vehicles shall be retained for their intended 

use at all times thereafter.  
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22) None of the buildings hereby permitted shall be occupied until a 

Sustainable Travel Plan (STP) relevant to the occupier of that building has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 

authority.  The STP shall be based on the Framework Travel Plan (Phil 
Jones Associates, Project Code 1148, dated December 2014).  The STP 
shall then be implemented as approved.   

23) No external sound amplification equipment shall be installed as part of 
the development hereby permitted unless in accordance with details first 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.   

24) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a 
Landscape and Open Space Management Plan for that phase, including 

long-term design objectives, management responsibilities and 
maintenance schedules for all landscaped and open space areas, has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The Plan shall include details of the mechanisms to secure its 
implementation and shall be carried out as approved.   

25) All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of 
landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with a programme first 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  Any 
trees or plants which within a period of 5 years from the completion of 
the development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or 

diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of 
similar size and species unless otherwise approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. 

26) Any contamination that is found during the course of construction of the 
approved development that was not previously identified shall be 

reported immediately to the local planning authority.  Development on 
the part of the site affected shall be suspended and a risk assessment 

carried out and submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Where unacceptable risks are found remediation and 
verification schemes shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority.  These approved schemes shall be carried out 
before the development or relevant phase of development is resumed or 

continued. 

27) No phase of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 
adequate water supplies and fire hydrants necessary for fire fighting 

purposes relevant to each phase have been provided in accordance with 
details first submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 

authority.   
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