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Peter Brett Associates on behalf of Severn Trent Plc 

Representor ID: Reg 19 Ref No: SLP442 

 

Matter 6:  

Planning and environmental constraints, including Green Belts 

 

Introduction 
 

1. This statement has been prepared by Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to amplify 
objections made by GL Hearn on behalf of Severn Trent Plc to the soundness of the 
emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan. 

 
2. Seven Trent Plc is the owner of available development land to the east of Curdworth1. 

 
3. As an overview to this response, Severn Trent Plc’s objections to the approach to 

Green Belt review are focused upon the following: 
 

a) North Warwickshire Green Belt should be reviewed to inform sustainable 
growth in this part of the country.  Birmingham is the second city in England 
and North Warwickshire is located immediately adjacent to it.  Strategic spatial 
planning, at a local level, should provide for development in the ‘right’ 
sustainable locations whilst seeking to reduce the effects of known commuting 
patterns. 
 

b) There is sufficient evidence to plan a Green Belt Review which endures well 
beyond the plan period (lasting up to 2040).  The Coventry and Warwickshire 
Green Belt Assessment as well as the Greater Birmingham HMA Growth 
Study (GL Hearn) form the basis for this. 

 
c) The Plan needs to identify land (allocated and safeguarded) for 7,000 

dwellings to meet the needs of the GBHMA. 
 

d) Land at Curdworth is the only location identified in both CD8/23 and CD6/6 
(option OUT2) as a potentially suitable location for release Green Belt to meet 
part of the above need. 

 
e) Detailed evidence relating to Severn Trent Plc’s land at Curdworth is not 

presented here, but it would be appropriate to be presented at any site-
specific session.  

 
Question 6.1: Is the NW LCA report appropriate evidence base for landscape character 
 

4. In broad terms the NW LCA is an appropriate evidence base, albeit the baseline data 
is 9 years’ old and, at a micro rather than macro level the character may have changed, 
where development has since occurred around settlements. The timescale is relevant 
when applying weight to evidence base documents, particularly when landscape 
character naturally evolves, yet it provides the site context in this instance that is nearly 
a decade out of date.  

                                                 
1 Appendix 1 illustrates the site’s location 
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5. Severn Trent Plc’s concerns however, relate specifically to Character Areas 10 and 

12 and whether Curdworth and land around the M42, M6 Toll and A446 should form 
part of Character Area 10 not 12 given this acts as evidence upon which judgements 
about development have been made?  Notwithstanding the caveats at 2.14 of the NW 
LCA about transition between different areas, the following supports the concerns 
raised: 
 

a) 5.2 of the NW LCA suggests the LCAs broadly correlate with Regional and 
County LCAs. Neither the Natural England’s Character Map of England on 
page 122 nor the Warwickshire Arden Landscape Map3 make a distinction 
between NW LCAs 10 and 12 around Coleshill, Water Orton and Curdworth.  
These high-level assessments cannot therefore be used to support the split 
between areas 10 and 12. 
 

b) Except for reference to visible industry and the M42/M6 Toll, Curdworth and 
its immediate environment does not display the key characteristics of 
Character Area 124.   

 
c) The area is however, dominated by busy roads and contained by urban 

development.  The M42, M6 Toll, Hams Hall, Water Orton and Minworth 
create a contained, isolated and fragmented arable landscape with urban and 
industrial views.  These characteristics are directly aligned with Character 
Area 10.  

 
6. Appendix 2 illustrates the illogical nature of the character areas around Curdworth 

and Water Orton and therefore in this location care needs to be taken if seeking to 
rely upon the assessment when determining the suitability of locations for future 
development.  This may apply to other areas when considering specific sites. 
 

Question 6.2: Is C&W Green Belt Study robust evidence? 
 

Question 6.2 (a)   
 

7. The need for ALL appropriate parcels of land to be suitably and consistently 
assessed relative to the purposes of Green Belt is relevant to paragraphs 80 and 83-
85 of NPPF2012. 
 

8. Severn Trent Plc has some site-specific concerns about the way in which parcel CW2 
has been assessed, but propose to address these as part of any site-specific session 
that may be programmed.  Whilst such issues are not methodological, they do raise 
the issue of whether the assessment has been undertaken thoroughly and accurately 
to provide the robust evidence base required. It also reflects on the validity of the 
study’s outputs on a site by site basis, which is also a key concern. 

 
9. The concerns can be summarised as follows: 

 
a) The assessment in CD6/9 refers to ‘sprawl’ occurring to the east of Curdworth 

as opposed to ‘unrestricted sprawl’ described in paragraph 80 of the 
NPPF2012.  In the case of Curdworth, sprawl would be restricted by the M42 

                                                 
2 CD 7/1 
3 Appendix 2 refers 
4 CD 7/1, page 61 
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and M6 Toll and does not therefore offed the first purpose of setting the Green 
Belt. 

 
b) CD6/9 Site CW2: Issue 1b: CD6/9 (Appendix B) scores 1 point for ‘openness’.  

However, applying the methodology (in Table 3.2 of CD6/9) correctly, Site 
CW2 should score 0.  The site is surrounded by man-made physical 
structures: Curdworth settlement to west; major M6 and M42 motorway to 
east; Coleshill Road to the south and to the north the land pinches in at the 
primary school and Farthing Lane. 

 
c) CD6/9 Site CW2: Issue 3a: CD6/9 (Appendix B) scores 2 points.  However, 

applying the methodology (in Table 3.2 of CD6/9) correctly, Site CW2 should 
score 0.  As set out in the paragraph above, the site is surrounded on all sites 
by major man-made physical structures and therefore the site ‘contains 
urbanising development that compromises openness’, as set out for a score of 
0 points for Issue 3a in Table 3.2 of CD6/9. 

 
Response to Question 6.2 (b)  
 

10. In isolation, the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study (CWGBS) (CD6/9) 
provides an assessment of land parcels that can be used a part of a wider evidence 
base.  However, it needs to be read in conjunction with other work such as the GL 
Hearn Strategic Growth Study Greater Birmingham (SGSGB) (CD8/23), which is 
discussed later.  Elements of the detailed CWGBS (CD6/9) assessment appear 
arbitrary, with little relation to and in some cases, misaligned with paragraph 80 of the 
NPPF2012. 

 
11. CD6/9 is not consistent with the Strategic Growth Study for Greater Birmingham 

(CD8/23). CD6/9 was produced before CD8.23 and has not considered the 
conclusions and outcomes of CD8/23, in terms of the extremely high shortfall of 
housing for Greater Birmingham and in terms of allocating sites on the edge of 
Birmingham (in the North Warwickshire Green Belt) to meet need close to where it 
arises.  Conversely CD8/23 was produced with the benefit of CD6/9. 
 

12. CD8/23 provides a strategic Green Belt assessment for Greater Birmingham and 
identifies several issues which are not addressed in CD6/9 or within the emerging 
Local Plan.   The main dimension it adds is the impact of growth beyond 2031.  The 
post 2031 aspects of CD8/23 are necessary to address paragraph 83 of the 
NPPF2012 and specifically the need for boundary reviews to endure beyond the plan 
period (see response to question 6.2 (e) below).   
 

13. Moreover, CD8/23 provides greater consideration about the sustainability impacts of 
where development is located, than within CD6/9.  CD8/23 takes a broader view 
about how the needs of the GBHMA can be met across the whole of the HMA 
including Green Belt and non-Green Belt locations.  It identifies land around Junction 
9 of the M42 at Curdworth as a key location for growth in North Warwickshire, yet the 
emerging Plan makes no reference to this. 
 

14. CD8/23 (SGSGB) helpfully goes beyond 2031 in setting out a housing need figure of 
60,855 for the HMA (up to 2036) to guide development.  This is discussed below and 
should be used to help determine changes to the Green Belt (through allocations or 
safeguarded land).  At present, the North Warwickshire Local Plan has not fully 
considered Greater Birmingham’s shortfall in housing need and therefore the plan is 
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‘not effective’, under para 182 of the NPPF, in that the plan is not ‘based on effective 
joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities’. 

 
15. CD8/23 (SGSGB) para 1.36 states that the work completed, provides a clear basis for 

progressing a strategic review of the Birmingham Green Belt.  Para 1.40 states that 
councils within the HMA should identify small and medium-sized sites to contribute to 
meeting the housing needs shortfall through the preparation of local plans, including 
this one.  The process should include local Green Belt assessments considering the 
performance of sites again Green Belt purposes at a finer grain.  Small and medium-
sized development opportunities arising from this work will play an important 
contribution in meeting the housing needs shortfall, particularly in the short and 
medium-term.  Whilst there is some acknowledgement that the GBHMA Growth Study 
was produced after the North Warwickshire Local Plan review had started, it is critical 
to such a major City that local plans address the housing and employment needs now 
and do not leave it for a subsequent review; not least as this would be contrary to 
paragraph 83 of the NPPF2012, as it would mean two reviews in quick succession 
(an inadequate one now and a second immediately following). The opportunity is now 
to make an effective plan. 
 

16. Therefore, the Local Plan should allocate and at the very least, safeguard small to 
medium sized sites within the Green Belt now, which could help to meet the needs of 
either Birmingham or North Warwickshire in the immediate future.   
 

17. As set out in paragraph 12 above, Figure 10 of CD8/23 identifies 11 recommended 
Areas of Search for Strategic Development within Greater Birmingham. This includes 
locations both beyond and within the Green Belt. It includes an employment-led area 
of search called ‘East of Birmingham’ which is within the North Warwickshire Green 
Belt.  This is a suitable and sustainable location for development, as evidenced in 
CD8/23 yet there is no logic why it does not form part of the emerging plan? 
 

18. North Warwickshire District Council has not considered the conclusions and 
outcomes ofCD8/23 (SGSGB) , in terms of the shortfall of housing for Greater 
Birmingham and in terms of allocating sites on the edge of Birmingham (in the North 
Warwickshire Green Belt) to meet the needs, where need arises. 

 
Response to Question 6.2 (c)  
 

19. Yes they have.  However, more land is required to be allocated in the Green Belt as 
the housing need for North Warwickshire and Birmingham is much greater than the 
housing need identified in the Local Plan.  This is set out in (b) above and further 
detail within Hearing Statement (Matter 3). 
 
Response to Question 6.2 (d)  

 
20. The Local Plan allocations locate part of Birmingham’s need (3,790 homes) outside 

the Green Belt, which in our response to Matter 4 is demonstrated to be an 
unsustainable approach.  The housing need for Birmingham should be met on the 
edge of Birmingham’s boundary.  This would provide housing in a sustainable 
location adjacent to the existing infrastructure networks next to where the need 
arises, close to jobs in order reduce commuting distances and provide a range of 
ways to travel.  This would provide a robust spatial strategy for North Warwickshire – 
delivering sustainable development, in line with para 9 of the NPPF. 
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21. Therefore, taking a sequential approach to identifying the most sustainable location to 
meet the majority of Birmingham’s need would result in locations within the North 
Warwickshire Green Belt on the edge of the conurbation. This would meet 
requirements of ‘exceptional circumstances’ as set out in para 83 of the NPPF 2012.   
 

22. The Local Plan allocates housing to settlements with services but ignores the needs 
of Birmingham and specifically the impact upon commuting patterns. Para 84 of the 
NPPF2012 requires LPAs to take account of the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development when reviewing Green Belts and encourage development 
opportunities on sites that are physically well related to existing settlements.  For the 
reasons set out in the response to Matter 4, development should be focused on the 
edge of Birmingham (within North Warwickshire DC) not along the A5 corridor to the 
north of the District.  To avoid repetition, this is explained in response to Matter 4. 

 
Response to Question 6.2 (e)  
 

23. The principal of identifying safeguarded land accords with the NPPF2012.  However, 
there are three points to be made in respect of the emerging plan: 
  

a) The amount of safeguarded land in this plan, is woefully inadequate and 
insufficient to meet the known longer-term development needs of this District 
and also, known Birmingham overspill.   
 

b) The choice of land at Tamworth Road, Kingsbury is more remote from 
Birmingham City than other suitable alternatives and at least 50% of which is 
already is safeguarded for HS2. It has to be questioned whether this meets 
the definition of safeguarded land up to 2033. 

 
c) The release of land at Kingsbury is not supported by the outcomes of the 

CD8/23 (SGSGB)  
 

24. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF2012 sets out that: 
 
“…authorities should consider Green Belt boundaries having regard to their 
intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of 
enduring beyond the plan period.”   
 

25. The NPPF2012 does not define a fixed term for ‘beyond the plan period’ however, 
there is sufficient local evidence to make a reasonable planning judgement given the 
findings of the  CD8/23 (SGSGB) 
 

26. The GBHMA Strategic Growth Study identifies a minimum shortfall of land for approx. 
28,150 dwellings 2011-2031 rising significantly to 60,855 when a further 5 years is 
added (2011-2036).  So for each year post 2031 unmet need increases by 6,541 
homes of which (assuming 10%) 654 ought to be provided in North Warwickshire.    
 

27. The identification of safeguarded land at Kingsbury in the emerging Plan does not 
address either of these strategic priorities in locational or quantitative terms. The Plan 
does not therefore sufficiently address the requirements of paragraph 83 of the 
NPPF. 
 

28. The Council already has sufficient baseline Green Belt evidence and has considered 
sites near J9 through the SA process.  This enables them to allocate or safeguard 
land to address the above need without delay to the adoption of the plan.  Land 
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owned by Severn Trent Plc at Curdworth is one such site that would help address 
both needs up to 2031 as an allocated site, or beyond as a safeguarded site. 
 

29. This leaves the question of whether the period to 2036 responds sufficiently to 
question 6.2 (e) and the need to meet longer-term development well beyond 2033?  
Addressing need up to 2036 (as suggested above) does not fully comply with the 
intended period of well beyond the plan period. 

 
30. Evidence exists upon which to make a reasoned assessment of the likely amount of 

safeguarded land that may be needed for the additional 7 years (2033-2040).  The 
CD8/23 (SGSGB) already addresses the period to 2036 and for the purposes of 
safeguarding, it would be reasonable to extrapolate its figures for a further 4 years. 
 

31. Without challenging the LPAs own decision to accommodate 10% of all GBHMA 
growth, this would amount to the following based on the LPA agreed position up to 
2031 and CD 8/23 (page 16, Table 2). 
 

 Period Methodology Housing 
need 

GBHMA provision in emerging 
plan 

2011-
2031 

CD5/3A (Paragraph 6) 3,790 

10% of GBHMA Growth 
Assessment 

2031-
2033 

10% of 6,5425 per 
year (654pa) 

1,308 

Post Plan Period 

10% of GBHMA Growth 
Assessment 

2033-
2036 

2* 654 1,308 

PBA ‘rolled forward’ need @ 10% 2036-
2040 

4* 654 2,616 

Total GBHMA provision to 2040 
based on 10% approach set out 
in the MOU6 

  9,022 

Table 1: land needed to meet 10% of GBHMA growth in North Warwickshire  
 

32. In summary, the emerging North Warwickshire Plan should demonstrate land has 
been identified for around 9,022 houses, of which, 5,098 should be allocated and 
safeguarded land should be identified for 3,924 dwellings.  

 
Question 6.3: Alternatives to release of Green Belt sites been considered, including 
urban capacity  
 

33. Yes and that means the Council have located all allocations beyond the Green Belt in 
the North Warwickshire Local Plan.  This makes the Local Plan unsound, as the Local 
Plan does not have a robust spatial strategy, which should locate development to where 
need arises, as set out in Question 6.2 (a) above and Hearing Statement for Matter 4 
and as supported by many aspects of the evidence base. 
 

34. The emerging plan takes an inward-looking approach to alternatives when, at a 
strategic level, it must respond in a location manner to the Greater Birmingham HMA 
for a whole host of sustainability requirement such as commuter patterns. 
 

                                                 
5 From table 65 of the GB HMA work where the shortfall across the HMA increases by 32,705 between 2031 and 
2036 or 6,541 per year.   
6 CD 5/3A 
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35. It needs to be recognised that Birmingham has explored all reasonable options to 
maximise the level of growth it can accommodate.  It has however found itself in an 
unfortunate position of having to agree a Memorandum of Understanding with North 
Warwickshire in September 2016, to accommodate 3,790 dwellings for the period to 
2031.  Since that time, the CD8/23 (SGSGB) has shown that longer term growth will 
significantly exceed this figure even in circumstances where the City has sought to find 
more urban capacity than in 2016 when it signed the MOU.  In the context of meeting 
GBHMA need, not only has North Warwickshire explored reasonable alternatives, but 
so too have the neighbouring authorities including Birmingham City. 

 
Question 6.9: Constraints affected level of and distribution of development 
 

36. The Council appears to have prepared a wealth of information upon which to select 
sites and distribute development.  There are many sites that have been identified as 
suitable for development across a suite of reports, such as Severn Trent Plc’s land at 
Curdworth.  This can be demonstrated during an omissions site session if one is to be 
held. 
 

37. At a more strategic level, evidence exists to support growth within the Green Belt 
whether through CD8/23 or CD6/9.  Neither of these reports suggest that environmental 
constraints would prevent development; moreover, the former positively suggests a 
growth location at J9 of the M42/ Curdworth. 
 

38. It is highly likely that due to many suitable sites not being identified for development 
due to either an inconsistent approach to assessment or other reasons for limiting 
allocation, there could be a significant number of sites capable of being allocated and 
suitable for development within this Local Plan to contribute to meeting both the 
identified housing need and safeguarded land.  

 
Soundness 
 
The Local Plan is unsound, as set out in para 182 of the NPPF 2012.  The Local Plan has 
not been positively prepared; justified; effective; and is not consistent with national policy. 
Further explanation is provided below: 

 
1. Not positively prepared:  Para 182 requires spatial strategies to ‘include unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and 
consistent with achieving sustainable development.’  As set out above and Hearing 
Statement for Matters 3 & 4, the most sustainable location to meet Birmingham’s need 
is on the urban edge of Birmingham.  The full amount of Birmingham’s need has also 
not been taken into account.  The Local Plan does not allocate any land adjacent to 
Birmingham, but instead leapfrogs the Green Belt to land removed from Birmingham’s 
urban edge.  The Council have not given proper consideration to the sustainability and 
commuting patterns in the location of development on the Birmingham urban edge.   
The Council have not given proper consideration to the housing needs shortfall of 
Birmingham or to the evidence base CD8/23, which identifies a suitable location for 
development in the Green Belt at Curdworth for an employment-led Area of Search.  
Therefore the Local Plan has not been positively prepared and is unsound. 
 

2. Unjustified: The Council have not chosen the most appropriate spatial strategy and not 
given proper consideration to land in the Green Belt, which should be delivering the 
need for Birmingham (3790 homes plus safeguarded land).  The current strategy does 
provide for alternatives to the release of Green Belt sites.  However, this means the 
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strategy is flawed and unsound – providing for unsustainable development.  Therefore 
the Local Plan is not justified and is unsound. 
 

3. Ineffective: The Local Plan is not based on effective joint working on cross-boundary 
strategic priorities, as the strategic priorities for Birmingham is to deliver housing need 
where it arises to reduce commuting and promote sustainable development. Delivering 
Birmingham’s housing need at Tamworth is not delivering the strategic priorities of 
Birmingham. Therefore, the Local Plan is not effective and is unsound. 
 

4. Not consistent with national policy: As set out in answer to Question 3.2 above, the 
Local Plan does not deliver sustainable development in accordance with para 83 and 
84 of the 2012 NPPF. 

 
Modifications 
 
At this strategic level, two modifications are suggested: 
 

1. Allocate sufficient land for 5,000 dwellings during the period to 2033 to meet the 
GBHMA overspill PLUS safeguarded land for a further 4,000 dwellings up to 2040 to 
avoid another immediate Green Belt review. This approach includes an extra 7 years 
beyond 2033 to comply with development needs well beyond 2033 to 2040. This is an 
appropriate timescale to apply to safeguarded land. 
 

2. Using the evidence base, revise the Green belt boundary around J9 of the M42/ 
Curdworth and allocate or safeguard land for development (also see Matter 4 
statement). 
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APPENDIX 1 – LOCATION PLAN  
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APPENDIX 2 CHARACTER AREAS  
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