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Matter 6  

 

NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CHURCH COMMISSIONERS FOR ENGLAND – ID 

SLP360 

 

PHASE 1, STRATEGIC MATTERS 

 

Matter 6, Planning and environmental constraints 

Preamble 

This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, the Church Commissioners for England, in 

advance of making verbal representations to Phase 1 of the Examination in Public into the North 

Warwickshire Local Plan.   

 

Our Client is the majority landowner of ‘Land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon’ which has a draft 

allocation for housing under Policy H7. Accordingly, our Client is keen to engage in the Local Plan 

examination process and assist in preparing a sound plan which is positively prepared, justified, 

effective and consistent. 

 

Issues and questions  

 

6.1 The vision for North Warwickshire in LP paragraph 4.6 includes respecting the rural character 

of the Borough. The NPPF 2012 sets out that planning should recognise the intrinsic character and 

beauty of the countryside and seek to protect valued landscapes. Is the North Warwickshire LCA 

report of August 2010 [CD7/1] an appropriate evidence base for establishing landscape character?  

 

1. We consider the North Warwickshire Landscape Character Assessment [CD7/1] to be an 

appropriate evidence base for establishing landscape character.  

 

(a) Considered overall, would LP policies including LP14 ‘Landscape’ achieve the LP vision of 

ensuring that rural character is maintained?  
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2. The underlying principle of Policy LP14 – to conserve, enhance and where appropriate, 

restore landscape character within development sites is supported and would help achieve 

the Local Plan vision of ensuring rural character is maintained. However, we have concerns 

with implementation of the policy in determining planning applications.  

 

3. Criterion (a) states that new development should retain trees, hedgerows and natural 

conservation features.  However, there is no reference to survey work and establishing the 

quality or value of such features.  Where trees or hedgerows are proposed to be removed as 

part of development proposals, and supported by survey work, this can be mitigated by 

enhanced planting or compensatory landscaping.  We consider the criterion should be 

amended to allow for such recognition and flexibility in line with Paragraph 118 of the 

NPPF.  

  We would suggest: 

 “New development should be informed by appropriate survey work and where appropriate seek 

to retain existing trees, hedgerows and nature conservation features with appropriate 

protection from construction where necessary and strengthen visual amenity and bio-diversity 

through further hard and soft landscaping.  Where loss of such features is unavoidable, the 

features shall be mitigated / compensated for as part of the development proposals.” 

 

(b) Where are any specific areas of conflict between LP policies?  

 

4. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

6.2 Is the Coventry & Warwickshire Green Belt Study [CD6/9] robust evidence?  

 

(a) Have appropriate parcels of land been suitably and consistently assessed relative to the 

purposes of Green Belt set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF 2012?  

 

5. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 
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(b) Has CD6/9 has suitable regard to any other, subsequent, or wider strategic Green Belt 

studies?13 Are its findings consistent with them?  

6. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

(c) Noting LP paragraph 7.14, have exceptional circumstances been demonstrated to justify all 

alterations to the Green Belt?  

 

7. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

(d) Have sustainable patterns of development been considered in the approach taken in the LP?  

 

8. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

(e) Is safeguarding of land west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, for potential future development 

suitably justified, including being necessary to meet longer-term development needs well beyond 

2033?  

 

9. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

6.3 Noting the interaction with matter 4, have alternatives to release of Green Belt sites been 

considered, including the capacity of existing urban areas?  

 

10. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 
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6.4 Whilst consideration of individual sites will fall to matter 9, is the broad extent of the 

Meaningful Gap robustly evidenced [CD6/10], and the intended application of associated policy 

LP5 justified? How does the purpose of the Meaningful Gap differ to that of the Green Belt?  

 

11. We do not have any specific comments to make in relation to the above question but do 

nevertheless reserve the right to comment further on this in so far as it may affect our 

clients land east of Polesworth and Dordon (H7). 

 

6.5 Is the LP based on robust evidence related to heritage, and does it set out an appropriate and 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment including related 

to the canal system (chiefly policy LP15)? 

 

12. The Local Plan is based on the following evidence related to heritage: Archaeological 

Assessment to inform the NWBC Local Plan February 2018 [CD8/21], Historic Environment 

Assessment 2017 [CD8/12] and Historic Environment Assessment 2014 [CD8/11]. 

   

13. We understand that LUC, on behalf of the Council are updating their evidence base in 

respect of heritage to include a description of the significance of the heritage assets across 

the Borough. This will enhance the robustness of the Council’s evidence relating to heritage 

and we reserve the right to comment further on this in at the hearing.  

  

14. With regards to whether the Local Plan, namely Policy LP15 sets out an appropriate and 

positive strategy for conservation, we consider the requirement for ‘any’ harm to a heritage 

asset to be weighed against the public benefits of a proposal to be unjustified. This 

requirement does not reflect the guidance contained in the NPPF at paragraphs 133 and 

134; which relates to two levels of harm - ‘substantial’ and ‘less than substantial’- and the 

criteria for assessing harm.  

 

15. We consider the policy would be appropriate if it was revised to address: 

1. Those proposals where there is ‘substantial harm’ and the circumstances where 

development may be acceptable; 

2. Those proposals where there is ‘less than substantial harm’ and the circumstances 

where development may be acceptable; and 
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3. Those proposals that affect non-designated heritage assets and the level of harm or 

loss of significance that is acceptable for development to give rise to.  

 

16. We consider Policy LP15 would set out a positive strategy if it was clearer on the 

relationship between design and integration with the historic environment, and 

acknowledge that there are opportunities to positively manage heritage assets, and 

integrate development into the historic environment. 

 

17. Under the heading ‘Traffic and Historic Environment’ there is a requirement for Transport 

Assessments to include an assessment of how townscape and the historic environment has 

been assessed and addressed within their respective proposals. The Council’s heritage 

evidence base listed above – [CD8/21], [CD8/12] and [CD8/11] makes no reference to the 

need for transport assessments to take into account the historic environment. In practice, 

a separate Heritage Assessment would assess a proposals harm on the historic 

environment.  As such, we consider this requirement should be omitted from the policy. 

   

18. With the changes referenced above we consider Policy LP15 would set out an appropriate 

and positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment.  

 

6.6 Is the LP based on appropriate evidence and consistent with elements of the NPPF related to 

meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change? 

 

19. We consider the Local Plan is based on appropriate evidence relating to climate change and 

flooding, namely the: 

• Joint Partnership Water Cycle Study October 2016 [CD8/5]; 

• Joint Water Cycle Study (Update) June 2017 [CD8/5A]; 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment September 2013 [CD8/2]; 

• Renewable and Low Carbon energy Resource Assessment Feasibility Study [CD8/4]; 

and 

• Warwickshire, Coventry & Solihull Sub-Regional Green Infrastructure Study [CD8/3]. 

 

20. In terms of meeting the challenge of climate change we note that the spatial hierarchy at 

Policy LP2 directs the majority (approximately 60%) of planned development to the 

Borough’s Market Towns, which have been identified as the most sustainable. The Local 
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Plan is thereby planning for new development in locations which reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions, which is consistent with the requirement of paragraph 95 of the NPPF 2012.  

 

21. Paragraph 100 of the NPPF 2012 states that ‘inappropriate development in areas at risk of 

flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk’. We 

note that the Local Plan complies with this requirement. As above, the Local Plan is also 

supported by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in accordance with paragraph 100 of the 

NPPF 2012.   

 

22. The Local Plan also contains policies relating to water management (LP35) and renewable 

energy and energy efficiency (LP37). Policy LP37 is consistent with paragraph 97 of the 

NPPF 2012 in respect of having a positive strategy which promotes energy from renewable 

and low carbon sources and designing policies which maximise renewable and low carbon 

energy development, whilst ensuring adverse impacts are satisfactorily addressed.  

 

23. Overall, we consider the Local Plan is consistent with the NPPF related to meeting the 

challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change.  

 

6.7 In addition to consideration of the HRA and SA in matters 2 and 4, is the approach in the LP, 

policies LP16, LP17, LP18 and LP19 in particular, to protecting and enhancing biodiversity justified 

and consistent with national policy?16 

 

24. Clarification is sought in respect of Policy CP16.  

 

25. We understand that the purpose of Policy CP16 is to protect and enhance the natural 

environment and note that the policy affords protection to Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSI) and Sites of Regional and Local Importance for Nature Conservation.  

However, it is not clear if this policy also applies to Local Wildlife Sites (LWS); something 

that is directly relevant to the strategic allocation for housing east of Polesworth and 

Dordon (H7). This is because the allocation contains three LWSs: Orchard Colliery West, 

Dordon Spoil Heap and The Hollies, and one potential LWS in the form of a veteran tree near 

The Hollies. Currently the LWSs are not actively managed and public access is limited with 

only one Public Right of Way through the site.  
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26. The Church Commissioners continue to view the LWSs as assets that can be incorporated 

as part of the allocation’s Green Infrastructure Network. However, it is probable that the 

provision of the necessary road infrastructure within the site will affect the LWSs.  This 

highlights the need for clarity on the scope of this policy and its applicability to LWSs. 

 

27. It is our view that the policy needs to be amended to clarify if it applies to LWSs. We suggest 

that additional wording is included as follows: 

“Development adversely affecting a Local Wildlife Site will be permitted where it can be 

demonstrated that the benefits of the development clearly outweigh the ecological 

impacts on the site.  Development within Strategic Allocations affecting Local Wildlife 

Sites should seek to mitigate for adverse impacts within the site.” 

6.8 Is policy LP20, Green Spaces, appropriately justified and effective? 

 

28. The latest Green Space Strategy October 2017 [CD6/8] demonstrates an oversupply in all 

typologies of green space (except ‘allotments’ and ‘children and young people’), with 

sufficient capacity up to 2031 based on population growth.  

  

29. Therefore, whilst we support the principle of the policy to retain, protect, and wherever 

possible enhance Green Spaces, we note that some of the development allocations at Policy 

LP39 encompass Green Spaces, and there may be circumstances when development 

proposals will impact on existing Green Spaces. We note that the larger development 

allocations will also provide new Green Spaces.  

 

30. For the policy to be more effective we consider it should be amended to recognise that 

development adversely affecting Green Spaces will be permitted where it can be 

demonstrated that the benefits of the development clearly outweigh the loss. 

 

6.9 How have planning and environmental constraints affected the level and distribution of 

development that the LP proposes to enable? Is the evidence for that balancing exercise clear and 

robust? 

 

31. The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment October 2016 [CD8/17] and Strategic 

Housing Land Availability Assessment Addendum 2017 assess the potential supply of 
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deliverable housing land and examine whether there is sufficient land for new housing in 

the Borough to cover the plan period.  

 

32. The planning and environmental constraints have been taken into account in determining 

the deliverability of sites across the Borough. The adequacy of the capacity, tested against 

the emerging Local Plan target, including the ‘aspirational’ target for Greater Birmingham 

has established if the sites are theoretically capable of providing sufficient dwellings. Thus, 

the planning and environmental constraints have affected the level of development 

proposed in the Local Plan and the distribution of sites selected for development.   

 

33. The methodology contained within each SHLAA is considered to be clear and robust.  


