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Susan Wilson

From:

Sent: 27 August 2020 15:10

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Local plan

Good afternoon,  
 
Thank you for your correspondence today outlining the response to the inspectors letter with regards to the North Warwickshire local plan. 
 
There is a lot of information contained within this email and it is incredibly difficult to access as there is a requirement to download each document individually - may I 
suggest that this alienates large amounts of the community and as such you will not receive a true "consultation" from local residents. 
 
I still reject the proposal for so many houses to be built in Atherstone. I maintain that it will destroy the appeal of the town and it would overwhelm local facilities and 
amenities that are already stretched. Alongside this the loss of countryside and the damage to the local environment remains a major concern. 
 
Having read some of the documentation (it is impossible to read it all) I have the following concerns; 
 
1. The documentation talks about the improvements required to the A5. Surely the improvements should be made and then a decision made on the 9000 dwellings you are 
looking to site in Atherstone?? I have lived here since 2003 and there has always been talk of A5 improvements yet they have never happened. 
 
2. The flood report highlights concerns for part of the proposed development. The flood report can only guess at the impact of building on the sites by Whittington Farm 
but a loss of natural flood plain or drainage basin will surely impact on the development? The site has been flooded on many occasions this year alone. 
 
3. It is disappointing to see that the land at Atherstone Communtiy Football Club is still under consideration. I notice the planner makes some reference to this being used 
by the local community. Surely this should no longer be an option  given the need for local community assets such as the football club? 
 
4. The bridge over the train line by Aldi and FedEx remians a significant hazard even with currwnt traffic levels. Add another 9000 cars and it will be a significant danger.  
 
4. Finally, my overarching concern remains the size of the proposed developments in Atherstone. The town does not need to expand in this manner, nor does it have the 
facilties and amenities to sustain such a development. I moved to Atherstone in 2003 because of its semi rural location, excellent local facilities and its small community 
feel. This plan risks creating a settlement far bigger than resources can sustain. Surely a more viable option given the current global crisis would be to start again and 
consider brownfield sites within the area that can be redeveloped (there are many derelict buildings within Atherstone let alone elsewhere in the county).  
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All in all I still remain very much against the proposals. 
 
Please do not sell our countryside to developers who will over populate the area, put greater strain on our services and amenities all whilst lining there own pockets before 
moving out to the next project and forgetting about the irreversible mess they have created in Atherstone. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond and apologies if I have not made my points clear. I look forward to hearing about future plans for the area but hope that the 
current plan is not continued as it only benefits house builders and land owners. 
 
Thanks 
 
 
Stuart Day 
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Susan Wilson

From: Joanna Strickland 

Sent: 02 September 2020 08:49

To: planningpolicy

Cc:

Subject: LP consultation 

Dear Sir/madam, 
 
With regards to the above I would firstly like to say that I have been informed of the changes to your plan second hand by someone who received the letter that lives on 
Moorwood estate. We live on Moorwood lane- which directly overlooks the (what was reserved site) to the North of Ansley Common . There is a Hartshill forum where the 
consensus is that we are all disgusted with the way this is being handled. 
 
1/ All social housing!! Not exactly adding to Hartshills character or improving the area. 
 
2/ Traffic- Chapel End is already congested with Plough hill traffic and the hundreds of houses that are being built.  A previous conversation with one of your council 
members said that no more building would be going ahead without a relief road being built to circumnavigate Ansley common. Surprise surprise- that never happened( too 
much cost I would expect!!) 
 
3/ School places or lack of. 
 
4/ Very little employment in area to attract people- just cheap crap housing being built. 
 
5/ Doctors surgery promised for the last four years- hasn’t happened. 
 
6/ Only using reserved land because blasting carried out behind original site behind high school. 
 
7/ Hartshill is just one big dumping ground now for an animal waste facility, a sewerage plant, a travellers site, a temporary travellers site( that was a complete waste of 
money as never utilised), a quarry and now cheap housing stock. Let’s look at everywhere else that gets a percentage of social housing on a new estate- not the whole lot 
as social/shared ownership! Weddington prime example- who wouldn’t want to live there! This is how it should be done- shame on North Warwickshire council. Never 
thought I would say Nuneaton and Bedworth have got it right!! 
 
I suggest you get a meeting together and don’t hide behind Covid saying numbers will be limited. Enough is enough. 
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I will get this posted on the Hartshill forum- so everyone is aware not just a few and we will contact you for a meeting. 
 
Kind regards  
Joanna Strickland 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Susan Wilson

From:

Sent: 06 September 2020 15:42

To: planningpolicy

Cc: netherwhitacreparishcouncil@yahoo.com

Subject: NWBC20E

 
I refer to the above and limit my comments to a small section of the MM's' and comments are highlighted in red. 
 
MM19.  Category 4.  
 
'Development will be permitted inside development boundaries in accordance with this Local Plan or that which has been identified by a Neighbourhood or Locality Plan. All 
housing developments ( within the development boundary) will cater for windfall housing developments usually on sites of no more than 10 units at any one time depending 
on viability, services and infrastructure deliverability.  
 
Category 5.  All Types of Development, development will not generally be acceptable. ( typo to be corrected) 
 
MM21 
 
Amendment to first two sentences in paragraph 7.22 to read: 7.22 The figure of 30% also is included in this Policy will also be used as a guide where it relates to replacement 
houses in the Green Belt. In order to remain consistent, the policy below retains this figure across all replacement buildings. However because of the different definitions in 
the NPPF – “disproportionate” and “materially larger” there could be cases for different quantitative figures (however in both these cases 30% will be used as a guide) 
 
MM22. 
 
5b) Extensions will be considered to be disproportionate if they individually or cumulatively exceed 30% in volume of the original building based on the merits of each 
individual case. Both quantitative and qualitative criteria will be used in this assessment. For the purposes of this policy, the original building is defined as that which was 
present on 1 July 1948 or that which came into being after this date as a result of the original planning permission, and volume is defined as gross external volume including 
basements and cellars.  
 
The section in blue should be left in.  
What is the point of defining the use of the size of the original building if you then take away what the guide to size increase should be in all cases. Also GPD extensions 
allowed should be accumulative to a max of 30% as guide. 
Finally, quantitative and qualitative criteria will be used but a maximum guide of 30% is indicative. 
Give specific targets that the applicant can use and take away a lot of the ambiguity. 
 
5c.   
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Overall, Simply make a statement and define what NWarks  suggests is materially larger or substantially larger or disproportionate.  Again . Take away the ambiguity. 
  ( e.g. 7.21 and 7.22 ) why cloud the issue? Give clarity. 
 
Regards. 
 
J Thompson 
Cllr. NWPC. 
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Susan Wilson

From: planappconsult

Sent: 08 September 2020 09:04

To: *Forward Planning Services

Subject: FW: Dairy house farm, Grendon - planning. 

 
 

  
Sent: 07 September 2020 21:08 
To: planappconsult <planappconsult@NorthWarks.gov.uk> 
Subject: Dairy house farm, Grendon - planning.  
 
To the planning dept.  
 
Im very disappointed to see the rest of the field which was earmarked as public open space on the plan posted through everyones door for phase two of the spon lane 
development is now showing as housing on the phase 3 proposals.  
 
Once again the residents are tricked into thinking developments being built are acceptable but turn out to be significantly different from what was proposed originally 
 
There are no facilities on our side of the A5, it is too dangerous to cross the road with children to use the only park and the only area of greenery now on phase 2 is an 
insignificant small strip of grassed area around the site.  
 
The very little bit of green land proposed on phase 3 is too far for anyone to benefit from spon lane or phase 1. And if plans for a bypass come to pass it will lead up to a 
busy road which would be safety concern too.  
 
I do hope that when looking at future development of our village that green space is taken into account. Look at other developments in tamworth for example barley fields. 
They have loads of open space, walks, play areas etc. By building in bite size chunks over dairy house farm the big picture is not being taken into account. Slowly we are 
having a large dense area of housing with no green space for children to develop and play.  
 
Regards 
 
Lee Hargreaves 
A concerned resident.  
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Susan Wilson

From: IAN NELSON

Sent: 09 September 2020 17:18

To: planningpolicy

Cc: PLANNING POLICY

Subject: Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan –  Additional Documents 

I refer to your mail of  27 August 2020 regarding the above.  
 
We are pleased to see that the proposed wording for new policy 6a (Additional employment land) no longer refers to J11 of the M42. However, it is considered that it 
would be helpful to include a clearer plan which shows that part of North Warwickshire which is located within Area A for the avoidance of doubt.  
 
Thanks  
 

 
Ian Nelson 

Planning Policy Team Manager 
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Forward Planning Team 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE 
 

BY EMAIL ONLY: planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk 

Our Ref: 24811/A3/SH 

23rd September 2020 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

NORTH WARWICKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS CONSULTATION  

These representations to the Local Plan Additional Documents consultation are made on behalf of 
our Client, Mr & Mrs Nick Horton, in relation to the current schedule of potential Main Modifications 
(Ref: NWBC20E). 

Our Client’s interest concerns Policy LP3 Green Belt and the approach to considering proposals for 
extensions (LP3, 5b) and replacement buildings (LP3, 5c). Under Policy LP3 Submission Plan (March 
2018) extensions are considered to be disproportionate if they individually or cumulatively exceed 
30% in volume of the original building, and a replacement building will be considered to be materially 
larger if it is 30% larger in volume than the building it replaces. The explanatory text at paragraphs 
7.21 and 7.22 sets out that the 30% figure is carried over to Policy LP3 from the Local Plan 2006. 

The potential Main Modifications include MM22 which proposes to amend Policy LP3, 5b and 5c to 
remove the 30% figure from the policy, with consideration of both extensions and replacement 
buildings to be based on the merits of each individual case with both quantitative and qualitative 
criteria use in the assessment. We support this amendment.  

Whilst the removal of the 30% figure from Policy LP3 is supported, it is considered that the following 
text should also be removed as it is rendered superfluous: 

• “For the purposes of this policy, the original building is defined as that which was present on 
1 July 1948 or that which came into being after this date as a result of the original planning 
permission, and volume is defined as gross external volume including basements and cellars.” 
(Policy LP3, 5b); and  
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• “For the purposes of this policy, volume is defined as gross external volume including 
basements and cellars.” (Policy LP3, 5c).  

Whilst MM22 removes the 30% figure from Policy LP3, MM21 proposes changes to the explanatory 
text at paragraphs 7.21 and 7.22 to make it clear that the 30% figure is to be used as guide. In 
combination these amendments are confusing and we object to MM21.  

Under MM22 consideration of extensions and replacement dwellings is to be based on the merits of 
each individual case with both quantitative and qualitative criteria use in the assessment. As such, a 
guide figure, especially one from a plan that is to be superseded, is not helpful, with a clear risk of 
the 30% figure being utilised without properly focusing on the specific assessment of the proposal. 
That is, the 30% figure would, in effect, be utilised as a simple and crude numerical tool and 
proposals rejected which in overall quantitative and qualitative terms may be acceptable.  

Fundamentally, the assessment of the term “disproportionate” in relation to extensions and 
“materially larger” in relation to replacement buildings, in paragraph 89 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (March 2012)1, is one of planning judgement. It should involve assessment of a 
broad range of quantitative and qualitative factors and not be crudely constrained either by a policy 
figure or a “guide” figure contained in the explanatory text.  

For the reasons given above, Policy LP3, with the combined amendments of MM21 and MM22, which 
retain the 30% figure, would remain unsound as it would not be justified or consistent with national 
policy. To make Policy LP3 sound we consider the 30% figure should be removed from both the policy 
and explanatory text.  

We thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Local Plan Additional Documents consultation. If 
you require any clarification of the matters raised or any further information please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

STEPHENIE HAWKINS 

Associate Planner   

 
1 Paragraph 145 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019).  
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Susan Wilson

From: John Greenshields 

Sent: 18 September 2020 10:14

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan - Additional documents consolation 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
Further to the Council’s request for information relating to the documents in question please see the below response in relation to housing contributions.  
 
CLA response: 
The Borough is in need of additional housing especially in rural areas and small settlements that are considered to be ‘unsustainable.’ The Borough should be careful not to 
prejudice certain developments or areas and take a pragmatic view to approve applications that add to the community. In this consultation the Borough’s Local Plan 
provide for a 30% affordable housing headline which would be a sufficiently challenging one for the majority of sites and a target of 40% affordable housing provisions on 
greenfield sites. If this is carried forward into the Local Plan and over zealously applied this may lead to sustainable projects creating high quality homes to become 
unviable. Thereby killing growth stimulating sustainable development which would benefit the Borough and its residents.  
 
This consultation comes in the shadow of the Government’s review of planning and housing. The standard methodology calculation may well lead to more land being 
released for housing development. The new standard requirement will be binding on local authorities. This is distinct from the current, and shortly to be revised, standard 
method for calculating local housing need.  
 
However, whichever method is used it will not change the fact that for too long, the standard methodology does not help to provide for small quantities of new housing of 
all types and tenures in thousands of rural villages, especially those of less than 3,000 inhabitants. A matter that a rural Borough such as North Warks (with significant 
Green Belt area) must acknowledge in order to have a planning system that serves the Borough’s inhabitants. The CLA’s Strong Foundations policy statement was 
specifically aimed at the challenges faced by rural communities to deliver organic incremental growth. It found that more than 2,000 villages across England are overlooked 
by the local planning process as they are judged to be “unsustainable” due to a lack of public services such as post offices or access to banks.  These so called 
“unsustainable villages” are not allocated housing and have very limited development options to improve their sustainability, leaving them in a permanent cycle of decline. 
It is not a matter which is wholly limited to housing delivery and site allocation, as eluded to in North Wark’s Core Strategy. 
 
Sustainability assessments measure villages against a range of services and amenities more akin to how previous generations lived and used services.  Access to post offices 
is assessed by 98% of local authorities, access to banks by 48%, but access to broadband by a mere 18% of local authorities. This flies in the face of COVID-19 experience, 
which has showed how much economic and social activity can still take place even as physical retail is limited. 
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Local authorities, including in designated areas,  must be required to factor current and emerging technological development into their assessments, and central 
government must address the housing needs of all communities by requiring and funding planning authorities to conduct Housing Needs Assessments in any community 
not allocated housing in the local development plan. 
 
The needs of so called “unsustainable” villages for jobs, homes and modern services must be catered for, rather than ignored. It is only by delivering small quantities of new 
dwellings, of all types and tenures and including for elderly people, that sustainable development can be seen to be taking place.  
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
John  

 

Help the CLA unleash the potential of the rural  
economy - back the Rural Powerhouse 

Visit: www.cla.org.uk/ruralpowerhouse 

For up to date information and advice on the impact of COVID-19 on your business, visit our dedicated webpage 
here - https://www.cla.org.uk/coronavirus 

 

John Greenshields 
Rural Surveyor 
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The Advisory Services are made available to members on the basis that a member’s rights to compensation and the liability (if any) of CLA and its officers and/or its staff advisers, are restricted in the following ways. In the event of 
any advice given by any CLA staff adviser being given negligently or otherwise being incorrect no liability whatsoever is accepted by CLA or its officers or by its staff advisers concerned (a) towards any person who is not the current 
CLA member to whom the advice was directly given, (b) to any person in respect of consequential loss or loss of profits, or (c) to any person for any sum exceeding £50,000 in respect of any one enquiry (whether made or responded 
to orally or in writing and whether dealt with at one time or over a period of time). 
 
Any person making use of the Advisory Services accepts such restrictions. If damages restricted to the above financial limits would be inadequate in the circumstances members should consider referring to appropriate professional 
advisers in private practice before taking any particular course of action potentially or actually involving any substantial amounts of money. 
 
Solicitors in the CLA Legal Department are not covered by the Solicitors’ Indemnity Fund in relation to professional negligence in relation to any advice given by them. 
 
No responsibility for loss occasioned to any person acting or refraining from action in reliance on or as a result of the material included in or omitted from this message can be or is accepted by the author(s), the CLA or its officers or 
trustees or employees or any other persons. © Country Land and Business Association Limited. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, 
photocopying, recording or otherwise, or stored in any retrieval system of any nature without prior written permission of the copyright holder except as expressly permitted by law. 



 

 

Our Ref: MV/ 15B901605 
 
17 September 2020 
 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk  
via email only 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
North Warwickshire Local Plan Examination – Additional Documents  
August – October 2020 
Representations on behalf of National Grid 
 
National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to 
local planning authority Development Plan Document consultations on its 
behalf.  We are instructed by our client to submit the following 
representation with regard to the current consultation on the above 
document.   
 
About National Grid 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the 
electricity transmission system in England and Wales.  The energy is then 
distributed to the electricity distribution network operators, so it can reach 
homes and businesses. 
 
National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas 
transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission 
system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution networks where pressure is 
reduced for public use.  
 
National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core 
regulated businesses. NGV develop, operate and invest in energy 
projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the 
development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK, 
Europe and the United States. 
 
Response  
We have reviewed the above document and can confirm that National 
Grid has no comments to make in response to this consultation.  
 
Further Advice 
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council 
concerning their networks.   
 
Please see attached information outlining further guidance on 
development close to National Grid assets.   
 
If we can be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in 
confidence during your policy development, please do not hesitate to 
contact us.   
 
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and 
equipment and to facilitate future infrastructure investment, National Grid 
wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of plans 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Avison Young is the trading name of GVA 
Grimley Limited registered in England and 
Wales number 6382509. Registered office, 3 
Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB 
 
Regulated by RICS 
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 avisonyoung.co.uk 

and strategies which may affect their assets. Please remember to consult National Grid on any 
Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that could affect National Grid’s 
assets.   
 
We would be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation database, if 
they are not already included: 
 

Matt Verlander, Director  Spencer Jefferies, Town Planner 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
If you require any further information in respect of this letter, then please contact us.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
Matt Verlander MRTPI 
Director 
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Guidance on development near National Grid assets 
National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks and 
encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets. 
 
Electricity assets 
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it is 
National Grid policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may be 
exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of 
regional or national importance. 
 
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’ 
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation of 
well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can minimise the 
impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment.  The guidelines can be 
downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download 
 
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must not be 
infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important 
that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can, 
on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, 
above ordnance datum, at a specific site.  
 
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near 
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded 
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets  
 
Gas assets 
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and 
National Grid’s approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ. 
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by 
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines. 
 
National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/ temporary 
buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.  Additionally, 
written permission will be required before any works commence within the National Grid’s 12.2m 
building proximity distance, and a deed of consent is required for any crossing of the easement.   
  
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here: 
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets 

 
How to contact National Grid 
If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if 
National Grid’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please contact:  

• National Grid’s Plant Protection team: plantprotection@nationalgrid.com  
 
Cadent Plant Protection Team 
Block 1 
Brick Kiln Street 
Hinckley 
LE10 0NA 
0800 688 588 
 

or visit the website: https://www.beforeyoudig.cadentgas.com/login.aspx 



 
 
 

Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan - Additional Documents Consultation 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

Date 

5 October 2020  

 

 
Dear Sirs 

 

Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan - Additional Documents Consultation 

 

Thank you for your notification received on the 27 August 2020 in respect of the above 

consultation.   

 

The Coal Authority does which wish to provide detailed comments on any of the documents 

referred to as part of this consultation and has no specific objections to the Main Modifications as 

proposed.   

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this matter further. 

 

Yours faithfully  

 

 
 
Melanie Lindsley BA (Hons), DipEH, DipURP, MA, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTPI    

Development Team Leader (Planning)    
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  JVH TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD 

 
            

           

           

        

                    

 

 

 

Submissions to the North Warwickshire Local Plan  

 

2011-2033 

 

On behalf Of  

 

Glover Properties 

 

in respect of land at Wood End  

 

 

 

The following submissions are made to the proposed modifications to the  NW Local Plan  

 

upon the re consultation exercise  of Autumn 2020. 

 

 

 

1 The Overall Plan  

 

 

The documents pertaining to the examination of the Local Plan have become extremely  

 

complex and hard for Plan users to follow. However, in   general terms the plan is  

 

now extremely dated in its approach to consideration of the housing requirement, now being  

 

two steps behind current advice on the subject. The Plan is now so modified in terms of its  

 

removal of allocated sites and alteration to reserve sites so as  to bear little resemblance to the  

 

Plan the Council stated off with. In our view the Plan should be scrapped and the Council  

 

start again  with up to date information based on current  requirements. The base  date of the  

 

Plan is 2011 that is almost 10 years ago, that is not planning forward but planning  

 

backwards. 
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2 Housing Requirements. 

 

Document NWBC 20E are the proposed main modifications to the submitted plan. 

 

We object to  MM34 

 

The modification proposes between 2011 and 2033    some 9598 new dwellings.  

 

The remaining policy goes on to say that the amount of development delivered in the plan  

 

period is dependent on the provision of infrastructure provided. 

 

The Inspectors document INSP 21 sets out various ways in which the housing requirement  

 

can be calculated. It is unclear at this stage what approach the Council is now taking to  

 

calculating this requirement and the effect of the 2018 HHP. 

 

The Councils response to this in NWBC 27 sets out that a recalculation of the requirement  

 

based on the 2018 HHP results in an increase to 10,015 dwellings  a difference of 417  

 

dwellings which the Council regard as insignificant. We do not agree that this is insignificant 

 

if this is the figure to work to then additional allocations should be made to allocate the  

 

requirement. It is not the case that other sites are not available to meet any extra requirement. 

 

My clients have a site in Wood End that can assist in meeting the additional need. 

 

It is difficult to rationalise how the housing requirement based on the 2018 HHP 

 

is meaningful in a Plan period of 2011  to 2033. 

 

 

 

Infrastructure Delivery  

 

Throughout the correspondence over the past 2 years there is doubt expressed as to the  

 

delivery of the main A 5 allocations given the uncertainty over funding. As far as we can  

 

ascertain this is no clearer at this moment. The Council want a stepped trajectory for delivery  

 

as set out in the Preferred Option  2 in NWBC26A which reflects delivery of the A5  

 

improvements. This appears to show that the A5 sites will deliver phases 1 and 2 by 2025. 
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It is not clear how this is possible when in Autumn 2020 there is no clear evidence that  

 

funding is available and when it will come on stream. The uncertainly surrounding the 

 

funding of the A5 development is making the strategy for the delivery of the Plan  unsound  

 

 

Housing  Development in the Settlement Hierarchy 

 

MM19 sets out that in the 1-4 tier settlements development can take place adjacent to the  

 

boundary , this relies on the settlement boundaries being up to date and reflecting  

 

developments under construction. We cannot find any updated settlement boundary maps in  

 

the consultation  base to check. The submitted Plan for Wood End fails to show the site at  

 

Boulters Lane under construction and now part of the settlement structure and which  

 

should be within the development boundary. Whilst it is supported that this level of  

 

settlement can have additional development subject to tests, if additional development is  

 

needed to meet a revised housing target,  the plan should allocate appropriate sites, including  

 

the site attached to this objection. 

 

MM72 provides a table of the housing allocations much altered from the submitted plan.  

 

12 sites are deleted and MM73 adds in a reserve site  of Atherstone Football Ground. 

 

We object to this addition.  Other sites are currently available to deliver the housing  

 

requirement  now or in the future . RH3 appears to suffer from flooding issues and the  

 

allocation appears to be at odds with National Guidance on flood risk. Sites in  

 

flood areas should  not be allocated when dry land is available elsewhere. 

 

 

It is submitted in response to the raft of documents available for consultation that this plan is  

 

unsound  for the reasons set out above. Furthermore the process is no longer legible  

 

or transparent and in the interest of   getting a sound and up to date development plan, the 

 

Plan should be restarted with a realistic start date and based on up to date information. 

Janet V. Hodson, BA (Hons), Dip. TP. MRTPI. Thomas W. Beavin, MTCP (Hons). MRTPI. 

VAT Registered No. 670 0957 32 
Registered in England No. 4817729 
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