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Susan Wilson

From: Geoff Crockford 

Sent: 05 October 2020 16:57

To: planningpolicy

Cc:

Subject: New Local Plan / Planning Consultartions

For the attention of the NWBC  and Planning Inspector. 
 
There are many concerns over the construction of this plan however this submission will concentrate on just one item in the hope it will be given appropriate attention. 
 
LP39 Housing allocations   
 
Specifically 
H7 Land to east of  Polesworth and Dordon  
H13 Land west of Robey’s lane adjacent to Tamworth ( but served by the local Polesworth Dordon community) 
 
Of the total allocations of 6821, these two sites account for 3270 or 48% of all allocations. 
 
The H13 allocation states in the  notes 2000 minimum, an unacceptable statement.  It has an area of 160 Hectares. It adjoins the one Hectare POL 7 site, currently under 
build. Here the  Council  / Developer specifically pursued the minimum of 30 dwellings per hectare ( even in spite of difficult land conditions and sub standard access ). H13 
will therefore take  160 Hectare X 30 dwellings. totalling  4,800. 
Even the original Green Space allocations GS/DOR/5, GS/DOR/3 and GS/DOR/4 sites have been removed    Why ? 
It is unacceptable to have such a major allocation to have so little information as to what is proposed by way of infrastructure. 
Further and most importantly will totally change the character of both Polesworth and Dordon. 
 
It is possible NWBC could situate all of their proposed allocations within the H7 and H13 sites only. 
Is the generous NWBC gesture to provide allocations for Birmingham and Coventry of 4000 plus dwellings all to justify this development ?  
H13 is the furthest point in the NW Borough away from the need. Exacerbating  all the transport and pollution issues listed in the plan. 
 
Much of H13 has Mineral Safeguarding Areas is this a factor ? 
 
It is apparent the council is intent on imposing the vast majority of development to this one area without consideration of the impact on the community. 
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Is this site just seen as a major profit generator. Again using the POL 7 site details as reference, at 2018 prices its sales value will be 8 Million pounds, making H13 
alone  worth 1.3 Billion Plus. This should have no consequence as the Council is responsible for developing the needs of the community not developers profits. 
 
The Chapter 12 Transport headline Map exemplifies how the NWBC thinks.  Atherstone and Polesworth train stations are indicated.  Polesworth is a disused station with 
one platform allowing travel in one direction only for the obligatory Parliamentary train.  Yet the Coleshill Parkway station is not shown, neither are the formally 
proposed/approved Kingsbury and Arley stations. 
 
Your confirmation of receipt of this submission would be appreciated. 
 
Mr. and Mrs Crockford 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan – Additional Documents since April 2019 and Main Modifications 

Consultation response to these additional documents as requested October 2020 

With suggestions as requested as to how the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy  

From Dr J Mark Doggett,  

INSP 18  

Infrastructure provision paragraph 2/3. – A5 Dualling  

The Inspector points out that for the sites to be deliverable or developable the source of funding in respect of 

the A5 dualling must be clearly established. “A significant amount of development proposed in the plan relies 

on the implementation of those improvements , and also on A5 dualling to the north of Grendon forecast at 

around £ 57.5 million  Without these improvements it is highly likely that severe highways effects would 

occur “ . Two amounts of £58 million and £57.5 million are required to improve and dual the A5 between 

Dordon and Grendon and Grendon and Atherstone. I understand from subsequent documents only £71 – 79.5 

million have been promised and that this is the amount required to improve the A5 only from Dordon 

roundabout to Grendon roundabout  - £58 plus VAT)(plus the Mancetter roundabout the other side of 

Atherstone). The councils LDF document of 1st October 2020 in Transport (Appendix B page 1) does not list the 

dualling of the A5 north of Grendon as either critical or even important or even mention it! In the light of INSP 

18 this renders the local plan unsound as it stands and as it is planned by the council. 

I understand that it has been stated in the council that the funded improvements to the A5 will simply shift the 

problem of congestion further along the A5, nonetheless they believe that this should allow the housing 

development of 3458 dwellings on H7 and Robeys Lane etc to go ahead and will be completed by 2024. This is 

false logic. The problem of congestion will be on the new dual carriage way restricted at both ends. Wherever 

there is a narrowing in a water pipe the flow in the WHOLE pipe will slow and be congested. The traffic on the 

dual carriageway between the two roundabouts at each end will be congested by the contraction at the 

roundabouts at each end and/or the exit onto existing roads. No mention is also made of all the extra traffic 

from over 1800 houses on over 100Ha of land on sites H1 & H2 at Atherstone by and near the A5. 

I also understand that there is a belief in the council that there is a “fair wind” of support for the further 

investment in the A5. (presumably Grendon to Atherstone) This is aspirirational and unsafe in current economic 

times. It appears that due to the A5 the sites remain neither deliverable nor viable. Therefore the local plan 

remains aspirational and unsound rather than viable and deliverable until full finance is definitely available for 

the A5 from Dordon to Atherstone in line with INSP18. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

The whole amount of money for the dualling of the A5 must be definitely promised and definitely available for 

the local plan to be passed as sound. It must not be an aspiration dependant on the next RIS in 2025. It should 

not be deemed sound in the absence of this in the light of INSP 18 Para2/3 
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NWBC 24  

1] Housing versus road infrastructure delivery 

The idea that 4258 houses (800 prior to A5 improvements and 3458 when the phases one and two are 

completed) are viable with only a partial dualling of the A5 presumably (perhaps with the western end of the 

new dual carriageway ending up on Spon Lane, a relatively small single carriageway road), is not realistic. To 

deliver this number of houses there needs to be funding for the complete dualling works on the A5 right up to 

Atherstone. The response of the council to Insp 20 again appears to be aspirational rather than definite in 

indicating that the critical infrastructure (or definite funding for it) on the A5 improvement may not be available 

until 2024/6. It needs to be definite. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

The whole amount of money for the dualling of the A5 must be definitely promised and definitely available for 

the local plan to be sound. 

2] Affordable housing / AD45 sustainability appraisal update / MM41/ NWBC26D 

The Iceni report indicates that the annual affordable housing figures should be 267 per annum which is 47% of 

the housing requirement. Whilst it would be great for the provision of more affordable and social housing, if 

there was this high percentage of affordable housing, as opposed to the 30 - 40% previously proposed, as is 

pointed out in later reports, this level of affordable housing threatens the viability of the project, which in turn 

threatens the adequate provision of infrastructure, whether roads or community facilities, which affects the 

soundness of the local plan.  

This calls into question the updated sustainability report AD 45 which gives a double + [++] for services and 

facilities in land east of Dordon and Polesworth (H7).  Such a positive impact score for services and facilities in 

the sustainability report AD 45 can only be accurate if there is plenty of developer finance available for services 

and facilities and the project is viable with a sufficient profit margin. This does not appear to be the case. NWBC 

26D confirms the 47% figure. This not only threatens the viability of the plan but also renders the sustainability 

report AD45 aspirational rather than realistic.  

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

There needs to be definite clarity about the viable level of affordable housing and the definite source of sufficient 

resources for [++] services and facilities to make the plan sustainable, viable and sound. 

NWBC 24B Annex K/L (AD45) 

Deletion of Hollies Wood, the orchard site and the old brickworks from being green spaces in Dordon. 

I believe this deletion is because they have been now designated as local wildlife or nature reserves. Whilst this 

may superficially appear to be an improvement, and some may argue is better for wildlife, in reality it is likely to 
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be bad for the community and human population because it increases the likelihood that they will have limited 

or no access to human beings from the community for human health and recreation. Green spaces (which these 

sites previously were) are specifically intended to benefit the community by allowing exercise and recreation 

etc. Nature reserves and wildlife reserves may be fenced off completely, or with very limited access reducing 

their value significantly to the human community. Again this runs against A.D. 45 giving H7 ++ for services and 

facilities, ++ for health, and ++ for recreation. This change in the status of these three sites in Dordon reduces 

the opportunities for recreation and reduces the health, wellbeing and social benefit from the sites to the 

human community, present and future, in Dordon. 

I also understand that the council has no finance for the maintenance of these three wildlife/nature reserves 

and therefore it is likely that they will deteriorate particularly when they are surrounded by houses. They risk 

becoming bad rather than good resources for the community. Moreover, given that they will be surrounded by 

houses (particularly in the case of Hollies wood) their function as wildlife reserves for the wildlife itself will be 

much limited. Some wildlife needs green corridors to move between green spaces. These sites need to be 

available and suitable for the health and well-being, recreation and the benefit of the surrounding human 

community as green spaces with dedicated resources to maintain them, and in order to fulfill AD45 ++ for health 

and ++ for recreation. 

MM 16: Removing these three sites from being green spaces threatens the requirement in MM 16 that all 

development proposals must create linkages between green spaces. Without them, there appear now to be only 

two green spaces left in Dordon – a recreation ground and proposed sports ground/allotments. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

These three sites should be restored to being Green Spaces to fulfill the local plans aims, fulfill AD45, and make it 

sound. 

MM 53/4:  

Buffer zones around Woodland and Green Spaces 

MM53 recommends a minimum buffer zone of 15 m for ancient woodland. In the recent national document 

“Building for a healthy life” there is a warning about creating relatively narrow green spaces between the backs 

of gardens and the next structure. If Hollies wood, the Orchard site and the Brickworks site become fenced off 

nature or wildlife reserves, with a narrow corridor only 15 m wide between house garden fences and a fenced 

wildlife site, this is likely to go against this recommendation and become an unpleasant area for the community. 

MM 54 advises that development proposals must, where appropriate, demonstrate how they contribute to 

maintaining and enhancing a comprehensive strategically planned green infrastructure network. Three sites 

becoming fenced off and inaccessible to the public is likely to contradict main modification 54. Far from 

maintaining or enhancing it, they may block or hinder the green infrastructure network. Whilst MM84 

recommends a 50 metre buffer around Hollies wood, the awful get out phrase “unless demonstrated otherwise 

to the satisfaction of the council” means that this 50 metre buffer is an aspiration which, under pressure, could 

relatively easily be ditched and is not a definite part of the plan. 
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How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

The buffer zones around theses three sites should be more than 15 metres (it should be stated to be 50 metres) 

to facilitate good use of the ground (rather than narrow “waste” land) both for people and the community, and 

for the green infrastructure network and wildlife corridors as part of a sound local plan. The phrase “unless 

demonstrated otherwise to the satisfaction of the council” in MM84 must be removed as part of making the local 

plan definite and sound, not easily changed and aspirational. 

 

AD 45 Para 1.51 / MM29 

Resources for Needed Infrastrucure, Services and Facilities and Sustainability 

In the course of discussing the slower delivery option this report indicates that delays in securing investment in 

existing and new services and facilities such that the developments would take longer to become fully 

functioning would potentially affect social cohesion. This indicates that whatever the speed of build the lack of 

funding for services and facilities (be they roads, schools, GP surgeries, retail outlets, community facilities, etc) 

would affect the sustainability and viability of the developing and enlarging community. There appears to be a 

high risk in terms of viability and financial resources for services and facilities available from the developers in 

the H7 site, given the nature of the land on which it is being built, the requirement to fund a distributor road, 

contaminated land to be set aside, possible high percentage of affordable homes etc). This indicates that the ++ 

for services and facilities, health and recreation, and the + for vibrant communities is aspirational and unlikely to 

be realistic. 

This also appears to run counter to MM 29 which notes the past low delivery rates, and that therefore delivery 

of all of the housing will be dependent on the provision of infrastructure and that the local plan therefore seeks 

to deliver infrastructure alongside housing to ensure that services and facilities are provided and to ensure new 

developments are sustainable and add to the viability of settlements. Currently information from the recent 

documents does not appear to indicate confidence that the infrastructure, services and facilities needed will 

certainly and definitely be developed. Therefore the new developments may not be sustainable and the viability 

of the settlements of Dordon and Polesworth may be reduced rather than added to. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy? 

There should be greater clarity and certainty about the resources available for sufficient infrastructure for a 

sustainable and viable development, including clarity and certainty that the money for this will not run out/fall 

short because of problems or other requirements that occur on the H7 site. This should be required to make the 

local plan sound. 

 

Major modifications 

Finance for required Infrastrucure, Services and Facilities 
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MM 6 Emphasises that development must be delivered alongside appropriate infrastructure. MM 10 further 

emphasises the need to ensure that infrastructure is secured and delivered in appropriate and timely manner 

alongside housing and employment growth. The recent documents indicate that this has not been secured and 

that delivery in a timely manner appears unlikely and therefore this is not viable.  

MM 16 further emphasises that all development proposals MUST be supported by the required infrastructure, 

and that the infrastructure required should be directly related to the development and is fairly and reasonably 

related to in scale and kind to the development. Other documents still appear to indicate that this is an 

aspiration rather than definitely resourced and a “must”. 

MM 19 Indicates that development will be commensurate with the level, type and quality of day-to-day service 

provision currently available and the ability of those services to absorb the level of development in combination 

with any planned allocations in this local plan and committed development in liaison with service providers. The 

villages of Dordon and Polesworth do not have the level of service provision currently to absorb the level of 

development proposed. (NB Homes and Counties agency [ATLAS] workshop on Proposed Polesworth / Dordon 

Strategic Site Allocation - May 2016: “There is existing pressure on existing facilities, such as shops, health, 

community provision and education” – already in 2016). Improvement in level, type and quality of service 

provision appears to be aspirational, the financial resources for it are not obviously available or definite, and it 

appears that the viability of the plan to provide them appears to be under significant threat and very uncertain. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy in respect of MMs 6, 10, 16 &19? 

There should be greater clarity and certainty about the resources available for sufficient infrastructure for a 

sustainable and viable development, including clarity and certainty that the money for this will not run out/fall 

short because of problems or other requirements that occur on the H7 site. This should be required to make the 

local plan sound. 

MM 57/81/84  

Resource and Finance for a sustainable and viable development of both communities in H7 and the 

infrastructure required for this  

In MM57 Polesworth is defined as the town centre of Polesworth with Dordon and the shopping parade in 

Dordon is defined as a neighbourhood centre. However the majority of the new housing in H7 will be in Dordon. 

The physical set up of the town centre in Polesworth does not lend itself to expansion and it already can get 

congested with traffic and has limited parking. It is a long walk with shopping from the majority of planned new 

H7 housing in Dordon. Few people shop on cycles. Cars will be used. It would therefore seem inappropriate for 

the focus of development of facilities and services to be only in the town centre of Polesworth when the 

majority of new residents will be in Dordon. In particular this is relevant given the requirement in MM 84 to 

‘ensure a high quality of place is created, respecting the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon’ as well as 

the requirement in MM 81 for integration between old and new communities within the characters of 

Polesworth and Dordon. It is of interest that the ATLAS workshop of May 2016 gave some attention to this 

question including the question of a central hub or heart in Dordon, and its possible location(s). 
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How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy in respect of MMs 57/81/84? 

There should be greater clarity and certainty about how the needed new infrastructure described in MM84 will 

be provided and, importantly, resourced for a sustainable and viable development of both communities in H7, 

including clarity, purpose and definite commitment in resourcing, finance, provision, integration and perhaps 

location of services and facilities for new and existing settlements. This should be required to make the local plan 

sound. 

 

MM 84 describes in points 2,3,4,5 and 6 the provision of schools, retail, health facilities, pub/restaurant, other 

small-scale commercial uses, networks of foot and cycle paths, and comments on transport assessment and 

planning not only for the A5 but also a distributor road between the B5000 and the A5 and particular work with 

regard to Long Street, New Street and the canal bridges. All of this will require significant and considerable 

finance. As described above it is not clear and still appears very uncertain, perhaps more so, from the 

documents (e.g. Cost “TBC” item 17 ‘Delivery of a hub containing retail, community and health facilities’ from 

‘Developer contributions’ Appendix B page 2 in statement of education needs and infrastructure NWB local plan 

28 August 2020), that this finance will definitely be available to fulfil the plans described in MM 84 and required 

for a viable and sustainable community in a sound local plan.  

The closing sentence of MM84, after all the detail of the infrastructure needed to be provided, appears to 

render the whole of MM84 toothless and aspirational only. “subject to and having regard to viability 

assessment” This would appear to allow houses to be built and developers to claim that there is insufficient or 

even no significant money for the needed infrastructure detailed in MM84 without it becoming non viable for 

them to build. This sentence needs to be deleted from MM84 to make the local plan sound. 

How the Plan could be modified so as to represent a sound strategy in respect of MM 84? 

There should be greater clarity and certainty about the resources available for sufficient infrastructure for a 

sustainable and viable development, including clarity and certainty that the money for this will not run out/fall 

short because of problems or other requirements that occur on the H7 site. This should include an actual amount, 

the cost, (as in some other categories of Appendix B - not ‘TBC’) required for the necessary infrastructure and 

facilities and a commitment that it will be definitely available and delivered. The sentence at the end on MM84 

“subject to and having regard to viability assessment” should be deleted. This should be required to make the 

local plan sound. 

 

Dr J Mark Doggett 
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Forward Planning Team 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 

The Council House 

South Street 

Atherstone 

Warwickshire 

CV9 1DE 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

North Warwickshire Local Plan - Main Modifications July 2020 

Thank you for your consultation. 

We are the charity who look after and bring to life 2000 miles of canals & rivers. Our waterways contribute to the 

health and wellbeing of local communities and economies, creating attractive and connected places to live, work, 

volunteer and spend leisure time. These historic, natural and cultural assets form part of the strategic and local 

green-blue infrastructure network, linking urban and rural communities as well as habitats. By caring for our 

waterways and promoting their use we believe we can improve the wellbeing of our nation. The Trust is a statutory 

consultee in the Development Management process. 

Within the North Warwickshire boundary, the Trust maintains a network of 25km of canal, which includes 22 locks, 

25 listed structures, 64 bridges, an aqueduct and a tunnel. Canals also contribute to the character of two 

designated Conservation Areas in the district  Atherstone and Polesworth. 

Main Modifications documents. We hope that the comments 

provided are clear, helpful and that your next revision will include these points. We would like to continue to work 

with you, to meet and discuss these points for clarity and to seek to collaborate towards high-quality canal environs 

within your District. Please contact me with any queries that you may have, my details are below. 

In the Proposed Main Modifications, the text of H2 Land to north-west of Atherstone off Whittington Lane 

includes new text about how the Masterplan should address the preservation and enhancement of designated and 

non-designated heritage assets, through the siting and design of new development. This includes retaining the 

canal, its historic function and associated built features, both designated and non-designated, and the relationships 

between these assets. This is whilst ensuring a clear division between the canal route and the development via 

means of landscaping and/or development siting to help preserve the unity of and legibility of these assets as a 

historical and functional group. The Trust in owning and managing the Coventry Canal would wish to be included 

in discussions regarding the Masterplan from an early stage. 

In the Proposed Main Modifications, the text of H7 Land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon between the A5 

and B5000 reference is made to the need for a comprehensive transport assessment to consider off-site 

improvements to the local and strategic road network including the canal bridges on the B5000. Given the recent 

request by Warwickshire County Council regarding Land east of the former Tamworth Golf Course and west 

 for consistency the Trust request that thought is given to the inclusion of the off-site 

improvements to the local and strategic road network including the canal bridges on the B5000 within policy H13. 

Your Ref  

Our Ref North Warwickshire Local 
Plan 
 

Tuesday 6th October 2020  
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Please do not hesitate to contact me with any queries you may have.  

Yours sincerely, 

 
 
Hazel Smith MRTPI 
Area Planner - Midlands 

  
 

 



 

 
 
 

Bill Cullen MBA (ISM), BA(Hons) MRTPI 

Chief Executive 

 

Sent via email 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
 
RE: Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan – Additional Documents 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the schedule of potential Main Modifications 
(NWBC20E) and additional documents published since April 2019. 
 
The Borough Council notes and welcomes the correspondence to the Planning Inspector 
(NWBC26) confirming the that MHCLG have committed to funding of £79.5m – alternative 
funding to the HIF bid of £58m – to ensure that improvements to the A5 are carried out as 
outlined in the HIF bid. HBBC also welcomes the inclusion of the revised infrastructure 
table (Appendix A) which summarises the infrastructure requirements that are key to the 
delivery of the overall strategy within the Local Plan – including confirmation that 
improvements to the A5 are critical to realising the strategy. The intention to agree a 
position statement / statement of common ground to show the commitment to the delivery 
of the A5 improvements, which will inform the revised housing trajectory to be applied to 
the Plan is also welcomed. 
 
As the improvements to the A5 are critical to the delivery of three strategic site allocations 
underpinning the spatial strategy, HBBC recommends that the changes referred to above 
are reflected in an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan. HBBC also maintains its 
recommendation in response to the pre-submission plan dated 31st January 2018, that 
LP28 includes an explicit reference to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and a commitment 
to prioritise investment in the A5, informed by the emerging position statement. For 
clarification, it would be helpful that the supporting text to Policy LP28 summarises the 
phased delivery of the A5 improvements and the relationship to the revised housing 
trajectory. 
 
 
 
 

 

     
    

  
             -  

            
Our ref:              0206/NWBC/OCT20 
Date:              6

th
 October 2020  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Forward Planning Team 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
The Council House 
South Street 
Atherstone 
Warwickshire 
CV9 1DE 
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A number of changes are proposed to Policies H2 (Land to the north-west of Atherstone) 
and H7 (Land to the east of Polesworth and Dordon), primarily addressing site specific 
requirements such as matters relating to flood risk and the historic environment. HBBC’s 
response to the pre-submission draft of the plan recommended that Policy H2 could be 
strengthened to either include direct reference to improvements to the A5 or to the 
strategic aims of Policy LP28. Whilst HBBC maintain this recommendation, the Council 
also suggest policies H2 and H7 include a policy requirement that specifically identifies the 
improvements to the A5 that are to be delivered in line with the revised housing trajectory 
and phasing of the schemes. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
 
Chris Colbourn 
Senior Planning Officer (Policy) 
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Susan Wilson

From: MARGARET MANDER 

Sent: 06 October 2020 16:32

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan - Additional Documents  COMMENTS AS REQUIRED BY 7 OCTOBER 2020

Dear Sirs 
 
I am in receipt of your letter dated August 2020 and would like to make the following comments related to NWB20E, MN92 pertaining to the proposed MIRA 
development:- 
 
1. Caldecote is one of the oldest villages in Warwickshire and should be preserved as such. I would class the whole area as "heritage".  
 
2. The house prices in Caldecote are some of the highest in the area and reflect the country position, the prices of the houses may well be reduced following this 
development and it would only be natural that residents should be recompensed for any fluctuation in value.  
 
3. My back garden view of open country side is being taken away and replaced by an industrial site. How attractive is a "landscape buffer" to replace this view? 
 
4. There will doubtless be excessive lighting from the development and particularly if the operation is to be 24/7. How will the level of lighting be controlled and particularly 
overnight? 
 
5. There will no doubt be noise from the facility and, again, especially if it is to be in operation 24/7. What plans are there to control noise abatement - "solar energy 
generation" and "incubator units"? 
 
6. The A444 through Caldecote is excessively busy already due to the increased houses built in the area and this will only be exacerbated by the increase of traffic from the 
development. How will a cycle and footpath along the A5 help traffic levels?  
 
7. The speed limit on the A444 through Caldecote is 50mph. The residents have tried to have this limit reduced and this situation will worsen with even more traffic using 
the road.  
 
8. There will be major disruption to residents during the building phase.  
 
I look forward to receiving your response. 
 

  ALP15



2

Yours faithfully 
Margaret Mander-Howells 
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Susan Wilson

From: Sue Randle 

Sent: 06 October 2020 16:55

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Mira / swan vale development 

 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
I am in receipt of your letter dated August 2020 and would like to make the following comments related to NWB20E, MN92 pertaining to the proposed MIRA 
development:- 
 
1. Caldecote is one of the oldest villages in Warwickshire and should be preserved as such. I would class the whole area as "heritage".  
 
2. The house prices in Caldecote are some of the highest in the area and reflect the country position, the prices of the houses may well be reduced following this 
development and it would only be natural that residents should be recompensed for any fluctuation in value.  
 
3. My back garden view of open country side is being taken away and replaced by an industrial site. How attractive is a "landscape buffer" to replace this view? 
 
4. There will doubtless be excessive lighting from the development and particularly if the operation is to be 24/7. How will the level of lighting be controlled and particularly 
overnight? 
 
5. There will no doubt be noise from the facility and, again, especially if it is to be in operation 24/7. What plans are there to control noise abatement - "solar energy 
generation" and "incubator units"? 
 
6.  The A444 through Caldecote is excessively busy already due to the increased houses built in the area and this will only be exacerbated by the increase of traffic from the 
development. How will a cycle and footpath along the A5 help traffic levels?  
 
7. The speed limit on the A444 through Caldecote is 50mph. The residents have tried to have this limit reduced and this situation will worsen with even more traffic using 
the road.  
 
8. There will be major disruption to residents during the building phase.  
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I look forward to receiving your response. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Mr Steven and Mrs Susan Randle  
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Susan Wilson

From: Karen Baxter 

Sent: 06 October 2020 17:29

To: planningpolicy

Subject: North Warwickshire local plan

Dear Sirs 
 
I am in receipt of your letter dated August 2020 and would like to make the following comments related to NWB20E, MN92 pertaining to the proposed 
MIRA development:- 
 
1. Caldecote is one of the oldest villages in Warwickshire and should be preserved as such. I would class the whole area as "heritage".  
 
2. The house prices in Caldecote are some of the highest in the area and reflect the country position, the prices of the houses may well be reduced 
following this development and it would only be natural that residents should be recompensed for any fluctuation in value.  
 
3. My back garden view of open country side is being taken away and replaced by an industrial site. How attractive is a "landscape buffer" to replace this 
view? 
 
4. There will doubtless be excessive lighting from the development and particularly if the operation is to be 24/7. How will the level of lighting be controlled 
and particularly overnight? 
 
5. There will no doubt be noise from the facility and, again, especially if it is to be in operation 24/7. What plans are there to control noise abatement - 
"solar energy generation" and "incubator units"? 
 
6.  The A444 through Caldecote is excessively busy already due to the increased houses built in the area and this will only be exacerbated by the increase of 
traffic from the development. How will a cycle and footpath along the A5 help traffic levels?  
 
7. The speed limit on the A444 through Caldecote is 50mph. The residents have tried to have this limit reduced and this situation will worsen with even 
more traffic using the road.  
 
8. There will be major disruption to residents during the building phase.  
 
I look forward to receiving your response. 
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Karen Baxter (FHEA) 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

-
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Susan Wilson

From: alison hartshorn

Sent: 06 October 2020 19:19

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Draft North Warwickshire Local Plan - Additional Documents NWB20E, MN92 

Good evening 
 
Firstly, I wish to lodge a complaint that we did not receive a letter pertaining to the MIRA expansion which is proposed to be on the field opposite our 
property, known as .  Luckily, one of our neighbours in our hamlet advised us of this, otherwise we would still be 
unaware of the development and feel angry and frustrated that we have been left out of this communication. 
 
I wish to raise the following issues and request a private meeting with yourselves and MIRA, prior to any planning consent being granted: 
 
1   Our hamlet and village of Caldecote is one of the oldest villages in Warwickshire and should be preserved as such and the whole area should be classed as 
'heritage' and be protected against development whether for housing or industrialisation. 
 
2   The house prices in Caldecote are some of the highest in the area and reflect the countryside position, however, the value of our properties will 
depreciate due to the MIRA development, as we understand that the proposal is for a high rise industrial estate which will have an very negative impact on 
our area, therefore, we trust that we will all receive adequate compensation for this before any development takes place, as we will not be able to sell our 
houses unless we reduce the prices drastically. 
 
3   Our countryside view will no longer be something of beauty, instead, we will be looking out onto a mega construction that will overshadow everything 
that drew us to live in this beautiful location. 
 
4   Excessive lighting from the development will affect our area, especially if the site is operational 24 hours per day and possibly 7 days per week.  How will 
this be controlled, particularly overnight? 
 
5   The noise from the development will impact our area, so we would query what noise abatement controls will be in place ? 
 
6   The A444 through Caldecote, namely Weddington Lane, has become an excessively busy road since 2 large housing estates were recently erected, 
and several more housing estates are due to be built near the boundary between Nuneaton and North Warwickshire.  We can totally sympathise with people 
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whose lives have been ruined by motorway construction close to their homes because we are experiencing a similar fate due to the increase in traffic 
volume, noise and pollution and articulated lorries/HGV's that frequent our lane 24 hours per day.  We cannot understand and no one has been able to 
advise why lorries are being allowed up a lane that was never designed for heavy traffic and despair at the thought of more traffic that will be using our lane 
because of the MIRA development.  How do you propose to ensure we are not affected by this? 
 
7   The speed limit on the A444 through Caldecote (Weddington Lane) is 50 MPH, however, the residents have unsuccessfully attempted to get the limit 
reduced due to the influx of traffic and the excessive speeds the vehicles travel at and the situation will become even more intolerable and dangerous when 
the MIRA site and the new housing estates are in situ. If the motorway speed limit can be reduced from 70MPH to 60MPH, surely, a small country lane's 
speed limit should be reduced too.  How is this going to be addressed? 
 
8  The residents have already encountered major disruptions due to the work on the A5 and the new housing estates, and with MIRA's building phase and 
more housing being built, we will be subjected to even more disruption.  This impacts on our mental health and leaves us in a very vulnerable situation, as I 
personally have suffered sleep deprivation over a period of time which has been caused by workmen, only 'doing their job'.  How is this going to be managed 
to ensure we are not suffering disruption of any kind? 
 
I look forward to a hearing from you at your earliest convenience, to discuss a mutually convenient date for our meeting. 
 
Regards 
 
Alison Hartshorn and Stuart MacPherson 
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Tamworth Borough Council 

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council Local Plan – Additional Comments 
Consultation (closing date 7th October 2020) 

Tamworth Borough Council (TBC) has commented on the NWBC Local Plan at every stage 
and has attended the examination sessions.  On examining the additional documents and in 
particular the main modifications document (NWBC20E) we have the following comments to 
make (in addition to comments made in previous consultation responses): 

NWBC20E 

Main Modification 8 (MM8)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

TBC acknowledge the commitment from NWBC to provide a total of 913 dwellings to help 
meet Tamworth’s unmet housing need (500 agreed previously plus 413) plus 8.5Ha of 
employment land.   

In 2018 TBC, NWBC and Lichfield District Council signed a Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) in which the three Local Authorities agreed to work together on meeting Tamworth’s 
unmet housing need (please see appendix 1 to this consultation response).  In the SoCG 
NWBC agreed to take a total of 913 dwellings to meet Tamworth’s unmet housing need plus 
8.5Ha of employment land.  Section 5.3 states “The housing will be delivered in line with 
Tamworth’s current Local Plan period of 2031.”   

For the main modification to be found sound we believe that the quantum of development 
specifically for Tamworth and the timeline in which it has been agreed to be delivered (2031) 
should be in policy, not just supporting text.  The exact policy is at the discretion of the 
inspector but this could be LP6  

Section 5.5 of the SoCG goes on to state that “An agreed method of monitoring units to 
deliver Tamworth’s unmet need will be prepared.”  To date this has still not been achieved, 
we question whether this should be strengthened and put in policy, to ensure the plan is 
sound. 

 

 

 

 

 

‘Growth will be supported is expected to take place in the Borough in the plan period to assist 
with the need to provide housing for the Coventry & Warwickshire and the Greater Birmingham 
housing market areas. In that context the Council commits to the approach in the former 
Core Strategy to delivering 500 homes for Tamworth Borough Council plus an additional 
413 homes over the plan period and 8.5 hectares of employment space.... 
The Borough therefore has pressure for growth....’ 
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MM19 - LP2 category 2: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MM19 modifies the settlement hierarchy policy in the NWBC Local Plan where category 2 in 
essence permits developments on the border of Tamworth that meet criteria a-d.   

TBC strongly disagrees with category 2 in policy LP2.  The policy permits development of 
any size on the border with Tamworth, with no consideration for the pressure such 
developments will put on existing services and infrastructure in Tamworth. Developments 
adjoining the outer boundary of NW borough next to Tamworth will in essence be an 
extension of Tamworth.  Any pressure on existing infrastructure in Tamworth from 
developments directly adjoining the border of the borough should be recognised and 
mitigated by providing appropriate infrastructure within the development and/or contributions 
to improving infrastructure in Tamworth. Such contributions should be directed to TBC.  

TBC strongly suggest a further bullet point or points to ensure that any development does 
not put undue pressure on existing settlements that may be overwhelmed by development 
adjacent to them.  The bullet point could look like: 

d) ensure that need arising from development adjoining the outer border of the borough 
is mitigated by the development in relation to infrastructure, facilities and services.  
To achieve this it is envisaged that joint working between NWBC and the LA in 
question will identify infrastructure needs and these will be provided through the 
application process. 

MM27 – this modification states that NWBC will provide an additional 419 dwellings for 
Tamworth on top of the 500 already committed.  This is incorrect, it should be 413 additional 
dwellings as in MM8.  It should also be noted that the Tamworth unmet housing need should 
be provided by 2031, not 2033. 

 

MM34 – policy LP6 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Category 2: Settlements adjoining the outer boundary of the Borough 
Development for employment, housing (including affordable housing), services and 
other facilities will be permitted directly adjacent to built up areas of adjoining 
settlements if: 
a) the site lies outside of the Green Belt or an identified Gap Strategic Gap 
b) development is clearly part of a wider sustainable would integrate clearly with 
wider development 
c) has a clear separation to an existing North Warwickshire settlement to ensure the 
character of North Warwickshire settlements are preserved; and, 
d) linkages are made to existing North Warwickshire settlements to ensure connectivity 
between places especially via walking and cycling 
 

Between 2011 and 2033 there will be the Council will make provision for a minimum of: 
A minimum of (5280 + 528) 5808 dwellings (net) will be built by 2033 
There is an aspiration to deliver a further 3790 dwellings, and 
Around 100 hectares of employment land 
 9598 new dwellings, 
100 hectares of employment land (subject to policy LP6a), 
Between 2011 and 2028 9 residential and 5 transit Gypsy and Traveller pitches will be 
provided 
The actual amount of development delivered over the plan period will be governed by the 
provision of infrastructure to ensure developments are sustainable 
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TBC acknowledges the commitment to provide a minimum of 9598 dwellings, which includes 
the 913 for Tamworth.  What should be noted, however, that the Tamworth unmet need 
should be delivered by 2031.  To be found sound, therefore, we suggest that policy LP6 
reflects this. 

 

MM89 – Robeys Lane allocation 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Allocation H13 is for 1270 dwellings adjacent to the border with Tamworth.  We acknowledge 
the deletion of the primary vehicular access from the development at the former golf course 
through to Robeys Lane.  We do believe, however, that several pedestrian/cycle links should 
be made between the two developments to enable movement between the two sites once 
completed.  This commitment to pedestrian/cycle access could take the form of an additional 
bullet point in the policy.  The layout of the former golf course site has been established and 
as such the Robeys Lane masterplan should have regard to that when looking at positions 
for pedestrian access.  Tamworth Borough Council should be consulted on any potential 
access points. 

This policy and MM does not acknowledge the obvious pressure of development on the 
border of Tamworth and the effects on infrastructure it will have on the town.  TBC strongly 
suggest that an additional bullet point be put in to acknowledge the pressure on 
infrastructure with a view to working with TBC on any application coming forward.   

 

NWBC27 – NWBC response to INSP21 

We are pleased to see that the main modifications (MM32 and MM34) have been amended 
in light of the inspector’s comments on the GTAA report.  As the report is finalised and 
published it is only right that the policy LP6 reflect the most up to date position on housing 
need for Gypsy and travelling showpeople in NWBC and their response to meeting that 
need. 

An area of approximately 66.1 hectares, east of the former Tamworth Golf Course and west of 
Robey’s Lane is allocated primarily for residential development of approximately 1270 
dwellings. Prior to development taking place a Master Plan must be agreed by the Borough 
Council. Development will then take place in accordance with the agreed Master Plan.  
The Master Plan will include: 
• impacts on the scheduled monument to be considered and taken into account in the design 
and form of the future development; 
• primary access to be provided via the adjoining Golf Course redevelopment site (only 
service/emergency and pedestrian access to be accommodated onto Robey’s Lane); 
• a mixture of house types which will include housing for the elderly and for young people as 
well as an area for self-build; 
• health and education facilities in terms of land and financial contributions; 
• the delivery of accessible public open space within the site linking with adjoining 
developments, including pedestrian and cycle route access to the Coventry Canal and open 
space proposed to the north of the Golf Course site; 
• the provision of a significant landscaped buffer along the site boundary with Robey’s Lane 
with particular attention given to the proximity with, and potential impact on, Alvecote Wood, 
and Alvecote Priory and Alvecote Pools, respectively an ancient woodland, and scheduled 
monument and Site of Special Scientific Interest. 
Although the allocation will result in some contextual change, development should, as 
far as practicable, ensure that those assets are preserved or enhanced in line with 
policy LP15 
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Additional Comments 

In addition to points raised above Tamworth Borough Council members would like to 
reiterate their concerns regarding development on the border of Tamworth and elsewhere in 
North Warwickshire (Dordon, for example), as these developments will put undue pressure 
on infrastructure on the Town, especially highways.  Category 2 in policy LP2 effectively 
allows further developments on the border of Tamworth that meet the criteria, in addition to 
Robeys Lane.   

TBC members strongly believe that development on the border of Tamworth is not 
sustainable as residents of these new developments will look to the town for leisure, 
education and health facilities.  Tamworth has no control over this pressure and currently no 
opportunity to mitigate. The two boroughs and county councils have been working together 
on infrastructure requirements and it is imperative that this continues so that infrastructure in 
Tamworth is not overwhelmed where it is needed most.  



Comments from Warwickshire County Council 
 
The Borough Council and the County Council have good record of working together and we 
welcome future engagement to support the Borough in the delivery of their Local Plan.  
 
It is noted that the Inspector expects an element of future Examination to focus on 
deliverability of proposed sites and associated infrastructure. The Borough has worked 
closely with key infrastructure providers to date and we would welcome the opportunity to 
support the Borough with any additional information necessary. In this respect we 
particularly welcome the new wording at MM7  ‘In addition the Borough Council continues 
to commit to working collaboratively with relevant authorities and bodies to refine the scale 
and distribution of housing and employment needs within the housing market areas and 
functional economic market areas in which the Borough falls, the levels that it is appropriate 
for the Borough to seek to accommodate, and to working collaboratively with infrastructure 
providers to ensure that any impacts of growth are suitably mitigated. In the event that work 
identifies that a meaningful change in provision is needed compared to that set out in the 
Local Plan, an early review will be brought forward to address this.’ 
 
The definition of infrastructure in MM12 is helpful. Recognising that no list will ever be 
exhaustive, there does appear to be a significant area missing, that being the effective 
delivery of the blue light services. WCC would welcome an opportunity to talk about the 
relocation and expansion of Fire and Rescue facilities in the Borough and would feel a joint 
discussion involving the other blue light services could be beneficial for all concerned. 
 
Engagement would be particularly welcomed in considering Masterplans for growth in 
specific areas to ensure that proposed mitigation is deliverable and sustainable. This is 
particularly relevant in respect of, but not limited to, planned growth South or Polesworth 
and Dordon as well as growth at Robeys Lane. Here, the provision of secondary education 
places in particular is something we need to consider across both sites. The existing 
Polesworth School site has significant access issues and expansion of the school is likely to 
require extensive road safety considerations as well as the possibility of looking for new 
access points. The Academy provider also manages a number of schools within Staffordshire 
and it is important that future mitigation involves consultation with Staffordshire County 
Council, in its role as Education Authority.  The proposed development in the area afford an 
opportunity to look at significant improvements to walking and cycling facilities as well as an 
enhanced public transport network. This very much supports the aspiration made at MM10 
that the implications of growth within and outside the Borough is considered 
comprehensively and not in a piecemeal way.  
 
The Council welcomes the wording proposed at MM35 which recognises the importance of 
proposals supporting economic growth and productivity. 
 
Mention is made at MM36 about the need to provide Special Needs Housing as well as 
homes for the elderly. The County Council would welcome further conversations on this to 
try and ensure that build meets current and forecast local need.  
 
We welcome the comments made at MM107 regarding Public Rights of Way, specifically, the 
Council wants to ensure that public rights of way, where relevant to the development 
proposed, are protected and enhanced (including via relocation or alternative provision 
where justified. The County Council currently looks to secure funding in respect of the 
maintenance and improvement of designated public rights of way from the majority of new 
development. However, these requests haven't always been supported by the Borough 
Council and we look forward to working together to support future requests, engaging with 
local Town and Parish Councils where appropriate.  
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We welcome the need for electric vehicle charging points associated with new development 
and should look to include this as a requirement for any new schools in the Borough.  
 
The County Council would welcome working with the Borough Council in respect of MMX 
which states ‘It is intended that mineral working sites, both in use or exhausted, as well as 
existing employment sites be put back into appropriate Green Belt/ rural uses as current 
operations and permissions cease and there is no realistic prospect of their re-use for that 
purpose (including in line with the approach in the Minerals plan such that resources of local 
and national importance are not needlessly sterilised by non-mineral development)’.  
 

 

Comments from Warwickshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) 

The LLFA supports MM9 to include reducing flood risk where possible.  

The LLFA would recommend strengthening MM 66 regarding restricting to greenfield runoff 

rates further by stipulating  surface water discharges to be reduced to ‘greenfield Qbar’ in 

line with WCC local guidance and neighbouring Local Plan policies. This will also mitigate 

increases in downstream flood risk.  

The LLFA strongly supports MM67 in relation to de-culverting and re-naturalising 

watercourses.  

Comments in relation to AD54 Environment Agency Site Issues and Maps 

• The LLFA would support the EA response regarding the requirement of modelling of 

smaller watercourses with site specific data to confirm the developable area outside of the 

fluvial flood zones is accurate.  

• The LLFA would also add that the NPPF policy in regards to SuDs has also been 

updated to include the requirement for SuDs to provide multi-functional benefits wherever 

possible and take account of LLFA advice. The LLFA would recommend referring to our 

Local Guidance for Developers in flood risk policy relating to surface water drainage.  

• Whilst the LLFA supports following the national drainage hierarchy outlined in 

Planning Practice Guidance, North Warwickshire has experienced flooding issues due to 

limited infiltration potential in some areas and as such suitable outfall locations that do not 

increase flood risk downstream should be sought wherever infiltration is shown not to be 

viable. 

 


