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1 Introduction  

1.1.1 This report is prepared by Stantec UK Ltd on behalf of MLPL in response to the current 
consultation on the Additional Documents of the North Warwickshire Local Plan Examination.  
MLPL is a Severn Trent Plc business and these representations should be read in the context 
of previous submission made by: 

Representor ID: REG19 
Ref No: SLP442 

1.1.2 These representations and all future correspondence in respect of the above representor 
should be made to MLPL. 

1.1.3 For clarity, Severn Trent Water also has other development plan interests that are being 
pursued separately by their own team and upon which representations have been made.  
These representations sit entirely separately from those responses made by MLPL. 

1.1.4 Subject to the response to this submission from the LPA and the intentions of the Inspector, 
Stantec would wish to appear at any future hearing sessions on the matter.  

1.1.5 This response will focus again on these critical matters with regard to the Additional 
Documents which have been made available for consultation whilst also raising specific points 
in respect of the reliance of the Plan on highway infrastructure, linked to the spatial 
implications of the Plan and the climate change effects of that approach.  

1.1.6 As requested in the consultation paperwork, this response is as succinct as possible and 
focused on documents which have emerged since April 2019 and the latest schedule of 
potential Main Modifications in particular.  Having considered the Plan, incorporating the 
potential Main Modifications, it is our position that unfortunately it remains unsound, within the 
context of paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF2012).  As 
such we will provide: 

i. Specific references to the tests of soundness in respect of any concerns, and 

ii. Identify how the Plan could be modified to represent a sound strategy. 

1.1.7 MLPL also note the opportunity to make further representations at potential additional hearing 
sessions and look forward clarification on this matter in due course. 

1.1.8 MLPL welcomes the on-going examination process and the work North Warwickshire has 
undertaken to underpin the adoption of a sound plan.  North Warwickshire has made good 
progress to secure HIF funding for the A5 and coupled with support that can be derived from 
housing growth, this improves the delivery prospects of both.   

1.1.9 MLPL is however concerned about the undue pressure that the ambitious timescales for the 
A5 upgrades will have on housing supply in the near future, coupled with a significant step-
change upwards in the delivery trajectory.  MLPL therefore encourages a sound plan that 
secures growth around the A5 over a longer time-period and then underpins this with further 
allocated sites so housing is delivered in a timely manner with significantly less risk. 

1.1.10 MLPL is also supportive of a development plan which is aligned with addressing climate 
change and takes opportunities to embrace this, including a greater alignment between the 
location of housing and employment. 
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2 Spatial Strategy 

2.1.1 MLPL’s objections to the spatial aspects of the plan focuses on its current failure to address 
the housing needs of Birmingham in locations that are consistent with achieving sustainable 
development when meeting the needs of the City. 

2.1.2 In particular, the wording of Policy LP2 still (following the Main Modifications) appears to 
ignore Birmingham and the demand this major city creates.  As such, the Plan is not effective 
in how the Vision and Strategic Objectives address the housing need of neighbouring 
authorities, especially Birmingham City and the wider Greater Birmingham Housing Market 
Area (GBHMA). 

2.1.3 The effect of Birmingham upon the Plan area is significant not only in terms of addressing 
housing need, but also transport connections.  The spatial vision should provide some written 
context to the important inter-relationship with its neighbouring towns and most importantly, 
the Cities of Birmingham and Coventry.  At a strategic distribution level, the Plan is not 
therefore justified as the most appropriate strategy in accordance with paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF2012 or in accordance with the findings of the SA process.  A proportionate process 
would have considered sustainability in the context of reasonable travel distances from 
potential development (2km for example); something that is considered in many other local 
plan examinations. 

2.1.4 As referenced in previous representations, both document CD6/3C and CD1/2 (Sustainability 
Appraisal Regulation 19 Appendices) give generic scores for public transport services for 
settlements, for example at CD6/3C (p.26) or CD1/2 (e.g. p.173).  However, they do not give 
any consideration to journey times or journey lengths to the places of work or other services.  
All of this data is available and there is no apparent reason for not using it as part of the SA. 

2.1.5 It is of concern that none of the proposed housing allocations along the A5 corridor are near to 
a rail station with good connections to central Birmingham to facilitate sustainable commuter 
trips.  Bus services serve the local area and consist of a mixture of inter-urban services (e.g. 
Nuneaton - Tamworth), intra-urban town services, and services which link the smaller villages 
with the main towns.  There are no direct bus routes from the A5 corridor area into central 
Birmingham to facilitate sustainable commuter trips.  The approach of the plan remains car 
based on a predict and provide basis which runs contrary to the expected shift away from car-
based travel at a national level. 

2.1.6 Evidence previously presented confirmed that the most efficient and convenient way of 
travelling from the A5 corridor to central Birmingham is by private car using the A5, M42, M6 
and A38M; this route would take approximately 30-40 minutes.  In comparison, a more 
sustainable trip using public transport would require a bus journey to Tamworth and then a 
train journey to central Birmingham; this would take approximately 1 hour 45 minutes. 

2.1.7 The evidence indicates that most commuters from the A5 corridor would most likely choose a 
car borne journey, given the significant difference in terms of journey time and convenience.  
This has the potential for increased congestion and pollution on the surrounding local roads 
and motorway network as well as contributing to the impact on climate change; something not 
therefore addressed properly in the SA. 

2.1.8 This is not conducive to creating sustainable patterns of growth.  As such, the plan is still not 
justified or consistent with national policy in this regard. 

2.1.9 North Warwickshire declared a Climate Emergency in October 2019 at an Extraordinary 
Council meeting stating that the emergency required immediate action.  At that meeting the 
Council pledged to provide the leadership to enable carbon neutrality in the district by 2030. 
The Local Plan, as the development plan for the area, should lead that vision.  The 
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declaration, and the Councils ambitious objective to deliver carbon neutrality across the 
District by 2030 (20 years in advance of the national target) puts the need for the Local Plan to 
be up to date, based upon the most up to date evidence and to represent the most 
sustainable spatial form of development into even higher priority. 

2.1.10 In this context, there are sound social, economic and environmental reasons to direct 
appropriate growth to the eastern edge of Birmingham to ensure the most sustainable spatial 
strategy forms the basis of the Plan in respect of the NPPF2012 (and NPPF2019) and the 
locally declared Climate Emergency.  In maintaining the spatial strategy which directs growth 
to the A5 corridor, which focuses development beyond the Green Belt, that growth is directed 
to locations that do not provide for a sustainable form of development.  It therefore continues 
to be questionable as to whether the updated plan, particularly in light of the alternatives 
considered through the SA process (but now ignored), could be considered as delivering a 
sustainable spatial strategy to respond to the requirements of the NPPF2012 and the 
imperatives the Council has declared in respect of the Climate Emergency.  Therefore, the 
Council should consider fully exploring spatial alternatives, particularly to the eastern edge of 
Birmingham, because it represents the most sustainable location for development, having 
regard to the evidence for social, economic and environmental matters and housing need and 
demand. 

2.1.11 In the context of the North Warwickshire Local Plan it is essential to ensure alignment of the 
plan making process with the requirements of the NPPF2012 throughout.  Paragraph 158 of 
the NPPF2012 makes it clear that the preparation and review of all policies should be 
underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. Paragraph 157 also confirms that Local 
Plans should plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to 
meet the objectives, principles, and policies of the NPPF 2012 and that Plans should be kept 
up to date.  The delivery of sustainable development is the golden thread which runs through 
plan making in the context of the NPPF2012 and has been continually amplified since then. 

2.1.12 Again, it is therefore questionable whether the spatial strategy proposed is consistent with 
national policy as the plan will not enable the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies of the NPPF2012. 

2.1.13 Sustainable development could be achieved around Birmingham in the circumstances of 
putting growth where there is the greatest demand for homes and the greatest number of jobs.  
This would have benefits for the City and North Warwickshire, such as reducing the need for 
car-borne trips along the A5, which is an existing issue for the area, in terms of congestion, 
highway capacity and into Birmingham where similar issues exist as well as air quality 
problems, amongst other matters. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF2012 state that planning should 
actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, 
walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made 
sustainable. 

2.1.14 As such, an updated spatial strategy is required which includes an updated Green Belt review 
and fully and properly reflects the most sustainable form of development, well located to 
existing demand and services and accessible to mass transport and sustainable modes, 
would seem the best way to ensure that the Plan is consistent with national policy and the 
Council is able to meet its objectives in response to the Climate Emergency. 

2.1.15 As has been explained throughout MLPL’s representations to the development plan and 
Examination process, the biggest gap in the spatial policy framework is how it addresses 
Birmingham overspill in the right locations to minimise journey distances.  The spatial strategy 
is one dimensional in it approach. It simply seeks to avoid the Green Belt without properly 
considering the sustainability consequences of doing so. 

2.1.16 As a result, not only is there a reliance upon large development, but development is focused 
within the narrow A5 corridor, leaving the majority of growth elsewhere to the windfall delivery 
process and within the restrictive bounds of the growth criteria of LP2. 
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2.1.17 A significant issue with the plan is that it does not properly reflect commuting patterns, 
particularly those to Birmingham on two counts: 

a. Evidence demonstrates a proportion of the new indigenous population will commute to 
Birmingham for employment. 

b. The majority of the Birmingham overspill proposed to be housed in North Warwickshire 
will commute to the City for employment. 

2.1.18 These unavoidable commuting patterns should be a key sustainability driver for the location 
for this part of the housing and employment need.  Most new housing is proposed in the north 
and west of the District along the A5 corridor, which is furthest away from Birmingham and 
fails to sustainably serve the needs of those that work in the City. 

2.1.19 It cannot be said the reason for this is due to poor rail and bus provision elsewhere, because 
for example there is a wide range of stations and bus routes much closer to Birmingham City 
for example around Coleshill (and Water Orton) which will also be connected to the HS2 
network during the plan period. Journey times by rail and public transport as well as distances 
covered are around half of those from Tamworth and locations within the A5 corridor. 

2.1.20 The development of non-strategic growth in the form of a sustainable community on the edge 
of Birmingham, well located to rail connections into Birmingham from Water Orton (soon to be 
connected to the planned HS2 network) and close to demand from the City, would represent a 
sustainable form of development, and certainly more so than pushing development beyond 
the Green Belt where the evidence shows there is less demand and would lead to less 
sustainable commuting patterns. 

2.1.21 In the context of a reasonable alternative being non-strategic growth within the Green Belt at 
Birmingham and within North Warwickshire, paragraph 84 of the NPPF2012 is relevant.  It 
states: 

“When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take 
account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development.  They should consider 
the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban 
areas inside the Green belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt 
or towards location beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.”  

2.1.22 The need to consider development needs well beyond the plan period is important in a Green 
Belt context to avoid the need for regular review.  It is also important in circumstances that as 
the Local Plan is adopted, the Standard Methodology (or any new approach set out within the 
White Paper) may demonstrate a different housing need, so the North Warwickshire Local 
Plan may need to respond; this could result in two Green Belt reviews in quick succession.  
These representations therefore support identification of land at Curdworth as an allocation 
within the Plan. And a Green Belt review that addresses a period to at least 2040 and perhaps 
to 2050 to cover at least two plan periods. 

2.1.23 MLPL recognise it is a difficult step of concluding that exceptional circumstances exist for a 
Green Belt review to achieve sustainable patterns of development but believe that they exist 
for meeting the needs of Birmingham and North Warwickshire in a sustainable manner.  
Those exceptional circumstances being travel reduction, carbon reduction and a clear 
mandate to respond to the declared Climate Change Emergency.  MLPL believes that in the 
context of exceptional circumstances being established then the edge of Birmingham would 
be a sustainable location to meet those needs, which would also make the Plan sound.  Were 
this the case, early dialogue would be welcomed across a range of stakeholders to help shape 
the delivery of a sustainable local community. 
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3 Housing Supply and Deliverability 

3.1.1 Paragraph 17 of the NPPF2012 states that every effort should be made objectively to identify 
and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond 
positively to wider opportunities for growth.  Plans should take account of market signals, such 
as land prices and housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient 
land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 
residential and business communities.  In this context, and in accordance with paragraph 182 
of the NPPF2012, in order for plans to be effective they need to be deliverable over the Plan 
period. 

3.1.2 The Updated Housing Trajectory July 2020 (NWBC26A) shows two options for the housing 
trajectory.  Notwithstanding the content of the document, this approach in itself is of some 
significant concern as it appears that the Council has failed to properly assess all available 
options and in order for a plan to be justified and therefore sound, in accordance with 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF2012, the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  In setting 
out two scenarios it suggests that the Council have been unable to identify the most 
appropriate strategy for meeting their housing need and now rely on an unrealistic trapped 
trajectory that only serves to: 

 Delay the national policy of increasing housing supply to meet need now. 

 Risk significant under delivery as the unrealistic latter trajectory is not achieved. 

3.1.3 Turning to the content of Updated Housing Trajectory July 2020 (NWBC26A), and it appears 
that in both options presented a considerable backloading of delivery of housing to after the 
next five-year period of the plan is proposed.  For example, Option 2 indicates a step-change 
in delivery on allocated sites from 265 units in 2024-25 to 723 units in 2025/26 or overall 
delivery from 385 units to 803 in those years respectively.  This step-change in delivery is 
based upon the assumption that the first phase of the A5 corridor improvements will be 
delivered during fully on time which is a high-risk assumption given track records.  This would 
not be so bad if a lower proportion of housing were to rely on timely completion of the A5 
works, but any delay will in our view be unrecoverable during the plan period.  This does not 
address the housing crisis set out in the White Paper or the ‘Fixing our Broken Housing 
Market’ which is now 3 years old and will be nearly 10 years’ old when the plan may start to 
respond.  This cannot be consistent with the expectations of National Planning Policy even on 
a pragmatic reading of it. 

3.1.4 This approach appears to contradict the requirements of paragraph 182 of the NPPF2012 as it 
cannot be described as a positive approach to meeting current housing demand in the next 
five-year period of the plan but pushing that issue out to the subsequent five year period of the 
plan, where there is also less certainty over delivery and deliverability.  This approach is also 
not consistent with national policy in that the general requirement set out within the NPPF2012 
is to boost significantly the supply of housing through identifying sites sufficient to provide five 
years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements in order to ensure choice and 
competition in the market for land.  The August 2020 Planning for the Future White Paper sets 
out the direction of travel of government policy with the overarching objective being to 
accelerate the delivery of homes we need in the short term.  The approach being taken by 
NWBC here is to cause further delay, pushing back the issue once more, contrary to current 
and emerging policy objectives. 

3.1.5 The issue of deliverability then comes to the fore in respect of the market’s ability to deliver 
such a step change in housing from one year to the next. Beyond the practical challenges of 
the likely increase in labour, materials and other resources to deliver the required numbers in 
the second five year period of the plan, the spatial approach is also likely to create issues over 
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the markets likely ability (or desire) to deliver this quantum of development primarily focused 
along the narrow A5 corridor. 

3.1.6 The key barrier to increased potential growth at the rate set out in the trajectory is the 
locational limitations of the spatial strategy.  This approach risks creating micro-market 
conditions along the A5 corridor that do not serve the needs of exported growth from 
Birmingham (which makes up a significant proportion of the housing need) and limits the 
ability of the market to deliver at the scale required beyond the next five year period of the 
plan.  As we have pointed out in previous representations to the examination, the 
Sustainability Appraisal spatial option OUT1 (meeting need closest to where it arises) forms 
part of the chosen plan strategy, yet there is no evidence of it in the plan itself.  The delivery of 
some growth in accordance with option OUT1 would redress soundness concerns about the 
creation of an over-heated micro-market in the north of the District by spreading it south west 
along the inner edge of the M42, closer to demand and providing flexibility and resilience to 
the plan. 

3.1.7 Turning to further deliverability concerns, the research paper, ‘From Start to Finish’ prepared 
by NLP in 2016 (Appendix B) provides a helpful assessment of the delivery of 70 large sites 
across England and Wales to establish delivery data trends. 

3.1.8 Table 2 on page 18 provides data on the time lapse up to the point of securing planning 
permission (generally around 5 years for large greenfield sites).  Table 3 provides annual 
average build-out data which shows sites in the 1,500-1,999 size category managed 142 
completions per annum. 

3.1.9 The conclusion that can be drawn from this in respect of North Warwickshire and the July 
Housing Trajectory (NWBC26C) is as follows: 

a. The trajectory for H7 (land east of Poleswoth and Dordon) appears optimistic (200 
completions per annum).  Assuming a start on site in 24/25, the site may deliver 1,278 
dwellings during the plan period at an average of 142pa instead of 1,969. 

b. Therefore, the housing trajectory for H7 when considered against the NLP paper 
demonstrates that the build out predictions are unrealistic and the site will clearly 
underdeliver against the plan by almost five years and result in a shortfall of delivery 
during the plan period.  

c. This raises questions as to whether there has been an overly positive view on delivery in 
other respects. 

3.1.10 There is also concern that the proposed windfall allowance is too high having regard to 
paragraph 48 of the NPPF2012.  The LPA must have compelling and consistent evidence to 
support an allowance.  MLPL do not believe that the evidence is compelling and consistent in 
respect of the amount of likely windfall development. 

3.1.11 Previous evidence submitted to the Examination (NWBC18) indicated that the mean windfall 
delivery was 6 homes per year during the period between 2012-13 and 2015-16.  This then 
increases very significantly for the following years 2016-17 to 2017-18 to a mean of 82 homes 
per year.  The latter period appears not to be reflective of the trend and does not show a clear 
and consistent supply of windfall sites.  Years 2016-2018 should therefore not be used in 
calculating the annual windfall contribution.  

3.1.12 In addition, this issue is compounded by further reliance on figures for only two years (2016-17 
and 2017-18) for larger windfall site delivery.  This is again, not demonstrably consistent data 
over a reasonable time period and cannot, in isolation, be relied upon.   

3.1.13 Furthermore, as previously stated, the Plan draws tight development boundaries and 
positively allocates those large sites it expects to contribute towards delivery.  It is likely that 
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this approach will also pose a risk to the delivery of the Plan to rely upon the expectation that 
there will be a regular supply of large windfall in addition to small sites and allocations. 

3.1.14 As a matter of principle, the NPPF2012 discourages plans from being over-reliant on unusual 
or unknown circumstances (i.e. a large increase in windfall delivery or reliance on significant, 
uncertain infrastructure).  Given the Plan only seeks to address the minimum housing 
requirement, over reliance on an inconsistent trend could lead to under-delivery.  As can be 
seen, the uncertainty about the deliverability of some of the proposed allocations, and the 
ability of the market to service this number of sites in a narrow corridor or micro-market, would 
further compound concerns about the ability to meet the Plan’s housing requirement. 
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4 Reliance on Highway Infrastructure 

4.1.1 As described above, MLPL has a number of concerns for spatial, housing supply and 
deliverability reasons regarding basing a spatial strategy and housing supply scenario reliant 
solely on confidence of the delivery of undefined major infrastructure investment which is 
scheduled to be delivered at least 5 years away (and for which no clear programme appears 
to be in the public domain).  This does not appear to be a sound approach given the levels of 
uncertainty, and in particular to challenges to recent decisions around investment in 
infrastructure which has had an impact upon the governments commitments in the climate 
change act, the UN Sustainable Development Goals and the now legally binding target of 
achieving net zero carbon by 2050. 

4.1.2 The NPPF2012 places transport at the heart of sustainable development. Paragraphs 29-41, 
in particular: 

a. (29) “Transport polies have an important role to play in facilitating sustainable 
development but also contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives…” 

b. (30) “…Planning authorities should therefore support a pattern of development which, 
where reasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport…” 

c. (34) “Plans and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant 
movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of 
sustainable transport modes can be maximised…” 

4.1.3 As such the NPPF makes it very clear that transport considerations in respect of supporting a 
sustainable form of development must be focused on supporting or providing opportunities to 
utilise sustainable modes of transport, as opposed to the private car.  As explained above, the 
spatial approach presented by the Council does not reflect a strategy which would accord with 
these sections of the NPPF2012 or their own commitments in respect of their climate 
emergency declaration.  The approach of focusing all growth along the narrow A5 corridor 
actually serves to exacerbate the issue by forcing residents to utilise the private car, especially 
to commute to jobs in Birmingham, where the greatest demand for housing is focused. 

4.1.4 There also remains insufficient contingency within the Plan due mainly to the uncertainty 
about infrastructure delivery along the A5 corridor and an overreliance upon that uncertainty.  
For the reasons below, additional reserve sites or safeguarded land should be provided which 
is equal to the level of growth within the A5 corridor that is reliant upon unsecured central 
government funding to deliver necessary road infrastructure (i.e. development within the 2025-
2033 period). 

4.1.5 It remains apparent that significant enhancements to the A5 and surrounding roads would be 
necessary to accommodate the proposed substantial housing developments in the area. 

4.1.6 It is still a statement of fact that there are several highways measures originally considered as 
“aspirational” by NWBC in their original assessment of the A5 corridor that are now considered 
to be “necessary”.  These measures have variously been referred to as being reliant upon 
being delivered through Road Investment Strategy 2 (RIS2) and the Housing Infrastructure 
Fund.  The Housing Infrastructure Fund bid appears to have been unsuccessful, so that route 
is no longer going to deliver a shorter-term solution. 

4.1.7 It is noted that a short section of widening of the A5 near Hinckley, between Dodwells and 
Longshoot is planned to be delivered during RIS2.  However, there can be no certainty that 
this will be delivered at this stage.  Approximately 10% of schemes identified in RIS1 (2015 – 
2020) have been dropped by Highways England due to a poor return on investment, and 
many are still behind schedule or yet to be delivered.  Indeed, the RIS2 report states that: 



North Warwickshire Local Plan Examination 

Curdworth 
 

 

 

J:\44602 Land at Curdworth\007 - Main Mods 
Additional Documents Response\20.10.07 - North 
Warwickshire LP EiP - Additional Documents 
Consultation_ISSUED.docx 

9 

“We are committing funding to deliver the schemes named in RIS2 on the assumption that 
they continue to demonstrate a strong business case and secure the necessary planning 
consents. Nothing in the RIS interferes with the normal public planning consent process. They 
must remain deliverable and offer sufficient value for money to justify public investment. 
Where third party funding is required, progress will depend on this funding being provided.” 

4.1.8 The remainder of the A5 scheme (A5 Hinkley to Tamworth) is identified within the RIS2 
documentation as a RIS3 Pipeline scheme. RIS3 pipeline schemes are defined within the 
RIS2 documentation as proposals that Highways England will develop during Road Period 2 
(2020 – 2025) so that they could enter construction in Road Period 3 (2025 – 2030).  It also 
explicitly states that funding for construction of these schemes has not been committed.  
This clearly raises questions over the deliverability of the highways measures required to 
support the level of growth proposed along the A5 corridor and over the timescales set out in 
the Plan, therefore the Plan is not considered to be effective.   

4.1.9 There are also additional concerns over the security of funding for highways measures and 
the lack of contingency if funding is not realised.  The lack of CIL funds being directed towards 
A5 highways infrastructure is a worry in the event that other funding sources are not realised.  
This approach carries a substantial amount of risk, as there is no guarantee that all of the 
housing developments will be able to be delivered and, as a consequence, delivery of the 
necessary highway measures would be jeopardised.      

4.1.10 In light of the above, there are implications over whether there is sufficient flexibility with 
regards to infrastructure delivery to ensure the Plan is deliverable.  As such it is suggested 
that: 

a. Safeguarded sites are identified to accommodate an equivalent level of growth to that 
within the A5 corridor which is to be delivered in the 2025-2030 period (the growth reliant 
upon phase 1 and 2 infrastructure) in more sustainable locations accessible by 
sustainable modes (i.e. rail / HS2). 

b. A review / release mechanism is put into the monitoring and management section of the 
plan to facilitate an early review or release of land. 
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5 Viability and Affordable Housing 

5.1.1 In previous representations to the Examination process MLPL identified a gap which exists 
between assumptions set out in the Viability Appraisal and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
which means that the available evidence is insufficient to support a viable plan.  We note the 
Updated Economic Viability Assessment July 2020 (focusing on affordable housing provision 
and associated CIL levels) but the consultation documents do not appear to include an 
updated IDP.  As such, the concerns remain.  In particular, the concerns centered around the 
fact that the strategic site assessments contain a number of cost omissions in respect of 
developer contributions.  Part of the reason for this is that the supporting IDP 2018 appears to 
contain several significant costing omissions.  For example, the following are omitted: 

a. Elements of the A5 road improvements; 

b. Early years education costs; 

c. Plus 16 years tertiary costs; 

d. Elements of local green space and local space requirements. 

5.1.2 This is exacerbated by that fact that in cases where costs have been identified, such as some 
of the Green Infrastructure items, these are also based on aged data from 2008-2010, which 
is likely to be considerably out of date. 

5.1.3 Given one of the stated objective of the LPA was a need to locate development along the A5 
corridor to deliver developer contributions for strategic highway infrastructure, the viability 
appraisal does not appear to reflect this.  Either the spatial distribution is not intended to 
deliver highway infrastructure, or the appraisal process has important gaps that need to be 
understood to determine viability on a site by site basis. 

5.1.4 To remedy this in a proportionate manner, the IDP 2018 should be updated to  provide some 
form of costing information for major road infrastructure and that should be applied to the 
appraisals contained within the strategic site assessment especially where infrastructure is 
listed as ‘critical’ or ‘necessary’ for the new development.  It remains the case that it is only at 
the point of having this information that a reasonable judgment can be made about whether 
the plan is positively prepared or whether a reasonable alternative strategy would prove to be 
the most sustainable option. 

5.1.5 It is also noted that the Updated Economic Viability Assessment July 2020 suggests a CIL rate 
of £40psqm can be absorbed in the residual profit element of the allocation sites.  However, it 
is not clear from this or other evidence whether a rate of £40psqm would be sufficient to 
deliver the infrastructure requirements summarised in Appendix B and Appendix G of the IDP 
2018 given they are not costed in sufficient detail.  Whilst CIL may be for a separate 
examination process, it is important to have confirmation now, that critical and necessary 
infrastructure is deliverable, particularly in a plan where infrastructure delivery is so critical to 
overall deliverability. 

5.1.6 Of most concern in this context is the reliance of the proposed housing sites in the north of the 
Borough upon the infrastructure improvements within the A5 corridor.  Appendix B of the 
IDP2018 explains some schemes are ‘critical’ or ‘necessary’.  We have described above the 
lack of certainty about the potential funding streams for these schemes through the RIS 
process and this is relevant again here whereby viability could be undermined should that 
funding is not forthcoming. 

5.1.7 This issue is compounded by the fact that it is highly unusual for large or strategic-scale sites 
to avoid all abnormal and site-specific S106 costs.  It should be borne in mind that much of the 
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Borough sits within a mineral / mining area and site costs relating to non-standard foundation 
design, for example, in mining or mineral deposit areas can be a significant burden.  There 
must be allowances and an acceptance that abnormal costs may arise. 

5.1.8 Such a narrow approach puts the deliverability of the plan at risk when a significant proportion 
of development is currently focused on a small number of strategic sites all within the north of 
the Borough.  Whilst this plan is not being examined in accordance with the 2019 NPPF and 
accompanying Practice Guidance, the principles set out in ID 10-005-20180724 of the PPG 
underpin general soundness set out in the NPPF2012.  In particular, it explains that site-
specific circumstances of those sites critical to the delivery of a plan can be tested.  Given the 
circumstances in North Warwickshire: 

a. A low residual land value allowance in the CIL affordability calculation; 

b. Reliance on a few large strategic sites; 

c. Greater pressure for greenfield sites to delivery affordable housing; and, 

d. The necessity of new supporting infrastructure along the A5 corridor to support delivery. 

5.1.9 Therefore, there remains a real concern that the exclusion of site-specific and abnormal costs 
from the viability assessment leaves an important gap in the evidence base of the plan.  This 
risks the future delivery of housing or results in the re-negotiation of reduced affordable 
housing delivery through viability assessments (something the NPPF2019 seeks to avoid). 
Implementation of option OUT1 with a more dispersed approach and focused delivery nearer 
demand around Birmingham would ensure a more robust approach to delivery and viability. 
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6 Conclusion 

6.1.1 MLPL supports the adoption of a sound plan and recognises the extra work that North 
Warwickshire has completed to seek to achieve this.  The ability to deliver highway 
improvements at the A5 is noted as is the work to secure a mixture of HIF and development 
led funding. 

6.1.2 In this context, these representations highlight aspects of the plan which unfortunately in our 
opinion, remain unsound.  They relate to four matters: 

 A sound plan is one based on Spatial Option OPT1, which seeks to meet need where it 
arises.  This would include meeting Birmingham’s needs closest to the conurbation and 
where travel can be minimised. 

 By reducing unnecessary pressure to deliver sites around the A5 at pace during the latter 
half of the plan, support should be given to a greater range of deliverable sites to even 
out the housing delivery trajectory, including in the Green Belt on the edge of 
Birmingham. 

 The development plan should align with the declared climate change emergency and the 
need to focus on other modes of transport other than supporting the private car by 
allocating the majority of development around the A5. 

 It is acknowledged that although HIF provides significant financial support to the A5 
upgrade works, a significant burden is still placed upon housing schemes to also provide 
financial support.  A sound plan would not seek to deliver such works at the cost of 
delivering social infrastructure including much needed affordable housing. 

6.1.3 MLPL believe that these elements can be remedied within the context of the work undertaken 
and proposes the following approach: 

 Allocate additional housing land that is not reliant on the A5 upgrade works and manage 
its release through development plan policy according to reasonable delivery rates within 
the A5 corridor. 

 Focus additional housing in locations that support the declared climate change 
emergency, which includes land that is in the Green Belt but also close to where people 
work (to reduce travel by private car). 

 Even out the backloaded housing delivery trajectory through reliance on deliverable sites 
that support rail, bus and cycle-based movement such as available land at Curdworth 
(MLPL exception site). 

 Confirm that a response to climate change, including selecting additional sites which 
reduce travel, represent exceptional circumstances for revising the Green Belt.  

6.1.4 In conclusion, MLPL believes that with modest adjustments to the allocation or safeguarding 
of sites in the Green Belt for development, the plan would be in a sound position to rapidly 
respond to housing need and climate change. 
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Appendix A  Land at Marsh Lane, Curdworth: Site 
Location Plan 
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Appendix B  NLP 2016: Start to Finish: How 
Quickly do Large Scale Housing Sites Deliver? 
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Start to Finish
How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver?
November 2016



Executive Summary

There is a growing recognition that large-scale housing development can and should play a large role 
in meeting housing need. Garden towns and villages – planned correctly – can deliver sustainable new 
communities and take development pressure off less sustainable locations or forms of development. 

However, what looks good on paper needs to deliver in practice. Plans putting forward large sites to meet 
need must have a justification for the assumptions they make about how quickly sites can start providing 
new homes, and be reasonable about the rate of development. That way, a local authority can decide how 
far it needs to complement its large-scale release with other sites – large or small – elsewhere in its district. 

This research looks at the evidence on speed and rate of delivery of large-scale housing based on a large 
number of sites across England and Wales (outside London). We draw five conclusions:

1. If more homes are to be built, more land needs to be released and more planning permissions granted. 
There is no evidence to support the notion of systemic ‘land banking’ outside London: the commercial 
drivers of both house builders and land promoters incentivises rapid build out of permissions to secure 
returns on capital.

2. Planned housing trajectories should be realistic, accounting and responding to lapse rates, lead-in 
times and sensible build rates. This is likely to mean allocating more sites rather than less, with a 
good mix of types and sizes, and then being realistic about how fast they will deliver so that supply 
is maintained throughout the plan period. Because no one site is the same – and with significant 
variations from the average in terms of lead-in time and build rates – a sensible approach to evidence 
and justification is required. 

3. Spatial strategies should reflect that building homes is a complex and risky business. Stronger local 
markets have higher annual delivery rates, and where there are variations within districts, this should 
be factored into spatial strategy choices. Further, although large sites can deliver more homes per year 
over a longer time period, they also have longer lead-in times. 

4. Plans should reflect that – where viable – affordable housing supports higher rates of delivery. This 
principle is also likely to apply to other sectors that complement market housing for sale, such as build 
to rent and self-build (where there is demand for those products). This might mean some areas will 
want to consider spatial strategies that favour sites with greater prospects of affordable or other types 
of housing delivery. 

5. For large-scale sites, it matters whether a site is brownfield or greenfield. The latter come forward more 
quickly. 

In our conclusions we identify a check list of questions for consideration in exploring the justification for 
assumed timing and rates of delivery of large-scale sites.

Image Credit: A.P.S (UK) / Alamy Stock Photo



The Research in Figures

number of large sites assessed 70 
3.9 years the average lead in time for large sites prior to the 

submission of the first planning application 

years the average planning approval period of schemes of 2,000+ 
dwellings. The average for all large sites is circa 5 years6.1 
the average annual build rate for a scheme of 2,000+ dwellings161
the highest average annual build rate of the schemes assessed,  
but the site has only delivered for three years 321 
approximate increase in the annual build rate for large sites 
delivering 30%+ affordable housing compared to those  
delivering 10%-19%

more homes per annum are delivered on average on large 
greenfield sites than large brownfield sites 

40%  

50%  
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Introduction

When it comes to housing, Government wants planning 
to think big. With its Garden Towns and Villages agenda 
and consultation on proposed changes to the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to encourage new 
settlements, planning authorities and developers are 
being encouraged to bring forward large-scale housing 
development projects, many of them freestanding. And 
there is no doubt that such projects will be necessary if 
England is to boost supply and then consistently deliver 
the 300,000 new homes required each year1. 

Large-scale sites can be an attractive proposition 
for plan-makers. With just one allocation of several 
thousand homes, a district can – at least on paper – 
meet a significant proportion of its housing requirement 
over a sustained period. Their scale means delivery of 
the infrastructure and local employment opportunities 
needed to sustain mixed communities. 

But large-scale sites are not a silver bullet. Their scale, 
complexity and (in some cases) up-front infrastructure 
costs means they are not always easy to kick start. And 
once up and running, there is a need to be realistic 
about how quickly they can deliver new homes. Past 
decades have seen too many large-scale developments 
failing to deliver as quickly as expected, and gaps in 
housing land supply have opened up as a result. 

So, if Local Plans and five year land supply assessments 
are to place greater reliance on large-scale 
developments – including Garden Towns and Villages – 
to meet housing needs, the assumptions they use about 
when and how quickly such sites will deliver new homes 
will need to be properly justified. 

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) offers little 
guidance other than identifying that timescales and 
rates of development in land availability assessments 
should be based on information that “may include 
indicative lead-in times and build-out rates for the 
development of different scales of sites. On the largest 
sites allowance should be made for several developers 
to be involved. The advice of developers and local agents 
will be important in assessing lead-in times and build-out 
rates by year”2. It also requires housing land availability 
assessments to include: “a reasonable estimate of build 
out rates, setting out how any barriers to delivery could 
be overcome.”3

This research provides insights to this topic – which 
has become a perennial discussion at Local Plan 
examinations and Section 78 appeals in recent years – 
by focusing on two key questions:

1. what are realistic lead-in times for large-scale 
housing developments?; and 

2. once the scheme starts delivering, what is a 
realistic annual build rate?

NLP has carried out a desk-based investigation of 
the lead-in times and build-out rates on 70 different 
strategic housing sites (“large sites”) delivering 500 or 
more homes to understand what factors might influence 
delivery. For contrast 83 “small sites” delivering between 
50 and 499 homes have been researched to provide 
further analysis of trends in lead in times and build rates 
at varying scales. 

As well as identifying some of the common factors at 
play during the promotion and delivery of these sites it 
also highlights that every scheme has its own unique 
factors influencing its progress: there can be significant 
variations between otherwise comparable developments, 
and there is no one ‘typical scheme’. This emphasises 
the importance of good quality evidence to support the 
position adopted on individual projects.

1 House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs (2016) Building more homes: 1st Report of Session 2016-17 - HL Paper 20 
2 PPG ID: 3-023-20140306 
3 PPG ID: 3-028-20140306

“Local planning authorities should take a proactive 
approach to planning for new settlements where they 
can meet the sustainable development objectives 
of national policy, including taking account of the 
need to provide an adequate supply of new homes. 
In doing so local planning authorities should work 
proactively with developers coming forward with 
proposals for new settlements in their area.”

DCLG consultation on proposed changes to national 
planning policy (December 2015)
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Efforts were made to secure a range of locations and 
site sizes in the sample, but it may not be representative 
of the housing market in England and Wales as a whole 
and thus conclusions may not be applicable in all areas 
or on all sites. 

 

In total NLP reviewed 70 strategic sites (“large sites”) 
which have delivered, or will deliver, in excess of 500 
dwellings. The sites range in size from 504 to 15,000 
dwellings. The geographic distribution of the 70 large 
sites and comparator small sites is set out below in 
Figure 1. A full list of the large sites can be found in 
Appendix 1 and the small sites in Appendix 2. NLP 
focused on sites outside London, due to the distinctive 
market and delivery factors applicable in the capital. 

Figure 1: Geographic Distribution of the 70 Large Sites and 83 Small Sites Assessed

Source: NLP analysis

Data Sources and Methodology
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Figure 2 sets out the stages and the milestones 
used to measure them. These are assumed to fall 
under what are defined as ‘lead-in times’, ‘planning 
approval periods’ and ‘build periods’, with ‘first housing 
completion’ denoting the end of the lead-in time and 
start of the build period. Not every site assessed will 
necessarily have gone through each component of 
the identified stages sequentially, or indeed at all (for 
example, some sites secure planning permission without 
first being allocated). 

Methodology
The research aims to cover the full extent of the 
planning and delivery period. So, wherever the 
information was available, the data collected on each 
of the 70 sites covers the stages associated with the 
total lead-in time of the development (including the 
process of securing a development plan allocation), the 
total planning approval period, starting works on site, 
delivery of the first dwelling and the annualised build 
rates recorded for the development up until to the latest 
year where data is available (2014/15). To structure 
the research and provide a basis for standardised 
measurement and comparison, these various stages 
(some of them overlapping) have been codified. 

Source: NLP

Figure 2: Timeline for the Delivery of a Strategic Housing Site
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Due to the varying ages of the assessed sites, the 
implementation of some schemes was more advanced 
than others and, as a function of the desk-based nature 
of the research and the vintage of some of the sites 
assessed, there have been some data limitations, 
which means there is not a complete data set for every 
assessed site. For example, lead-in time information 
prior to submission of planning applications is not 
available for all sites. And because not all of the sites 
assessed have commenced housing delivery, annual 
build rate information is not universal. The results are 
presented accordingly.

The approach to defining these stages for the purposes 
of this research is set out below: 

• The ‘lead-in time’ – this measures the period up 
to the first housing completion on site from either 
a) the date of the first formal identification of the 
site as a potential housing allocation (e.g. in a LPA 
policy document) or where not applicable, available 
or readily discernible – b) the validation date of the 
first planning application made for the scheme.

• The ‘planning approval period’ is measured from 
the validation date of the first application for the 
proposed development (be that an outline, full or 
hybrid application). The end date is the decision 
date of the first detailed application which permits 
the development of dwellings on site (this may 
be a full or hybrid application or the first reserved 
matters approval which includes details for 
housing). The discharge of any pre-commencement 
and other conditions obviously follows this, but from 
a research perspective, a measurement based on a 
detailed ‘consent’ was considered reasonable and 
proportionate milestone for ‘planning’ in the context 
of this research.

• The date of the ‘first housing completion’  
on site (the month and year) is used where the 
data is available. However, in most instances the 
monitoring year of the first completion is all that 
is available and in these cases a mid-point of the 
monitoring period (1st October, falling halfway 
between 1st April and the following 31st March)  
is used. 

• The ‘annual build rate’ falls within the overall 
‘build period’. The annual build rate of each 
site is taken or inferred from the relevant Local 
Planning Authority’s Annual Monitoring Reports 
(AMR) or other evidence based documents where 
available. In some instances this was confirmed – 
or additional data provided – by the Local Planning 
Authority or County Council. 
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How long does it take for large-scale sites to get up and 
running? This can be hard to estimate. Understandably, 
those promoting sites are positive about how quickly 
they can deliver, and local authorities choosing to 
allocate large-scale sites in their plans are similarly keen 
for these sites to begin making a contribution to housing 
supply. This leads some local housing trajectories to 
assume that sites can be allocated in Local Plans and 
all detailed planning approvals secured in double-quick 
time. However, the reality can prove different. 

Our main focus here is on the average ‘planning 
approval period’ and the subsequent period from 
receiving a detailed planning approval to delivery of the 
first house on site. However, another important metric 
is how long it takes from the site being first identified by 
the local authority for housing delivery to getting started 
on site. Unfortunately, getting accurate data for this on 
some of the historic sites is difficult, so this analysis is  
focused on a just 18 of the sample sites where 
information was available. 

Getting Started:  
What are Realistic Lead-in Times?

Lead-in Times 
The lead-in time prior to the submission of a planning 
application is an important factor, because many 
planning issues are flushed out in advance of planning 
applications being submitted, not least in terms of 
local plan allocations establishing the principle of an 
allocation. In a plan-led system, many large-scale sites 
will rely on the certainty provided by Local plans, and in 
this regard, the slow pace of plan-making in the period 
since the NPPF4 is a cause for concern. 

If the lead-in time prior to submission of an application 
is able to focus on addressing key planning issues, it 
can theoretically help ensure that an application – once 
submitted – is determined more quickly. Our sample 
of sites that has lead-in time information available 
is too small to make conclusions on this theory. 
However, there is significant variation within these 
sites highlighting the complexity of delivering homes 
on sites of different sizes. Of this sample of sites: on 
average it was 3.9 years from first identification of the 
site for housing to the submission of the initial planning 
application.

Moreover, a substantial lead-in time does not guarantee 
a prompt permission: 4 of the 18 sites that took longer 
to gain planning permission than the average for sites 
of comparable size and also had lead-in times prior to 
submission of a planning application of several years5.

4 As at September 2016, just 34% of Local Authorities outside London have an up-to-date post-NPPF strategic-level Local Plan.  
Source: PINS / NLP analysis. 
5 The sites in question were The Wixams, West Kempton, West of Blyth, and Great Denham.
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The Planning Approval Period:  
Size Matters 
The term ‘planning approval period’ in this report measures 
the period from the validation date of the first planning 
application for the scheme to the decision date of the 
first application which permits development of dwellings 
on site (this could be a full, hybrid or reserved matters 
application). Clearly, in many cases, this approval will also 
need to be followed by discharge of pre-commencement 
conditions (a focus of the Government’s Neighbourhood 
Planning Bill) but these were not reviewed in this research 
as a detailed approval was considered an appropriate 
milestone in this context. 

The analysis considers the length of planning approval 
period for different sizes of site, including comparing large-
scale sites with small sites. Figure 4 shows that the greater 
the number of homes on a site, the longer the planning 
approval period becomes. There is a big step-up in time for 
sites of in-excess of 500 units. 

Time Taken for First Housing 
Completion after Planning Approval
Figure 4 also shows the time between the approval of the 
first application to permit development of dwellings on site 
and the delivery of the first dwelling (during which time any 
pre-commencement conditions would also be discharged), 
in this analysis his is the latter part of the lead in time 
period. This reveals that the timescale to open up a  
site following the detailed approval is relatively similar  
for large sites. 

Interestingly, our analysis points to smaller sites taking 
longer to deliver the first home after planning approval. This 
period of development takes just over 18 months for small 
sites of under 500 units, but is significantly quicker on 
the assessed large-scale sites; in particular, on the largest 
2,000+ dwelling sites the period from receiving planning 
approval to first housing completion was 0.8 years.

In combination, the planning approval period and 
subsequent time to first housing delivery reveals the 
total period increases with larger sites, with the total 
period being in the order of 5.3 – 6.9 years. Large sites 
are typically not quick to deliver; in the absence of a live 
planning application, they are, on average, unlikely to be 
contributing to five year housing land supply calculations.

Figure 4: Average planning approval period and delivery of first dwelling analysis by site size 

Source: NLP analysis
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Case Studies
If some sites are coming forward more quickly than the 
average for sites of that size, what is it that is driving their 
rapid progress? We explored this with some case studies. 
These suggest that when schemes are granted planning 
permission significantly faster than the above averages, it 
is typically due to specific factors in the lead-in time prior 
to the submission of a planning application.

Of course, these are average figures, and there are 
significant variations from the mean. Figure 5 below 
shows the minimum and maximum planning approval 
periods for sites in each of the large size categories.  
This shows even some of the largest sites coming 
forward in under two years, but also some examples 
taking upwards of 15-20 years. Clearly, circumstances 
will vary markedly from site to site. 

Gateshead – St James Village  
(518 dwellings):  
Planning approval period 0.3 years6 

This site was allocated as a brownfield site in the 
Gateshead UDP (2000) prior to the submission of a 
planning application for the regeneration scheme.  
A Regeneration Strategy for East Gateshead covered 
this site and as at 1999 had already delivered 
high profile flagship schemes on the water front. 
Llewelyn Davis were commissioned by the Council 
and English Partnerships to prepare a masterplan 
and implementation strategy for the site which was 
published in June 1999. Persimmon Homes then 
acquired the site and it was agreed in autumn 1999 
that they should continue the preparation of the 
masterplan. East Gateshead Partnership considered 
the masterplan on the 08th March 2000 and 
recommended approval. Subsequently, the outline 
application (587/00) with full details for phase 1 was 
validated on the 6th September 2000 and a decision 
issued on the 9th January 2001. 

It is clear that although it only took 0.3 years for the 
planning application to be submitted and granted for 
a scheme of more than 500 units, the lead in time 
to the submission of the application was significant, 
including an UDP allocation and a published 
masterplan 18 months ahead of permission being 
granted. By the time the planning application was 
submitted most of the site specific issues had been 
resolved.

Figure 5: Site size and duration of planning

Source: NLP analysis
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6 St James Village is excluded from the lead-in time analysis because it is unclear on what date the site was first identified within the regeneration area 
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Dartford – Ingress Park  
(950 dwellings):  
Planning approval period 1.4 years 
This site was initially identified in a draft Local Plan 
in 1991 and finally allocated when this was adopted 
in April 1995. The Ingress Park and Empire Mill 
Planning Brief was completed in three years later 
(November 1998). 

The submission of the first planning application for 
this scheme predated the completion of the Planning 
Brief by a few months, but the Council had already 
established that they supported the site. By the time 
the first application for this scheme was submitted, 
the site had been identified for development for circa 
seven years. 

The outline application (98/00664/OUT) was 
validated on the 10th August 1998 and permission 
granted on the 21st Nov 2000, a determination 
period of 1 year and 3 months). A full application for 
the First Phase for 52 dwellings (99/00756/FUL) was 
validated and approved in just two months, prior to 
approval of the outline. Clearly, large-scale outline 
permissions have to wrap up a wide range of other 
issues, but having first phase full applications running 
in parallel can enable swifter delivery, in situations 
where a ‘bite sized’ first phase can be implemented 
without triggering complex issues associated with the 
wider site.

Cambridge and South 
Cambridgeshire – North West 
Cambridge (3,000 dwellings and 
2,000 student bed spaces):  
Planning approval period 2.2 years
Cambridge University identified this area as its only 
option to address its long-term development needs, 
and the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure 
Plan 2003 identified the location for release from 
the Green Belt. The site was allocated in the 
2006 Cambridge Local Plan, and the North West 
Cambridge Area Action Plan was adopted in October 
2009. The Area Action Plan established an overall 
vision and set out policies and proposals to guide the 
development as a whole.

As such, by the time the first application for this 
scheme was submitted, there had already been 
circa eight years of ‘pre-application’ planning initially 
concerning the site’s release from the Green Belt, 
but then producing the Area Action Plan which set 
out very specific requirements.. This ‘front-loaded’ 
consideration of issues that might otherwise have 
been left to a planning application. 

The outline application (11/1114/OUT – Cambridge 
City Council reference) for delivery of up to 3,000 
dwellings, up to 2,000 student bed spaces and 
100,000 sqm of employment floorspace was 
validated on the 21st September 2011 and approved 
on the 22nd of February 2013. The first reserved 
matters application for housing (13/1400/REM) 
was validated on the 20th September 2013 and 
approved on the 19th December 2013. Some ten 
years from the concept being established in the 
Structure Plan.
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Summary on Lead-in Times 
1. On average, larger sites take longer to complete the planning application and lead-in processes than 

do smaller sites. This is because they inevitably give rise to complex planning issues related to both the 
principle of development and the detail of implementation. 

2. Consideration of whether and how to implement development schemes is necessary for any scheme, and 
the evidence suggests that where planning applications are determined more quickly than average, this is 
because such matters were substantially addressed prior to the application being submitted, through plan-
making, development briefs and/or master planning. There is rarely a way to short-circuit planning. 

3. Commencement on large sites can be accelerated if it is possible to ‘carve-out’ a coherent first phase 
and fast track its implementation through a focused first phase planning application, in parallel with 
consideration of the wider scheme through a Local Plan or wider outline application. 

4. After receiving permission, on average smaller sites take longer to deliver their first dwelling than do the 
largest sites (1.7-1.8 years compared to 0.8 years for sites on 2,000+ units). 
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Lapse Rates: What Happens to Permissions?

Not every planning permission granted will translate into 
the development of homes. This could mean an entire 
site does not come forward, or delivery on a site can be 
slower than originally envisaged. It is thus not realistic 
to assume 100% of planning permission granted in any 
given location will deliver homes. Planning permissions 
can lapse for a number of reasons:

1. The landowner cannot get the price for the site that 
they want;

2. A developer cannot secure finance or meet the 
terms of an option;

3. The development approved is not considered to be 
financially worthwhile;

4. Pre-commencement conditions take longer than 
anticipated to discharge;

5. There are supply chain constraints hindering a start; 
or

6. An alternative permission is sought for the scheme 
after approval, perhaps when a housebuilder seeks 
to implement a scheme where the first permission 
was secured by a land promoter.

These factors reflect that land promotion and 
housebuilding is not without its risks. 

At the national level, the Department for Communities 
and Local Government has identified a 30-40% gap 
between planning permissions granted for housing and 
housing starts on site7. DCLG analysis suggested that 
10-20% of permissions do not materialise into a start 
on site at all and in addition, an estimated  
15-20% of permissions are re-engineered through 
a fresh application, which would have the effect of 
pushing back delivery and/or changing the number  
of dwellings delivered. 

This issue often gives rise to claims of ‘land banking’ 
but the evidence for this is circumstantial at best, 
particularly outside London. The business models of 
house builders are generally driven by Return on Capital 
Employed (ROCE) which incentivises a quick return on 
capital after a site is acquired. This means building 
and selling homes as quickly as possible, at sales 
values consistent with the price paid for the land. Land 
promoters (who often partner with landowners using 
promotion agreements) are similarly incentivised to 
dispose of their site to a house builder to unlock their 
promotion fee. Outside London, the scale of residential 
land prices has not been showing any significant growth 
in recent years8 and indeed for UK greenfield and urban 
land, is still below levels last seen at least 20039. There 
is thus little to incentivise hoarding land with permission. 

The LGA has identified circa 400-500,000 units of 
‘unimplemented’ permissions10, but even if this figure 
was accurate, this is equivalent to just two years 
of pipeline supply. More significantly, the data has 
been interpreted by LGA to significantly overstate 
the number of unimplemented permissions because 
‘unimplemented’ refers to units on sites where either 
the entire site has not been fully developed or the 
planning permission has lapsed11. It therefore represents 
a stock-flow analysis in which the outflow (homes built) 
has been ignored. 

Insofar as ‘landbanking’ may exist, the issue appears 
principally to be a London – rather than a national 
– malaise, perhaps reflecting that land values in the 
capital – particularly in ‘prime’ markets – have increased 
by a third since the previous peak of 2007. The London 
Mayor’s ‘Barriers to Housing Delivery – Update’ of July 
2014 looked at sites of 20 dwellings or more and 
reported that only about half of the total number of 
dwellings granted planning permission every year are 
built (Table 3); a lapse rate of circa 50% across London. 

Clearly, the perceived problem of landbanking is seeing 
policy attention from Government, but caution is 
needed that any changes do not result in unintended 
consequences or act as a disincentive to secure 
planning permissions. 

A more practical issue is that Plans and housing land 
trajectories must adopt sensible assumptions, based  
on national benchmarks, or – where the data exists –  
local circumstances, to understand the scale of natural 
non-implementation.

7 DCLG Presentations to the HBF Planning Conference (September 2015) 
8 Knight Frank Residential Development Land Index Q1 2016 http://content.knightfrank.com/research/161/documents/en/q1-2016-3844.pdf 
9 Savills Development Land Index http://www.savills.co.uk/research/uk/residential-research/land-indices/development-land-index.aspx 
10 Glenigan data as referenced by Local Government Association in its January 2016 media release (a full report is not published) http://www.local.gov.
uk/web/guest/media-releases/-/journal_content/56/10180/7632945/NEWS  
11 This would mean that a site which has built 99% of homes will still show up as 100% of units being ‘unimplemented’
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Build Rates: How Fast Can Sites Deliver? 

The rate at which sites deliver new homes is a frequently 
contested matter at Local Plan examinations and during 
planning inquiries considering five year housing land supply. 
Assumptions can vary quite markedly and expectations 
have changed over time: in 2007, Northstowe – the new 
settlement to the north west of Cambridge – was expected 
by the Council to deliver 750-850 dwellings per annum12; 
it is now projected to deliver at an annual rate of just 25013. 

There is a growing recognition that the rate of annual 
delivery on a site is shaped by ‘absorption rates’: a 
judgement on how quickly the local market can absorb the 
new properties. However, there are a number of factors 
driving this for any given site:

• the strength of the local housing market;

• the number of sales outlets expected to operate on 
the site (ie the number of different house builders or 
brands/products being delivered); or

• the tenure of housing being built. Are market homes 
for sale being supplemented by homes for rent, 
including affordable housing?

The analysis in this section explores these factors with 
reference to the surveyed sites. 

Market Strength 
It might seem a truism that stronger market demand  
for housing will support higher sales and build rates –  
but how far is that the case and how to measure it? 

Figure 6 below compares CLG data on post-permission 
residential land value estimates (£/ha) by Local Authorities 
in 201414 to the average build out rate of each of the 
assessed strategic sites. Unfortunately the residential land 
value estimates are only available for England and as such 
the Welsh sites assessed are excluded, leaving 57 sites  
in total. 

The analysis shows that markets matter. Relatively weaker 
areas may not be able to sustain the high build-out rates 
that can be delivered in stronger markets with greater 
demand for housing. There are significant variations, 
reflecting localised conditions, but the analysis shows a 
clear relationship between the strength of the market in 
a Local Authority area and the average annual build rates 
achieved on those sites. Plan makers should therefore 
recognise that stronger local markets can influence how 
quickly sites will deliver. 

12 South Cambridgeshire Annual Monitoring Report 2006/07 
13 South Cambridgeshire Annual Monitoring Report 2014/15 
14 Post-permission residential land value estimates were released in December 2015, however the end date of the build rate data obtained is 2014/15; 
as such land value estimates at February 2015 are better aligned to the build periods assessed in this report and have been used for consistency.

Source: NLP analysis and CLG Post-permission residential land value estimates (£/ha) by Local Authorities (February 2015)

Figure 6: Average Annual Build-out Rates of sites compared to Land Values as at 2014 
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Size Matters
A key metric for build rates on sites is the number of 
sales outlets. Different housebuilders will differentiate 
through types or size of accommodation and their 
brands and pricing, appealing to different customer 
types. In this regard, it is widely recognised that a site 
may increase its absorption rate through an increased 
number of outlets. 

Unfortunately, data limitations mean that the number 
of outlets is not readily available for the large sites 
surveyed within this research, and certainly not on any 
longitudinal basis which is relevant because the number 
of outlets on a site may vary across phases. 

However, it is reasonable to assume that larger sites 
are likely to feature more sales outlets and thus have 
greater scope to increase build rates. This may relate to 
the site being more geographically extensive: with more 
access points or development ‘fronts’ from which sales 
outlets can be driven. A large urban extension might be 
designed and phased to extend out from a number of 
different local neighbourhoods within an existing town 
or city, with greater diversity and demand from multiple 
local markets. 

Our analysis supports this concept: larger sites deliver 
more homes each year, but even the biggest schemes 
(those with capacity for 2,000 units) will, on average, 
deliver fewer than 200 dwellings per annum, albeit their 
average rate – 161 units per annum – is six times that 
of sites of less than 100 units (27 units per annum). 

Of course, these are average figures. Some sites will 
see build rates exceeding this average in particular 
years, and there were variations from the mean across 
all categories (see Figure 8), suggesting that higher or 
lower rates than this average may well be possible, if 
circumstances support it. 

Nevertheless, it is striking that annual average delivery 
on sites of up to 1,499 units barely exceeds 100 units 
per annum, and there were no examples in this category 
that reached a rate of 200 per annum. The highest 
rate – of 321 units per annum – is for the Cranbrook 
site, but this is a short term average. A rate of 268 per 
annum was achieved over a longer period at the Eastern 
Expansion Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) site in 
Milton Keynes. The specific circumstance surrounding 
the build rates in both these examples are explored as 
case studies opposite. It is quite possible that these 
examples might not represent the highest rate of 
delivery possible on large-scale sites in future, as other 
factors on future sites might support even faster rates.  

Our analysis also identifies that, on average, a site of 
2,000 or more dwellings does not deliver four times 
more dwellings than a site delivering between 100 and 
499 homes, despite being at least four times the size. 
In fact it only delivers an average of 2.5 times more 
houses. This is likely to reflect that: 

• it will not always be possible to increase the 
number of outlets in direct proportion to the size of 
site – for example due to physical obstacles (such 
as site access arrangements) to doing so; and

• overall market absorption rates means the number 
of outlets is unlikely to be a fixed multiplier in terms 
of number of homes delivered.

Figure 7: Average annual build rate by site size

Source: NLP analysis 
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Figure 8: Average annual build-out rate by site size, including 
the minimum and maximum averages within each site size 

Source: NLP analysis 
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Cranbrook: East Devon
The highest average annual build out rates recorded 
in this analysis comes from the Cranbrook site in East 
Devon where an average of 321 dwellings per annum 
were delivered between 2012/13 and 2014/15. 
Delivery of housing only started on this site in 2012/13, 
with peak delivery in 2013/14 of 419 dwellings.

Cranbrook is the first new standalone settlement in 
Devon for centuries and reportedly – according to East 
Devon Council – the result of over 40 years of planning 
(this claim has not been substantiated in this research). 
It is the circumstances surrounding its high annual 
delivery rate which is of most interest, however. 

Phase 1 of the development was supported by a  
£12 million repayable grant from a revolving 
infrastructure fund managed by the Homes and 
Communities Agency. The government also intervened 
again in the delivery of this site by investing £20 million 
for schools and infrastructure to ensure continuity of 
the scheme, securing the delivery of phase 2. The 
government set out that the investment would give  
local partners the confidence and resources to drive 
forward its completion. 

The Consortium partnership for Cranbrook (including 
Hallam Land, Persimmon Homes (and Charles Church) 
and Taylor Wimpey) stated the following subsequent to 
the receipt of the government funding15. 

“Without this phase 2 Cranbrook would have been 
delayed at the end of phase 1, instead, we have 
certainty in the delivery of phase 2, we can move 
ahead now and commit with confidence to the next key 
stages of the project and delivering further community 
infrastructure and bringing forward much needed 
private and affordable homes”. 

Clearly, the public sector played a significant role in 
supporting delivery. The precise relationship between 
this and the build rate is unclear, but funding helped 
continuity across phases one and two of the scheme. 
More particularly, the rate of delivery so far achieved 
relates just to the first three years, and there is no 
certainty that this high build-out rate will be maintained 
across the remainder of the scheme.

Eastern Expansion Area (Broughton 
Gate & Brooklands): Milton Keynes 
The second highest average build out rates recorded 
in this analysis comes from the Eastern Expansion 
Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) site in Milton 
Keynes where an average of 268 dwellings per annum 
were delivered between 2008/09 and 2013/14. As is 
widely recognised, the planning and delivery of housing 
in Milton Keynes is distinct from almost all the sites 
considered in this research. 

Serviced parcels with the roads already provided were 
delivered as part of the Milton Keynes model and house 
builders are able to proceed straight onto the site and 
commence delivery. This limited the upfront site works 
required and boosted annual build rates. Furthermore, 
there were multiple outlets building-out on different 
serviced parcels, with monitoring data from Milton 
Keynes Council suggesting an average of c.12 parcels 
were active across the build period. This helped to 
optimise the build rate.

15 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-funding-to-unlock-delivery-of-12-000-new-homes
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Peak Years of Housing Delivery
Of course, rates of development on sites will ebb and 
flow. The top five peak annual build-out rates achieved 
across every site assessed are set out in Table 1 below. 
Four of the top five sites with the highest annual peak 
delivery rates are also the sites with the highest annual 
average build out rates (with the exception of Broughton 
& Atterbury). Peak build rates might occur in years when 
there is an overlap of multiple outlets on phases, or 
where a particular phase might include a large number 
of affordable or apartment completions. It is important 
not to overstress these individual years in gauging build 
rates over the whole life of a site. 

Affordable Housing Provision 
Housing sites with a larger proportion of affordable 
homes (meeting the definition in the NPPF) deliver 
more quickly, where viable. The relationship appears to 
be slightly stronger on large-scale sites (500 units or 
more) than on smaller sites (less than 500 units), but 
there is a clear positive correlation (Figure 9). For both 
large and small-scale sites, developments with 40% or 
more affordable housing have a build rate that is around 
40% higher compared to developments with 10-19% 
affordable housing obligation.

The relationship between housing delivery and 
affordable (subsidised) housing is multi-dimensional, 
resting on the viability, the grant or subsidy available 
and the confidence of a housing association or 
registered provider to build or purchase the property 
for management. While worth less per unit than a 
full-market property, affordable housing clearly taps 
into a different segment of demand (not displacing 
market demand), and having an immediate purchaser 
of multiple properties can support cash flow and risk 
sharing in joint ventures. However, there is potential 
that starter homes provided in lieu of other forms of 
affordable housing may not deliver the same kind of 
benefits to speed of delivery, albeit they may support 
viability overall. 

The Timeline of the Build-out Period
Many planners’ housing trajectories show large sites 
gradually increasing their output and then remaining 
steady, before tailing off at the end. In fact, delivery 
rates are not steady. Looking at the first eight years of 
development – where the sample size of large sites is 
sufficiently high – NLP’s research showed that annual 
completions tended to be higher early in the build-out 
period before dipping (Figure 10). 

For sites with even longer build out periods, this pattern 
of peaks and troughs is potentially repeated again 
(subject to data confidence issues set out below). This 
surge in early completions could reflect the drive for 

Scheme Peak Annual 
Build-Out Rate

Annual Average 
Build-Out Rate

Cambourne 620 239

Hamptons 548 224

Eastern Expansion Area 473 268

Cranbrook 419 321

Broughton 409 171

Table 1: Peak annual build-out rates compared against average 
annual delivery rates on those sites

Source: NLP analysis and various AMRs

Figure 9: Affordable housing provision and housing output

Source: NLP analysis
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This principle – of a product targeting a different 
segment of demand helping boost rates of development 
– may similarly apply to the emergent sectors such  
as ‘build-to-rent’ or ‘self build’ in locations where there 
is a clear market for those products. Conversely,  
the potential for starter homes to be provided in  
lieu of other forms of affordable housing may overlap 
with demand for market housing on some sites, and  
will not deliver the kind of cash flow / risk sharing 
benefits that comes from disposal of properties to a 
Registered Provider.
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Summary
1. There is a positive correlation between the strength of the market (as measured by residential land values) and 

the average annual build rates achieved. 

2. The annual average build-rate for the largest sites (of 2,000 or more units) is circa 161 dwellings per annum 

3. The rate of delivery increases for larger schemes, reflecting the increased number of sales outlets possible on 
large sites. However, this is not a straight line relationship: on average, a site of 2,000 units will not, deliver four 
times as fast as a site of 500. This reflects the limits to number of sales outlets possible on a site, and overall 
market absorption rates. 

4. There is significant variation from the average, which means some sites can be expected to deliver more (or 
less) than this average. However, the highest average build-out rate of all the assessed sites is 321 dwellings 
per annum in Cranbrook. But this relates to just three years of data, and the scheme benefitted from significant 
government funding to help secure progress and infrastructure. Such factors are not be present in all schemes, 
and indeed, the data suggests sites tend to build at a higher rate in initial years, before slowing down in later 
phases. 

5. Build rates on sites fluctuate over their life. The highest build rate recorded in a single year is 620 units at 
Camborne, but for the duration of the development period the average annual build rate is 239 dwellings. 

6. There is a positive correlation between the percentage of affordable homes built on site and the average annual 
delivery of homes with sites delivering 30% or more affordable housing having greater annual average build rates 
than sites with lower affordable housing provision. The introduction of different tenures taps into different market 
segments, so a build to rent product may similarly boost rates of delivery – where there is a market for it – but 
starter homes may have the opposite effect if they are provided in lieu of other forms of affordable homes, and 
displace demand for cheaper market homes.

Figure 10: Average annual build-out rate per year of the  
build period 

Source: NLP analysis
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rapid returns on capital in the initial phase, and/or 
early delivery of affordable housing, with the average 
build rate year by year reducing thereafter to reflect 
the optimum price points for the prevailing market 
demand. Additionally, the longer the site is being 
developed, the higher the probability of coinciding with 
an economic downturn – obviously a key factor for 
sites coming forward over the past decade – which will 
lead to a reduction in output for a period.

Our sample of sites where the development lasted for 
more than eight years is too small to draw concrete 
findings, but it does flag a few other points. On 
extremely large sites that need to span more than 
a decade, the development will most likely happen 
in phases. The timing and rate of these phases will 
be determined by a range of factors including: the 
physical layout of the site, the ability to sell the homes; 
trigger points for payment for key social and transport 
infrastructure obligations; the economic cycle; and 
local market issues. Predicting how these factors 
combine over a plan period is self-evidently difficult, 
but plan makers should recognise the uncertainty and 
build in flexibility to their housing trajectories to ensure 
they can maintain housing supply wherever possible.
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The NPPF encourages the effective use of 
previously-developed land, and recent Government 
announcements suggest increased prioritisation of 
development for brownfield sites. Efforts to streamline 
the planning process for brownfield sites may also 
speed up their delivery. But, is there a difference in how 
quickly brownfield sites can come forward compared to 
greenfield sites? 

Research produced by CPRE and Glenigan in March 
201616 suggested that the time between planning 
permission being granted and construction work starting 
is generally the same for brownfield and greenfield 
sites, but suggested that work on brownfield sites is 
completed more than six months quicker. However, it 
was not clear if this finding was because the greenfield 
sites were larger than the equivalent brownfield sites 
surveyed in that study. We therefore looked at how lead 
in times and build rates compared for large-scale sites 
of 500+ dwellings on greenfield and brownfield sites. 

Figure 11: Previous land use and duration of planning Table 2: Previous land use and duration of planning approval 
period

Source: NLP analysis

Source: NLP analysis

A Brownfield Land Solution?

The Planning Approval Period 
Whether land is brownfield or greenfield does not 
impact on the planning approval period. On average, 
for all sites, the planning approval period for the 
sites delivering 500 dwellings or more is almost 
identical at 5.1 years for brownfield and 5.0 years for 
greenfield – see Figure 11, although this is skewed 
by the very largest sites of 2,000+ units (see Table 
2), with brownfield sites in the smaller-size bands 
being on average slightly quicker than their greenfield 
counterparts (albeit caution is required given the small 
sample size for some size bandings).

What the analysis tends to show is that it is the scale of 
development – rather than the type of land – which has 
the greatest impact on the length of planning process, 
and that despite government prioritisation on brownfield 
land in the NPPF, this is unlikely to result in significant 
further improvements in timescales for delivery. 

The time period between gaining a planning approval 
and the first delivery of a dwelling is also similar overall.

Site Size 
(dwellings)

Number of sites 
in this group

Average Planning 
Approval Period

G
re

en
fie

ld
 S

ite
s 500-999 14 4.5

1,000-1,499 9 5.3

1,500-1,999 7 5.5

2,000+ 13 5.0

Total/Average 43 5.0

B
ro

w
nfi

el
d 

S
ite

s 500-999 16 4.1

1,000-1,499 3 3.3

1,500-1,999 1 4.6

2,000+ 7 8.6

Total/Average 27 5.1

D
ur

at
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n 
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)

0.0
Brownfield Greenfield

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

Planning approval period Planning to delivery

16 Brownfield comes first: why brownfield development works CPRE, March 2016
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Build-out Rates
There is a more discernible difference between 
brownfield and greenfield sites when it comes to the 
annual build out rates they achieve, with the analysis in 
Figure 12 suggesting that brownfield sites on average 
deliver at lower rates than their greenfield counterparts, 
both overall and across the different size bandings (see 
Table 3) albeit recognising the small sample size for 
some sizes of site. On average, the annual build-out rate 
of a greenfield site is 128 dwellings per annum, around 
50% higher than the 83 per annum average  
for brownfield sites.

Figure 12: Previous land use and housing delivery Table 3: Previous land use by size and average annual build  
out rate

Source: NLP analysis

Source: NLP analysis

This may reflect that brownfield sites carry extra costs 
(e.g. for remediation) which reduces the scale of 
contribution they make to infrastructure and affordable 
housing provision (which as shown can boost rates  
of delivery).

Summary
1. Brownfield and greenfield sites come forward at broadly similar rates, although at the smaller end of the 

scale, there does appear to be some ‘bonus’ in speed of decisions for previously-developed land. For the 
largest sites (of 2,000+ units) the sample of brownfield sites suggests an extended time period (3.6 years 
longer) compared to their equivalent greenfield sites;

2. Once started, large-scale greenfield sites do deliver homes at a more rapid rate than their brownfield 
equivalents, on average 50% quicker.

Site Size 
(dwellings)

Number of sites 
in this group

Average Annual 
Build-out Rate

G
re

en
fie

ld
 S

ite
s 500-999 14 86

1,000-1,499 9 122

1,500-1,999 7 142

2,000+ 13 171

Total/Average 43 128

B
ro

w
nfi

el
d 

S
ite

s 500-999 16 52

1,000-1,499 3 73

1,500-1,999 1 84

2,000+ 7 148

Total/Average 27 83
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There is a growing recognition that large-scale housing 
development can and should play a large role in meeting 
housing need. Garden towns and villages – planned 
correctly – can deliver sustainable new communities and 
take development pressure off less sustainable locations 
or forms of development. 

However, if planners are serious about wanting to 
see more homes built each year and achieve the 
government’s target of one million by 2020 (or indeed, 
deliver the 300,0000 per annum that are needed), 
simply allocating a site or granting a permission is not 
enough. The Government recognises this: the Minister 
for Planning has been quoted as saying that “you cannot 
live in a planning permission”.

Part of the debate has focused on perceptions of ‘land 
banking’ – the concept that developers are hoarding 
land or slowing down development. Equally, suggestions 
have been made that proposals for large-scale 
development should be ‘protected’ from competition 
from smaller sites or from challenge under five year 
land supply grounds. The evidence supporting these 
propositions appears limited. 

In our view the real concern – outside London, at any 
rate – is ensuring planning decisions (including in 
plan-making) are driven by realistic and flexible housing 
trajectories in the first place, based on evidence and 
the specific characteristics of individual sites and local 
markets. 

Based on the research in this document, we draw five 
conclusions on what is required:

1. If more homes are to be built, more land needs 
to be released and more planning permissions 
granted. Confidence in the planning system relies 
on this being achieved through local plans that 
must be sufficiently ambitious and robust to meet 
housing needs across their housing market areas. 
But where plans are not coming forward as they 
should, there needs to be a fall-back mechanism 
that can release land for development when it is 
required. 

Conclusion

2. Planned housing trajectories should be realistic, 
accounting and responding to lapse rates, lead-
in times and sensible build rates. This is likely to 
mean allocating more sites rather than less, with 
a good mix of types and sizes, and then being 
realistic about how fast they will deliver so that 
supply is maintained throughout the plan period. 
Because no one site is the same – and with 
significant variations from the average in terms of 
lead-in time and build rates – a sensible approach 
to evidence and justification is required. 

3. Spatial strategies should reflect that building 
homes is a complex and risky business. Stronger 
local markets have higher annual delivery rates, 
and where there are variations within districts, this 
should be factored into spatial strategy choices. 
Further, although large sites can deliver more 
homes per year over a longer time period, they 
also have longer lead-in times. To secure short-
term immediate boosts in supply – as is required 
in many areas – a good mix of smaller sites will be 
necessary.

4. Plans should reflect that – where viable – affordable 
housing supports higher rates of delivery. This 
principle is also likely to apply to other sectors 
that complement market housing for sale, such as 
build to rent and self-build (where there is demand 
for those products). Trajectories will thus need to 
differentiate expected rates of delivery to respond 
to affordable housing levels or inclusion of other 
market products. This might mean some areas will 
want to consider spatial strategies that favour sites 
with greater prospects of affordable or other types 
of housing delivery. This plays into the wider debate 
about support for direct housing delivery for rent 
by local government and housing associations and 
ensuring a sufficient product mix on sites. 

5. Finally, in considering the pace of delivery, large-
scale brownfield sites deliver at a slower rate than 
do equivalent greenfield sites. The very largest 
brownfield sites have also seen very long planning 
approval periods. Self-evidently, many brownfield 
sites also face barriers to implementation that 
mean they do not get promoted in the first place. 
In most locations outside our biggest cities, a good 
mix of types of site will be required.
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A Checklist for Understanding  
Large-scale Site Delivery
In setting or assessing reasonable housing trajectories 
for local plans or five year housing land supply, the lead-
in times and average rates of housing delivery identified 
in this research can represent helpful benchmarks or 
rules of thumb, particularly in situations where there is 
limited local evidence. 

However, these rules of thumb are not definitive. It is 
clear from our analysis that some sites start and deliver 
more quickly than this average, whilst others have 
delivered much more slowly. Every site is different. 

In considering the evidence justifying the estimated time 
and rate of delivery, the questions listed in Table 4 below 
represent a checklist of questions that are likely to be 
relevant:

Lead-in times to getting started on site Factors affecting the speed of build out rate

• Is the land in existing use?

• Has the land been fully assembled?

• If in multiple ownership/control, are the interests of all 
parties aligned?

• To what extent is there any challenge to the principle of 
development?

• Is the site already allocated for development? Does it 
need to be in order for release?

• Does an SPD, masterplan or development brief help 
resolve key planning issues?

• Is the masterplan/development brief consistent with 
what the developer will deliver?

• Is there an extant planning application or permission?

• Are there significant objections to the proposal from 
local residents?

• Are there material objections to the proposal from 
statutory bodies?

• Are there infrastructure requirements – such as access 
– that need to be in place before new homes can be 
built? 

• Are there infrastructure costs or other factors that may 
make the site unviable? 

• Does the proposal rely on access to public resources?

• If planning permission is secured, is reserved matters 
approval required?

• Does the scheme have pre-commencement conditions?

• Is the scheme being promoted by a developer who will 
need time to dispose of the site to a house builder?

• How large is the site? 

• Will the scale, configuration and delivery model for the site 
support more sales outlets?

• How strong is the local market? 

• Does the site tap into local demand from one or more 
existing neighbourhoods?

• Is the density and mix of housing to be provided 
consistent with higher rates of delivery?

• What proportion of affordable housing is being delivered?

• Are there other forms of housing – such as build to rent – 
included?

• When will new infrastructure – such as schools – be 
provided to support the new community?

• Are there trigger points or phasing issues that may affect 
the build rate achievable in different phases?

Table 4: Questions to consider on the speed of housing delivery on large-scale sites
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Appendix 2: Small Sites Reviewed

Site Name Local Planning Authority Site Size

Holme Farm, Carleton Road, Pontefract Wakefield 50

Part Sr3 Site, Off Elizabeth Close, Scotter West Lindsey 50

Former Downend Lower School, North View, Staple Hill South Gloucestershire 52

Fenton Grange, Wooler Northumberland 54

Land at the Beacon, Tilford Road, Hindhead Waverley 59

Land To Rear Of 28 - 34 Bedale Road, Aiskew Hambleton 59

Hanwell Fields Development, Banbury Cherwell 59

Land at Prudhoe Hospital, Prudhoe Northumberland 60

Oxfordshire County Council Highways Depot Cherwell 60

Clewborough House School, St Catherines Road Cherwell 60

Land south of Pinchington Lane West Berkshire 64

Land Off Cirencester Rd Stroud 66

Springfield Road Caunt Road South Kesteven 67

Land off Crown Lane Wychavon 68

Former Wensleydale School, Dent Street, Blyth Northumberland 68

Land at Lintham Drive, Kingswood South Gloucestershire 68

Hawthorn Croft (Off Hawthorn Avenue Old Slaughterhouse Site), Gainsborough West Lindsey 69

Land to the North of Walk Mill Drive Wychavon 71

Watermead, Land At Kennel Lane, Brockworth Tewkesbury 72

North East Area Professional Centre, Furnace Drive, Furnace Green Crawley 76

Land at Willoughbys Bank, Clayport Bank, Alnwick Northumberland 76

The Kylins, Loansdean, Morpeth Northumberland 88

MR10 Site, Caistor Road, Market Rasen West Lindsey 89

OS Field 9972 York Road Easingwold Hambleton 93

Land At Green Road - Reading College Reading 93

North East Sandylands South Lakeland 94

Auction Mart South Lakeland 94

Parcel 4, Gloucester Business Park, Brockworth Tewkesbury 94

Former York Trailers Yafforth Road Northallerton Scheme 1/2 Hambleton 96

Poppy Meadow Stratford-on-Avon 106

Weeton Road/Fleetwood Road Fylde 106

Land South of Station Road East Hertfordshire 111

Former Bewbush Leisure Centre Site, Breezehurst Drive, Bewbush Crawley 112

Land West Of Birchwood Road, Latimer Close Bristol, City of 119

Land Between Godsey Lane And Towngate East South Kesteven 120

Bibby Scientific Ltd Stafford 120

Kennet Island Phase 1B - E, F, O & Q, Manor Farm Road Reading 125

Primrose Mill Site Ribble Valley 126

Land Rear Of Mount Pleasant Cheshire West and Chester 127

Land to the east of Efflinch Lane East Staffordshire 130

North of Douglas Road, Kingswood South Gloucestershire 131

Land at Farnham Hospital, Hale Road, Farnham Waverley 134

Bracken Park, Land At Corringham Road, Gainsborough West Lindsey 141

Doxey Road Stafford 145

Former York Trailers Yafforth Road Northallerton Scheme 2/2 Hambleton 145



Site Name Local Planning Authority Site Size

London Road/ Adj. St Francis Close East Hertfordshire 149

MR4 Site, Land off Gallamore Lane, Market Rasen West Lindsey 149

Queen Mary School Fylde 169

Sellars Farm, Sellars Road Stroud 176

Land South of Inervet Campus Off Brickhill Street, Walton Milton Keynes 176

Notcutts Nursery, 150 - 152 London Road Cherwell 182

Hoval Ltd North Gate Newark and Sherwood 196

Hewlett Packard (Land Adjacent To Romney House), Romney Avenue Bristol, City of 242

128-134 Bridge Road And Nos 1 - 4 Oldfield Road Windsor and Maidenhead 242

GCHQ Oakley - Phase 1 Cheltenham 262

Land off Henthorn Road Ribble Valley 270

Land Between A419 And A417, Kingshill North, Cirencester Cotswold 270

Hortham Hospital, Hortham Lane, Almondsbury South Gloucestershire 270

Land At Canons Marsh, Anchor Road Bristol, City of 272

M & G Sports Ground, Golden Yolk and Middle Farm, Badgeworth Tewkesbury 273

Long Marston Storage Depot Phase 1 Stratford-on-Avon 284

Land at Brookwood Farm, Bagshot Road Woking 297

Land at, Badsey Road Wychavon 298

Land At Fire Service College, London Road, Moreton in Marsh Cotswold 299

Land At Dorian Road Bristol, City of 300

Kennet Island Phase 1 - H, M, T, U1, U2 Manor Farm Road Reading 303

Chatham Street Car Park Complex Reading 307

Former NCB Workshops, Ellington Rd, Ashington (aka Portland Park) Northumberland 357

Former Masons Cerement Works and Adjoining Ministry of Defence Land, 
Gipping Road, Great Blakenham Mid Suffolk 365

Woolley Edge Park Site Wakefield 375

Luneside West Lancaster 403

Radyr Sidings Cardiff 421

New World House, Thelwall Lane Warrington 426

Land at former Battle Hospital, 344 Oxford Road Reading Borough Council 434

New Central (Land at Guildford Road and Bradfield Close including Network 
House, Merrion House, Bradford House and Coronation House Woking Borough Council 445

Kingsmead South Milton Keynes Council 450

Bleach Green, Winlaton Gateshead 456

Farington Park, East of Wheelton Lane South Ribble 468

Bickershaw Colliery, Plank Lane, Leigh Wigan 471

Farnborough Business Park Rushmoor 476

Horfield Estate, Filton Avenue, Horfield Bristol City Council 485

Stenson Fields South Derbyshire 487

Cookridge Hospital Leeds 495
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SLR5879st/P16-1191 

 

7th October 2020 

 

Forward Planning Team 

North Warwickshire Borough Council 

The Council House 

South Street 

Atherstone 

Warwickshire 

CV9 1DE 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

P16-1191: Land at Holly Lane, Atherstone (H1) and Land to the North West of 

Atherstone, off Whittington Lane (H2) North Warwickshire Borough Local Plan - 

Potential Main Modifications Representations. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the North Warwickshire Local Plan Schedule 

of Potential Main Modifications and related documents.  This response is submitted on 

behalf of Merevale and Blyth Estates, who control land to the north west of Atherstone, 

comprising the two housing allocations under Policy LP39 Housing Allocations – Policy H1 

Land at Holly Lane, Atherstone for 531 dwellings, and Policy H2 – Land to the north-west 

of Atherstone, off Whittington Lane for 1,282 dwellings.  Land off Holly Lane (H1) is located 

to the east of the proposed North West Atherstone allocation (H2).   

 

Merevale and Blyth Estates secured a resolution to grant planning permission 

(PAP/2014/0542) subject to conditions and Section 106 for 620 dwellings at this location 

(H1) at Planning Committee.  Site H1 is therefore deliverable in accordance with the 

requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG).  The Section 106 is nearing completion and it is expected that the 

planning permissions will be issued imminently.  A detailed planning application on behalf 

of Bloor Homes (PAP/2014/0540) for a first phase as part of the outline also has a 

resolution to grant planning permission, and went to the same Planning Committee.  The 

Site H1 planning application is considered to comply with the Potential Main Modification 

proposed in relation to flood risk and therefore this representation focuses on Site H2 

which is not yet the subject of a live planning application. 

 

Documents NWBC24B Annex D and E, and AD51a and AD51b, set out correspondence 

between the Council and the Environment Agency (EA) in relation to flood risk.  Document 

AD54 includes a plan (Map 1) which provides two areas; Area A for built development and 

Area B for informal and natural open space and flood storage.  AD51b recommends some 

additional points of clarification and text with Policy H2 and the associated policy 

ALP42
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commentary, in relation to flood risk.  Within the suggested amends to policy commentary 

there is reference to the adjacent areas of Flood Zone 3 and areas of Flood Zone 2 within 

the H2 site, noting the canal and minor watercourses located within the site boundary.  

The suggested policy commentary goes on to reference back to this evidence base 

document (AD51b) which identifies the land available for development and provides 

guidance for how flood risk should be managed within the site boundary, including 

considerations of climate change.  The future planning application will be accompanied by 

a robust Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy that can deal with these aspects 

of suggested policy commentary.   

 

A Technical Note has been produced by Brookbanks and supports this representation.  This 

note responds to the latest evidence base documents and proposed main modifications in 

relation to flood risk and drainage, and provides commentary on each of the points raised.  

In summary, the note confirms that there are no issues raised that undermine the 

deliverability of either site (H1 and H2) or the number of dwellings that can be delivered. 

 

In relation to subsection 1) of the Proposed Modifications for H2 (MM77), our heritage 

advisors at Pegasus Group have reviewed the modifications and suggest some minor 

rephrasing of the policy wording for H2, as follows.   

 

Potential Main Modification: 

 

Any development should seek to retain the heritage assets within the site and address any 

assets beyond the site that contribute to the historic integrity. 

 

We suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

 

Any development should seek to retain the heritage assets within the site and address the 

setting of any assets beyond the site that contribute to their historic integrity significance. 

 

Also, it is considered that the text should not be phrased in terms of preserving assets and 

their setting (harm being an issue for the planning balance), but should seek to minimise 

harm, and provide clear justification where it cannot be avoided.  It is therefore suggested 

that the last sentence of the main text under 1) could be rephrased, as follows: 

 

The Master Plan should address the preservation and enhancement of designated and non-

designated heritage assets, through the siting and design of new development including: 

 

We suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

 

The Master Plan should address the preservation and enhancement of seek to minimise 

any harm to the heritage significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets, 

through the siting and design of new development including: 

 

Additionally, we would suggest that the designations or otherwise of the assets mentioned 
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in the following bullet points be clarified as follows. 

 

Potential Main Modification wording: 

 

- ‘Merevale Hall and its historic Park and Garden and wider setting; 

- Listed buildings, including the farmstead at Whittington Farm and Whitley Farm 

and the canal locks;’ 

We suggest this is clarified as follows: 

 

- Merevale Hall (Grade II* Listed) and its historic Park and Garden (Grade II* 

Registered) and wider setting; 

- Listed buildings, including the farmstead at Whittington Farmhouse (also known 

as Whittington Cottage) and attached Farm Buildings (Grade II Listed), and 

Whitley Farm (any non-designated heritage assets), and the canal locks (Grade II 

Listed); 

With regards to the archaeological works, the phrasing should accord with that within the 

NPPF, rather than being prescriptive about the necessity of archaeological field works.   

 

Potential Main Modification wording: 

 

Before the development of the site, an agreed, appropriately staged programme of 

archaeological recording and mitigation, informed by field evaluation will be required. 

 

We would suggest this is rephrased as:  

 

Before the development of the site, an agreed, appropriately staged programme of 

archaeological recording and mitigation, informed by field evaluation investigation and 

mitigation will be required. 

 

In relation to subsection 2) of the Proposed Modifications for H2 (MM77), it should be 

clarified that there is only one listed entry related to the Whittington Farm complex, and 

no entries for Whitley Farm.  This should be amended as per the bullet points under 1) as 

above. 

 

I would be grateful if you can confirm receipt of these representations please.  Please do 

not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries or require any further information. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
Steve Lewis-Roberts 

Senior Director 
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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 This technical note responds to the latest comments provided by the Environment Agency (EA) which will 
inform the allocation of the Site at North West Atherstone.  

1.2 The comments provided by the EA relate to the submission of the Draft North Warwickshire Site Specific Flood 
Risk Technical Note (PR-360400) and relates to the H1 and the H2 Sites.  

1.3 The H1 application comprises of 531 dwellings. 

1.4 The H2 application comprises of 1,282 dwellings.  

1.5 The EA’s commentary is noted in italics and BCL’s response is noted in blue. 

 

2 EA comments - Site H1 
 

2.1 The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note that the EA’s comments are based on includes the following Policy 
text:  

‘Approximately half of this site is shown to lie within the medium risk Flood Zone 2 with some land also falling 
within the high risk Flood Zone 3. The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note identifies land available for 
development and provides guidance on how flood risk should be managed on this site, including how climate 
change should be considered.’  And a further point within the policy itself – ‘All built development shall be 
restricted to land outside the 100 year plus climate change flood extent, and the 1000 year flood extent (Flood 
Zone 1 only). A site specific Flood Risk Assessment shall be undertaken which shall include detailed hydraulic 
modelling of the River Anker and its associated tributaries to ascertain the extent of flooding up the site, 
including the impact of climate change.’ 

2.2 The Technical Note has taken hydraulic modelling undertaken in 2015 by Brookbanks. This detailed modelling 
has been re-run with the new climate change allowances and this has shown that approximately 80% of the 
site is located outside of the 100 year plus 50% climate change extent, except along the watercourse corridors. 

2.3 We recommend the following changes are made within Table 3.1:  

• It is stated that ‘the appropriateness of the development was considered prior to this  assessment and it was 
concluded that the site should be separated into Area A and Area B based on its risk of flooding.’ However, 
it should be noted that the Environment Agency have previously advised that development should not be 
separated into Areas A & B as fixed areas and instead the development areas should be identified as ‘land 
outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3’. 

• Areas identified within the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) will be described as being in either FZ1/2 or 3.  

• Rivers (Fluvial) -The table mentions that the ‘Innage Brook flows through a culvert under Holly Lane/Rowland 
Way into the site’. It should be highlighted within the report how this would require a blockage assessment 
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to be carried out as part of any detailed hydraulic modelling to determine whether there is an increased flood 
risk due to blockage of this culvert. 

• This will be mentioned within the FRA and the modelling of the culvert can be completed as a condition of 
the development being built.  

2.4 Recommendations and Policies:  

• First bullet point - the table references H3 rather than H1. 

• This will be amended.  

• Third bullet point – Warwickshire CC are the statutory consultee for Surface Water and have also produced 
advice for developers in relation to surface water drainage. 

• Fourth bullet point – an 8m easement is required from the top of bank of the River Anker to any proposed 
development. An appropriate easement to the Ordinary Watercourse should be agreed with Warwickshire 
CC. 

• This will be taken into consideration within the master planning.  

2.5 Whilst we accept the updated climate change extents and modelling work carried out with regards to site H1, 
no consideration has been provided within the report to demonstrate that the number of proposed houses can 
be accommodated within Flood Zone 1. In the event the inspector considers this site appropriate to be 
formalised within the Local Plan, we recommend the following changes are made to the existing policies: 

2.6 The site capacity assessment for the site has been calculated at 35dph once the flood zones had been excluded. 
This process can be outlined within the FRA.  

2.7 Paragraph 14.19 Additional point: Approximately half of this site is shown to lie within the medium risk Flood 
Zone 2 with some land also falling within the high risk Flood Zone 3. The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note 
identifies land available for development and provides guidance on how flood risk should be managed on this 
site, including how climate change should be considered.   

2.8 A  site specific FRA will be produced, which will include a proposed masterplan and any flood mapping that has 
produced for the site. NWBC confirms that the sequential testing for the site has been passed and no 
development is proposed within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and no highly vulnerable development is within Flood 
Zone 2.  

2.9 Policy H1: additional point: All built development shall be restricted to land outside the 100 year plus climate 
change flood extent, and the 1000 year flood extent (Flood Zone 1 only). A site specific Flood Risk Assessment 
shall be undertaken which shall include detailed hydraulic modelling of the River Anker and its associated 
tributaries to ascertain the extent of flooding up the site, including the impact of climate change. 

2.10 All built development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and a site specific FRA will be produced at the planning 
application stage. The FRA will include details of the River Anker hydraulic modelling and associated flood maps.  

 

3 EA Comments - Site H2 
 

3.1 The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note that the EA’s comments are based on includes the following Policy 
text:  

‘The site is bounded by the high risk Flood Zone 3 from the River Anker to the north, with medium Risk Flood 
Zone 2 affecting the north and eastern parts of the site. The site is also crossed by the canal and a number of 
minor watercourses. The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note identifies land available for development and 
provides guidance on how flood risk should be managed on this site, including how climate change should 
be considered.’  And a further point within the policy itself; ‘All built development shall be restricted to land 
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outside the 100 year plus climate change flood extent, and the 1000 year flood extent (Flood Zone 1 only). A 
site specific Flood Risk Assessment shall be undertaken which shall include detailed hydraulic modelling of 
the River Anker and its associated tributaries to ascertain the extent of flooding up the site, including the 
impact of climate change.’ 

3.2 The Technical Note has taken hydraulic modelling undertaken in 2015 by Brookbanks. This detailed modelling 
has been re-run with the new climate change allowances. 

3.3 In addition to the River Anker and Merevale Brook there are also three un-named tributaries of the River Anker 
which are all within the boundary of site allocation H2. There are currently no flood extents associated with 
these watercourses as the nationalised JFLOW modelling was only carried out for watercourses with a 
catchment greater than 3km2, however this does not mean there is no flood risk associated with these 
watercourses. As part of this Technical Note, the flood risk associated with these watercourses has not been 
modelled or investigated further. Therefore, the proposed impact this will have on site allocation H2 is unknown 
and may impact of deliverability of the housing numbers proposed. Figure 1-1 also shows that these 
watercourses, as well as the Coventry Canal, fall within H2A, the area proposed for development. 

3.4 It is agreed that there are no flood extents shown on the three un-named tributaries. A review of the 
Environment Agency flood mapping available through Government sources shows these watercourses to be 
wholly within Flood Zone 1. As such, these tributaries sit within the lowest level of fluvial flood risk. This is also 
the case for the Coventry Canal. It is also agreed that at the appropriate stage (Flood Risk Assessment, Planning 
Condition or Reserved Matters etc.) these un named tributaries and Coventry Canal which pass through 
allocation H2 will be assessed but to specifically re-confirm their already established low flood risk, and 
therefore predicted nil detriment impact on the emerging development proposals.   

3.5 We recommend the following points are clarified within Table 4.1: 

• It is stated that ‘the appropriateness of the development was considered prior to this assessment and it 
was concluded that the site should be separated into Area A and Area B based on its risk of flooding.’ 
However, it should be noted that the Environment Agency have previously advised that development 
should not be separated into Areas A & B as fixed areas and instead the development areas should be 
identified as ‘land outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3’. 

• Areas identified within the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) will be described as being in either FZ1/2 or 3.  

• Rivers (Fluvial): The first bullet point states that ‘three un-named Ordinary Watercourse tributaries of the 
River Anker flow north-westwards through the northern region of the site’. There has been no assessment 
of flood risk associated with these watercourses within this Technical Note and therefore the flood extents 
have not been determined. 

• As stated in point 3.4.  

• The fourth bullet point goes on to say that ‘Area A of site H2 has been designated as the area of the site 
located entirely within Flood Zone 1.’ Whilst this may be the case based on the Flood Map for Planning, as 
mentioned above, there has been no assessment of the flood risk to the watercourses crossing the site and 
therefore it is not certain that all of this area is entirely Flood Zone 1 as stated. 

• As stated in point 3.4.  

• This is picked up within the sixth bullet point, however to inform the site allocation this modelling needs to 
be undertaken. 

• As stated in point 3.4.  

• Land (Pluvial): There are areas at risk of surface water flooding along the un-named watercourses which 
cross the site and this is shown on Figure B-2A. This suggests that there may also be fluvial flooding 
associated with these watercourses as the Surface Water mapping correlates somewhat with the JFLOW 
flood extents. 

• As stated in point 3.4.  
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• Artificial sources: The site is considered to be potentially at risk of flooding from overtopping of the 
Coventry Canal as it runs through the site. There has been no assessment of this risk and there does not 
appear to be an easement shown from the Canal as it is also incorporated within the developed area H2A. 

• The risk of flooding from artificial sources will be identified and assessed within the FRA as well as any 
mitigation measures that might be required.  

3.6 Recommendations and Policies:  

• First bullet point - the table references H3 rather than H2. 

• This will be amended.  

• Second bullet point – refers to the Innage Brook which is not relevant for this site. The Merevale Brook runs 
alongside the Eastern boundary of H2. 

• This will be amended.  

• Fourth bullet point – the Canal and Rivers Trust will need to be consulted to determine an appropriate 
easement from the Canal. This may affect the land available for development across the site. 

• Consultation with the Canals and Rivers Trust will occur prior to the final masterplan being approved.  

3.7 Whilst we accept the updated climate change extents and modelling work carried out with regards to site H2, 
no consideration has been given to the additional land take associated with the presence of the Canal and minor 
watercourses crossing the site. The report has not provided any clarification that the number of proposed 
houses can be accommodated within Flood Zone 1. In the event the inspector considers this site appropriate to 
be formalised within the Local Plan, we recommend the following changes are made to the existing policies: 

3.8 The FRA will outline all watercourses and canal that cross the site. The site capacity assessment for the site has 
been calculated at 35dph once the flood zones had been excluded. This process can be outlined within the FRA.  

3.9 14.23 additional point: the site is bounded by the high risk Flood Zone 3 from the River Anker to the north, with 
medium Risk Flood Zone 2 affecting the north and eastern parts of the site. The site is also crossed by the canal 
and a number of minor watercourses. The Site Specific Flood Risk Technical Note identifies land available for 
development and provides guidance on how flood risk should be managed on this site, including how climate 
change should be considered.   

3.10 A  site specific FRA will be produced, which will include a proposed masterplan any flood mapping and the 
climate change allowances that have been taken into consideration. NWBC confirms that the sequential testing 
for the site has been passed and no development is proposed within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and no highly 
vulnerable development is within Flood Zone 2.  

3.11 Policy H2 additional point 8: All built development shall be restricted to land outside the 100 year plus climate 
change flood extent, and the 1000 year flood extent (Flood Zone 1 only). A site specific Flood Risk Assessment 
shall be undertaken which shall include detailed hydraulic modelling of the River Anker and its associated 
tributaries to ascertain the extent of flooding up the site, including the impact of climate change. 

3.12 All built development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and a site specific FRA will be produced at the planning 
application stage. The FRA will include details of the River Anker hydraulic modelling and associated flood maps.  

 

4 Summary  
 

4.1 In conclusion we can confirm that there are no issues which have been raised that undermine the 
deliverability of the either the H1 Site or the H2 Site and the number of dwellings which these Sites can deliver 
in order to provide the Inspector with the reassurance to recommend that the Site should be allocated. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are submitted on behalf of IM Properties plc (“IMP”) to the 

latest round of consultation on the North Warwickshire Local Plan (“the Local Plan”), 

which the Inspector has prompted to seek views on additional documents and main 

modifications published since the last hearing session in April 2019. 

1.2 IMP is promoting 70 hectares of land to the west of Junction 9 of the M42 (“the site”) 

as a strategic employment site. It was originally submitted to the Call for Sites in 2015 

and provides an exceptional opportunity for major new development to meet well-

evidenced and urgent need for strategic employment sites along the M42 corridor. 

1.3 IMP has engaged fully with the Local Plan process at all stages over the last four years 

and through informal meetings with officers. This includes: 

(i) Written representations submitted to the Draft Local Plan consultation in 

March 2017. 

(ii) Written representations submitted to the Draft Submission Local Plan 

consultation in March 2018. 

(iii) Position Statements submitted to the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and 

Questions (“MIQ”) in August 2018.  

(iv) Oral representations at the hearing sessions in September 2018, February 

and April 2019. 

1.4 The site has not been allocated in the draft Local Plan or through the Main 

Modifications, although our overwhelming market evidence has not been challenged.  

1.5 These representations focus on the following matters: 

(a) Clarification of our ‘unresolved’ objections to the Local Plan. 

(b) New strategic documents and evidence highlighting the urgent need for large 

employment sites, with a particular focus on North Warwickshire. 

(c) The main modifications MM7 and MM35 as set out in NWBC20E.  

(d) Substantive procedural errors with the Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) process 

which have not been addressed by the latest update.  

1.6 IMP welcome the Inspector’s comment at paragraph 22 of INSP21 that “in the interest 

of fairness, consultation should not be limited to seeking views only on specified 

documents”. 
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2. Unresolved objections 

2.1 At its heart, our objection considers that the Local Plan has not proactively met the 

development needs of business and does not support an economy fit for the 21st 

century as required by paragraph 20 of the NPPF.  

2.2 The Inspector for the previous Core Strategy commented in 2014 that the need for 

strategic employment land should be urgently addressed in the next iteration of the 

plan but, despite a sub-regional study which reported in 2015 and an updated study 

commissioned early in 2019, there has been a failure on the part of the Council and 

others to act upon the previous Inspector’s recommendation.  

2.3 This is a failure of the Duty-to-Cooperate but is also a failing on the part of the Council 

to acknowledge the inherent characteristics of the borough to accommodate large 

scale employment development in a highly sustainable location to serve the wider sub-

region. 

2.4 Since March 2017, IMP has set out significant concerns about the Local Plan which 

largely remain despite the interim findings of the Inspector [INSP18] which are silent 

on matters relating to strategic employment land and the SA process.  

2.5 The national and regional context for building a strong, competitive economy has 

changed since the submission of the Local Plan, owing to the ongoing economic 

challenges posed by the prospect of a no-deal Brexit, and the economic recovery plans 

prepared in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. In particular, we now have a Local 

Industrial Strategy (“LIS”) published since the last examination hearing and the more 

recent Recharge the West Midlands strategy. 

2.6 IMP therefore wishes to clarify what it regards as the outstanding objections to the 

Local Plan which have not been conclusively addressed by the Inspector and/or NWBC 

as part of the examination process. These are set out below.  

2.7 We have not repeated our objections, as requested by the Inspector in INSP21, but the 

following should be read in the context of the position statements submitted by IMP in 

August 2018 onwards, specifically in relation to: 

Strategic approach, distribution of development and justification 

(i) The spatial vision and strategic objectives fail to reflect the positive 

economic context for growth within the borough, which is contrary to the 

first bullet points of paragraph 17 and 21 of the NPPF.  

(ii) The SA process is still not legally compliant; reasonable alternatives to the 

spatial strategy have not been developed; and there is a lack of evidence 

to demonstrate how the SA has positively influenced each iteration of the 

Local Plan. This is inconsistent with paragraph 165 of the NPPF. 

(iii) The settlement hierarchy is unjustified and inconsistent with national 

policy in that the spatial strategy has been selected without fully 

understanding the strategic employment land needs of the borough and 
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wider area, and has been unduly influenced by the overriding protection 

of Green Belt. This is contrary to paragraph 84 of the NPPF.  

Employment needs and land requirements 

(iv) The assessment of employment needs in support of the Local Plan is not 

based on robust evidence and is flawed in that the ‘functional market 

area’ for assessing strategic employment needs is omitted and/or has 

been dismissed as not within the remit of this plan. This is in direct conflict 

with the most recent Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”) on assessing 

economic need [Reference ID: 2a-025-20190220]1. 

(v) The approach to establishing employment needs is not adequately 

informed by the Coventry & Warwickshire LEP (“CWLEP”) economic 

growth strategy. This does not align with the PPG [Reference ID: 2a-031-

20190722] which specifies that the scale of need can be informed by 

engagement with Local Enterprise Partnerships and a review of their plans 

and strategies.  

(vi) Employment needs have not been sufficiently informed by nationally 

significant investment in HS2, which will drive intra national and/or 

regional business relocation to the sub-region, including North 

Warwickshire. This has been reflected in the recent Solihull Local Plan 

evidence base and there is no reason why the Council should regard HS2 

as only having an impact on the borough and not potential benefits. 

(vii) The Local Plan references, acknowledges and does not dispute the need 

for strategic employment sites in published sub-regional studies (the West 

Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 2015), but dismisses the need 

to take account of or plan for such sites despite the clear advice provided 

by the Inspector to the adopted Core Strategy.  

Planning and environmental constraints 

(viii) It is not evident how the Joint Coventry and Warwickshire Green Belt 

Study – Stage 2 Report [CD6/9] and the ‘North Warwickshire Green Belt 

Study 2016’ has supported and informed the selection of the spatial 

strategy. Without transparency, it is not known whether the Local Plan is 

justified and is consistent with paragraph 82 of the NPPF.  

(ix) The process of identifying parcels for assessment through the Joint Green 

Belt Study [CD6/9] has not taken into consideration an understanding of 

employment need and sustainable patterns of development.   

2.8 It is considered these objections can be explored in accordance with the matters 

defined at paragraph 25 of INSP21, in particular (iv) relating to employment provision.  

                                                           
1 In these representations, we refer to a number of passages that have been introduced into the Government’s 

Planning Practice Guidance since 24 January 2019. Given that the passages do not relate to passages within the 
NPPF which have changed since that date, we consider that they are relevant to this local plan examination 
notwithstanding the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 214 of the 2019 NPPF. 
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3. New evidence 

3.1 IMP welcome the Inspector’s acknowledgment at paragraph 22 of INSP21 that “the 

examination has been on-going for some time and various circumstances have changed 

during that time”.  

3.2 There has in fact been the passage of two and a half years since the Local Plan was 

submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in March 2018 and the end date of this current 

consultation in early October 2020. It is 18 months since the examination last sat. 

3.3 Paragraph 158 of the NPPF requires that the Local Plan “is based on adequate, up-to-

date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental 

characteristics and prospects” of the borough and its wider sub-region. It is usual for 

local plans to be examined on the basis that not every new piece of evidence can be 

taken into account, and that a line has to be drawn to allow plans to be adopted. 

However, in this case, the lengthy passage of time merits some allowance being made 

for changes in circumstances which point to further delay and deferral to the next 

review of the plan being unacceptable. 

Planning Practice Guidance 

3.4 In February 2019 and July 2019, the PPG was comprehensively updated to include 

guidance on how strategic policy-making authorities should assess economic need. This 

did not follow from any change to the NPPF itself and therefore we consider it can be 

taken into account as consistent with the 2012 NPPF. 

3.5 Of particular importance to this Local Plan is the guidance on functional economic 

market areas, which the PPG [Reference ID: 2a-025-20190220] states: 

“… can overlap several administrative areas so strategic policy making 

authorities may have to carry out assessments of need on a cross boundary 

basis with neighbouring authorities within their functional economic market 

area. Local Enterprise Partnerships (and county councils) can play a key role in 

this process”  

3.6 The PPG is clear that evidence about business needs [Reference ID: 2a-026-20190220] 

and the allocation of space [Reference ID: 2a-031-20190722] can take into account 

local industrial strategies in order to understand current and potential future 

requirements.  

3.7 Local industrial strategies can also be used to develop a clear understanding of specific 

locational requirements of specialist or new sectors when assessing different 

employment uses in the plan-making process. The PPG [Reference ID: 2a-032-

20190772] states: 

“Clustering of certain industries, such as some high tech, engineering, digital, 

creative and logistics activities, can play an important role in supporting 

collaboration, innovation, productivity, and sustainability, as well as driving 

the economic prospects of the areas in which they locate.” 
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3.8 This updated guidance has now been in place for over a year, along with a Local 

Industrial Strategy (see below) and it is therefore not unreasonable for the plan to take 

these into account. 

West Midlands Local Industrial Strategy 

3.9 The West Midlands Local Industrial Strategy (“WMLIS”) was published in May 2019. It 

identifies a strategy to explore and seize major new market opportunities, building on 

the sector strengths of the region (including the logistics and automotive sectors).  

3.10 The WMLIS is clear that its aims and objectives will only be met if barriers to 

productivity and growth are unblocked and integrated in places and communities to 

drive inclusion. This will be achieved by progress made against five foundations of 

productivity which are centred on themes of: ideas, people, infrastructure, business 

environment and place.  

3.11 Most pertinent to the Local Plan is infrastructure, which includes the provision of 

employment land. Page 63 of the WMLIS states the following (with our underlining): 

“The West Midlands Land Commission concluded that the ‘shortfall of land 

for employment space is at least as pressing as the shortage of land for new 

homes, and possibly more so’. This is most strongly the case in relation to 

those large scale, strategic sites that can have the greatest net additional 

impact on growth and jobs. 

Similarly, there is a challenge for incubation space as well as grow on space to 

support agile and mobile economic activity. These issues are most severe in 

Coventry and Warwickshire, but across the region there is a significant gap in 

good quality employment land.” 

3.12 The WMLIS is abundantly clear on page 65 that this priority will be met through local 

actions, including: 

“Work is underway to scope the need for employment land through the West 

Midlands Strategic Employment Site Study 2019. This will consider £10bn 

worth of existing opportunities in identified investor ready sites, and the West 

Midlands will implement a strategic programme of employment land 

development. This will be based on up-to-date locally led evidence of 

requirements in different parts of the region.” 

3.13 We are not aware of a strategic programme being in place across the West Midlands, 

however progress has been made on the West Midlands Strategic Employment Site 

Study (“WMSESS”) which we believe is due to be published imminently. 

West Midlands Strategic Employment Site Study 

3.14 Turley was involved in the scoping of this study (which updates the 2015 version) and 

has reviewed three drafts including the most recent “Final Report” dated September 

2020.  
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3.15 It is anticipated that the WMSESS will be published before the further hearing sessions 

and IMP reserves the right to include the final report as a core document during the 

relevant hearing session on employment land provision. 

3.16 The draft study reaffirms the conclusions of the 2015 study that there is a severe 

shortage of large employment sites over 25ha and this is most acute in a ‘prime market 

area’ which lies to the east of Birmingham with a strong focus on the M42 corridor 

extending well into North Warwickshire. This supply is diminishing rapidly with less 

than five years’ worth available at current rates of depletion. The COVID-19 pandemic 

has not slowed activity overall and a no-deal Brexit may also increase demand for re-

shoring of manufacturing capacity and just-in-case warehousing. Of the locations 

identified in the study, a significant proportion are within North Warwickshire’s 

boundaries, and are deemed suitable in a “policy off” assessment. 

3.17 Clearly, there is more work to be done to come up with a policy mechanism across the 

sub-region to agree distribution, and we acknowledge NWBC has not been in a position 

to progress these discussions through the Duty to Co-operate, however, the evidence 

of pressing need was evident in 2015 and is evident now, and IMP does not accept that 

this local plan review can ignore the overwhelming evidence any longer. 

3.18 We know from very recent experience at Peddimore in Birmingham, where IMP was 

selected by Birmingham City Council as development partner in 2018 on the only new 

large employment site allocated in the plan, it has taken almost three years to get on 

site with significant public consultation, technical work, pre-application discussions, the 

application itself, then post-determination matters including a stopping up inquiry and 

condition discharge. No reserved matters submission has yet been made, and whilst 

there is strong occupier demand, practically it could be four to five years (from 

acquiring the interest) before occupiers will be in buildings. Such is the complexity and 

lead-in to being able to respond to occupier demand in this sector. Continuing delay in 

planning to positively meet the strategic need, only serves to delay the significant 

positive socio-economic contribution such projects can deliver. 

3.19 Market evidence shows that 2020 is likely to be the best year for take up in the large 

‘sheds’ market ever, beating 2018. Take up in the West Midlands up to the end of Q3 

(September 2020) was just over 3m sq ft, on course to equal the ten year rolling 

average of 4m sq ft per annum. This information is hot off the press but should be 

available to present to the examination to back up the evidence in the study. 

3.20 We hope that the study is available in its final published form in time for the 

examination as what it does is reaffirms a problem we already knew existed, and which 

is going to materialise due to inaction. The sub-region will run out of strategic land to 

meet large industrial and warehousing requirements before local plan reviews can 

catch up. North Warwickshire is one of the few authorities where that problem can be 

averted, through this local plan. 

WMCA Recharge the West Midlands 

3.21 In June 2020, the WMCA submitted an investment case to central Government in 

response to the COVID-19 pandemic entitled ‘Recharge the West Midlands’.  
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3.22 This is built on areas of industry support including creation of green manufacturing 

jobs; maximising job creation for local people from HS2 and other unique West 

Midlands opportunities. These have been adapted from the WMLIS. 

3.23 A key initiative of the investment case is to build the region’s battery manufacturing 

capability through the provision of a Gigafactory in a location with excellent 

accessibility to labour and consumer markets, and has the existing expertise and 

facilities to support the cluster of automotive firms. 

3.24 A Gigafactory is a very large facility which will certainly require a land take of strategic 

proportions. It could, as set out in ‘Recharge the West Midlands’ create approximately 

10,000 new jobs, whilst securing the UK’s and the region’s competitive advantage in 

the global battery production market. In the past month, WMCA has made a request of 

the Treasury through the Comprehensive Spending Review for £250m to progress the 

initiative. 

3.25 This proposed intervention by the WMCA would be in addition to the existing market 

demand for strategic employment sites, and only adds to chronic under-supply 

situation in the sub-region. 

Summary 

3.26 In light of this new evidence, including strategies which the local plan needs to 

recognise and accommodate, and in accordance with paragraph 21 of the NPPF, the 

Council should revisit strategic employment land and, based on the overwhelming and 

urgent need for more sites in the M42 corridor, should proactively identify at least one 

which could come forward in a plan-led way through this local plan. 
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4. Main modifications 

4.1 NWBC20E sets out the updated list of main modifications (“MM”) to resolve the 

soundness and legal compliance issues identified by the Inspector during examination.  

4.2 These include MM7 and MM35 which respectively address the requirement for an 

early local plan review and an exceptions policy for employment land put forward by 

one of the objectors. 

4.3 Our preference remains that the plan addresses the need for strategic sites to be 

allocated in this plan and, in our view, the near 18 month hiatus since the examination 

last sat would have been ample time to do this. 

4.4 However, if the Inspector does not supporting this approach, then the necessity for 

early local plan review and an interim exceptions policy is, as a last resort, preferential 

to having no recognition of this issue in the plan.  

MM7 

4.5 IMP agrees that NWBC should continue to work with neighbouring authorities in the 

functional economic market area to understand and respond flexibly to changing 

circumstances, and that there should be an appropriate trigger for early local plan 

review.  

4.6 The PPG [Reference ID: 61-062-20190315] states: 

“There will be occasions where there are significant changes in circumstances 

which may mean it is necessary to review the relevant strategic policies 

earlier than the statutory minimum of 5 years, for example, where new cross-

boundary matters arise.” 

4.7 The need for strategic employment land is not a new cross-boundary matter but is one 

the Council admits has not been the subject of Duty-to-Cooperate attention during the 

preparation of this local plan. Once a policy mechanism and/or approach to 

distribution between authorities has been agreed, this would provide an appropriate 

trigger for early review. 

4.8 IMP objects to the requirement for an early local plan review being relegated to the 

explanatory text. Both the whole or partial review of a local plan should be a policy 

matter, and the mechanism for review should be clearly defined in policy. This is 

exemplified by Policy S1 of the adopted North West Leicestershire Local Plan (2017), 

Policy TP35 of the adopted Birmingham Development Plan (2017) and Policy DS21 of 

the adopted Warwick District Local Plan (2016). 

4.9 Our recommended policy would be: 
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“LPx: Local Plan Review 

The Council will work collaboratively with neighbouring authorities to agree 

the scale of any strategic employment land provision that may be necessary 

in the borough, arising from the findings of the West Midlands Strategic 

Employment Sites Study 2020 or any subsequent study.  

Where a need to make provision in the borough is established, the Council will 

commence a partial review of this Local Plan and the review will be submitted 

for examination within two years from its commencement. If the review is not 

submitted within two years, this Local Plan will be deemed to be out of date.” 

 

4.10 Given the NPPF 2012 has been superseded twice, an early review will also allow the 

Council to plan for economic growth in the context of the latest NPPF published in 

February 2019 and relevant PPG updates.  

MM35 

4.11 MM35 was introduced during hearing sessions in September 2018 by an objector to 

provide a criteria-based ‘exceptions’ approach to allowing proposals for employment 

development which could not be catered for by the local plan’s provisions. This was 

based on a similar policy from North West Leicestershire, although that is an authority 

without any Green Belt.  

4.12 It has since been discussed at examination and is now included as a proposed MM to 

make the Local Plan sound. It is unclear whether the Council agrees with its inclusion 

and this should be clarified during the additional hearing sessions. 

4.13 IMP objected to MM35 as it fails to take a plan-led approach to strategic employment 

land when it is self-evident that there is an urgent need to address a shortage of sites 

and that North Warwickshire is an area of high demand. 

4.14 It is nevertheless acknowledged that paragraph 21 of the NPPF states: 

“In drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities should:  

… set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to 

match the strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period…” 

4.15 On the basis that, if the Inspector does not agree that the plan should positively 

address the need for strategic employment land, then a criteria-based approach is 

preferable to no recognition of this issue in the plan, we have reviewed MM35 to 

determine whether it is justified and consistent with national policy.  

4.16 IMP highlights the following deficiencies of MM35 as drafted, which could in our view 

facilitate unsustainable development: 
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(i) It is unclear what is meant by “certain” types of employment land – our 

preference would be for all relevant and foreseeable types of economic 

activity to be clearly defined in accordance with paragraph 161 of the 

NPPF utilising the WMLIS 2019.  

(ii) The policy should be tightened to refer to specific or exceptional locational 

requirements of key sectors identified in the WMLIS and define the size 

threshold or characteristics of qualifying proposals.  

(iii) The list of criteria is narrow and fails to adequately cover the key 

characteristics of sustainable development, including meeting the 

challenge of climate change, and conserving and enhancing the natural 

environment. This may permit development which contributes to an 

unsustainable pattern of development across the borough.  

(iv) As expressed at previous hearings, the policy will encourage the 

submission of early speculative planning applications across multiple sites 

which will only exacerbate the frustrations Council officers voice in their 

draft response to the ‘Planning for the Future’ White Paper, reported to 

the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee on 1 October 2020 

(see paragraphs 5.6 and 5.7 of Agenda Item No 7 at Appendix 1).  

4.17 In light of these deficiencies, IMP proposes an amended version of MM35 should the 

Inspector conclude in the absence of our preferred site allocation that it is required to 

make the Local Plan sound, as follows: 

Revised MM35 

“The Council will support proposals for additional employment land which 

address specific or exceptional locational requirements for research and/or 

advanced manufacturing and/or storage and distribution operations that 

cannot be met from land allocated in this plan.  

The Council will favourably consider proposals which meet the following 

criteria: 

a) The site is of strategic significance either in size or other characteristics and 

is located within Area A of Figure 4.10 of the West Midlands Strategic 

Employment Sites Study (September 2015) or any area defined in a successor 

study.  

b) The proposals should address one of the key sectors identified in the West 

Midlands Local Industrial Strategy, Strategic Economic Plan or Council’s 

economic development strategy, or demonstrate an exceptional contribution 

to economic growth, productivity or skills improvement.  

c) The site should benefit from or be capable of delivering high quality 

connectivity for future occupiers, particularly those requiring proximity to 

railfreight facilities, the motorway or trunk road network and public transport 
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accessibility for employees, with a clear commitment to improving modal shift 

and promoting active travel. 

d) The site should be capable of being adequately served by power and digital 

technology, including renewable energy sources. 

e) The proposals should deliver net gain for biodiversity through on-site 

habitat enhancement and strategically linked off-setting initiatives, 

complementary green infrastructure, low carbon energy efficient buildings 

and other sustainability measures; and supporting on-site amenity uses.  

f) The proposals should not be detrimental to the health and living conditions 

of any neighbouring residents by virtue of noise, vibration or visual impact, 

unless these can be adequately and appropriately mitigated.   

Any proposals should also demonstrate that there are no suitable, available 

or viable alternative sites to meet the requirement in adjoining districts within 

the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study’s prime market area (or 

equivalent area subsequently identified).  

Sites in the Green Belt will also need to demonstrate that very special 

circumstances exist that justify allowing otherwise inappropriate 

development.” 

 

4.18 Supporting text would also need to be developed which might cover matters such as 

the sustainability benefits of permitting one larger site over multiple sites of the 

minimum size threshold. 

4.19 Paragraph 6.7 of the Procedural Guide for Local Plan Examinations (June 2019) states 

that the need for SA should be considered before a recommendation is made on the 

final schedule of modifications. Given the potential scale and consequences for 

sustainable patterns of development in the borough, IMP considers that MM35 should 

be subject to SA, which we cover in section 5 below.  

4.20 IMP reserves the right to review and comment on the final proposed version of MM35, 

following the hearing sessions, when the finalised schedule of MMs will be subject to 

further public consultation. It is not, in our view, an adequate substitute for a plan-led 

approach. 
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5. Sustainability Appraisal 

5.1 Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan in March 2017, IMP has engaged fully with 

the SA process, making representations and suggestions to NWBC to improve the local 

plan’s social, environmental and economic performance through the delivery of 

sustainable economic growth. 

5.2 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) defines the role of the SA process as2: 

“A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must be carried out 

during the preparation of local plans and spatial development strategies. Its 

role is to promote sustainable development by assessing the extent to which 

the emerging plan, when judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to 

achieve relevant environmental, economic and social objectives. 

This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can 

contribute to improvements in environmental, social and economic 

conditions, as well as a means of identifying and mitigating any potential 

adverse effects that the plan might otherwise have. By doing so, it can help 

make sure that the proposals in the plan are appropriate given the 

reasonable alternatives. It can be used to test the evidence underpinning the 

plan and help to demonstrate how the tests of soundness have been met. 

Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process informing 

the development of the plan.” 

5.3 During the examination hearings, IMP identified several procedural and legal 

deficiencies with the SA process which (without repeating them here as per the 

Inspector’s request) have resulted in the following deficiencies with the Local Plan: 

(a) A failure to correctly identify the economic, social and environmental baseline of 

the district through a legally compliant SA scoping exercise. This has resulted in 

the SA utilising a Scoping Report from 2006 and referring to employment, 

economic and housing delivery baseline information from 2012 which (amongst 

other issues) refers to an ‘oversupply’ of employment land within the district. 

(b) Despite clear evidence, the SA and Local Plan have failed to present and assess 

reasonable alternatives for the provision of higher levels of employment land to 

reflect evidence of demand and capture the opportunity to create more jobs and 

economic growth within the district in line with the ‘high growth’ option being 

pursued. 

5.4 These deficiencies are now compounded further as a result of the following significant 

factors: 

                                                           
2 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strategic-environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-
appraisal. Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 11-001-20190722 
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(a) The time elapsed since the examination which has exacerbated the issues of 

employment land supply as demonstrated by the additional evidence base 

outline above; and 

(b) The additional SA work which confirms the need for further assessment of 

reasonable alternatives for the release of employment land.  

The Additional SA Work 

5.5 The current Local Plan consultation is the first opportunity to pass comment on the 

additional SA work recommended by the Inspector on 18 December 2018, almost two 

years ago. This work [CD1_2A] has been undertaken to assess the three levels of 

housing growth considered in the Local Plan, which are: 

• 5,808 dwellings; excluding any of Birmingham’s unmet housing need; 

• 7,963 dwellings – A lower percentage of Birmingham’s unmet housing need; and 

• 9,598 dwellings – The submitted Plan (aka ‘high growth’ option). 

5.6 This work was published on 25 February 2019 in advance of the resumed examination 

but was not published for consultation. The examination hearing also did not allow any 

interrogation or debate on the new SA work. 

5.7 It is therefore over 18 months old and not reflective of current market conditions. 

5.8 IMP remains of the opinion that the additional SA work should have considered 

reasonable alternatives for the delivery of strategic employment land; a view which is 

supported by the results of this additional SA work with respect to the delivery of 

housing.   

5.9 Table 4 of the SA summarises and ranks the performance of each of the three growth 

options against the different SA objectives. Of particular interest is the commentary 

against SA objectives 18 (Economy) and 19 (Employment) both of which are ranked the 

‘most sustainable’ option with respect to each of the objectives: 

• SA Objective 18 - The high growth alternative is likely to provide the greatest 

catalyst for economic activity in North Warwickshire, temporarily through 

construction work and use of local suppliers, and in the longer-term by 

accommodating a higher population who will use the goods and services 

provided by North Warwickshire’s businesses. In addition, it is the alternative 

most likely to provide for the highest addition of employment land allowing for 

new business investment. The low growth alternative is the least likely to 

strengthen the local economy for the opposite reasons. The two middle growth 

scenarios are likely to deliver similar inputs into the local economy.  

• SA Objective 19 - The scores for employment are similar for the economy, 

following the same rationale. The greater the stimulus for economic activity the 

higher the likelihood of job creation and a diverse choice of jobs. Hence, the high 
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growth alternative performs strongest and the low growth alternative the least 

well. 

5.10 The SA recognises that the ‘high growth’ housing option (i.e. the submitted plan) will 

result in a larger stimulus to the local economy from the housing numbers. This in turn 

will result in a greater demand for jobs and employment land. 

5.11 This was reflected in the Council’s most recent update to their employment land 

evidence base produced by GL Hearn3 in 2017. This simply converts the higher housing 

numbers into an employment land requirement which, under Scenario D in Figure 3 

shows a need for 100 hectares of which 81ha is for B8, 6ha for B1c/B2 and 13ha for 

B1a/b. As we have explored separately, the borough has a legacy of former Regional 

Employment Sites at Birch Coppice and Hams Hall, but the only new allocation in the 

plan is the 42ha expansion at the Horiba MIRA Technology Park. 

5.12 Furthermore, the exercise carried out in the further SA work and the associated 

evidence base is a balancing exercise, exploring the consequences of accommodating 

unmet housing need from Birmingham and providing a commensurate amount of 

employment land to meet the needs of those new residents. It does not reflect the 

broader ‘strategic employment land’ needs of the sub-region which are evidenced by 

the 2015 study and the emerging 2019 (2020) study.  

5.13 The understandable desire to reduce out-commuting is perfectly sustainable in itself, 

but the district is geographically diverse and happens to be located on the edge of the 

Birmingham/Solihull conurbation, so some cross-boundary travel to work is not 

necessarily longer distance than some within-borough commutes. Meeting strategic 

employment land need in the borough is therefore not unsustainable of itself, and 

should have been considered a reasonable alternative as part of the further SA work. 

5.14 It is therefore highly likely that the reasonable alternative selected for the provision of 

housing will not be the ‘most sustainable’ option for the Local Plan given it will be 

unable to meet either local or strategic need for employment land.  

5.15 In evaluating the impacts of the different housing growth options, the SA has failed to 

consider whether the benefits from higher housing to the local economy can be 

achieved in the absence of reasonable alternatives for higher employment delivery or a 

mechanism to facilitate this. 

5.16 Without proper consideration in the SA process, the provision of additional strategic 

employment land in an unplanned way creates the real possibility that there will either 

be insufficient employment land within the plan period to meet both local and 

strategic need, or that permissions will be granted on their merits which will not have 

been properly assessed in terms of their performance against the SA objectives.  

5.17 This brings us onto MM35. 

                                                           
3 https://www.northwarks.gov.uk/download/cd88_employment_land_review_further_update.pdf 
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MM35 

5.18 As set out above in section 4, MM35 has been introduced as an ‘exceptions’ approach 

to proposals for employment development that cannot be met by the policies and 

allocations in the plan. Whilst IMP believes that the planned allocation of employment 

land is the only way to ensure a sound plan, IMP has suggested an alternative to 

MM35.  

5.19 Should the Inspector agree that MM35 (either the IMP version or another variant) 

should be incorporated into the Local Plan to ensure soundness, then this policy should 

be subject to SA and published for consultation.  

5.20 Furthermore, the potential for reasonable alternatives to this policy must also be 

considered and tested in order to meet the requirements of the SEA regulations. These 

alternatives could include the implications of not providing a policy such as MM35 and 

any other option for providing additional employment land, including our preference of 

making allocations in the plan. 

Summary 

5.21 IMP’s previous concerns with respect to the procedural and legal deficiencies of the SA 

remain and have not been rectified with the additional SA work. 

5.22 The additional SA work has identified that the high growth housing option in the 

submitted plan will create significant additional demand for both employment land and 

jobs but has not considered the potential additional requirement for strategic needs. 

The potential for unsustainable patterns of development has therefore not been 

properly assessed.  

5.23 To ensure a sound and legally compliant plan, additional SA work must be undertaken 

to assess the sustainability impacts of additional employment land (either direct 

provision or through MM35). 
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6. Conclusions 

6.1 The plan in its current form, including the Main Modifications, remains in our view 

unsound. 

6.2 The further SA work has not gone far enough and remains deficient in a number of 

respects, such that it is not legally compliant. 

6.3 There is new evidence, and recent strategic documents, which all providing further 

compulsion to the Council using this local plan as a means to allocate strategic 

employment land, despite there still being no sub-regional consensus on how much 

and where to distribute it to. This remains a failure of strategic planning in the West 

Midlands, but not one this local plan should ignore. 

6.4 Our preference remains for this plan to do the job the previous Core Strategy Inspector 

in 2014 recommended and address the need for strategic employment land, which is 

self-evident (as it was in 2015 and will be on publication of the 2020 update study). 

6.5 If the Inspector does not agree with this approach, despite there having been ample 

time to do this, the plan should be modified by a clear policy requirement for early 

review through MM7 (as proposed to be amended) and a revised exceptions policy 

through MM35 (as proposed to be amended). 
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Appendix 1: Agenda Item No 7, Local 
Development Framework Sub-
Committee, 1 October 2020, 
Planning Consultations 
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5.3 This then leads onto another tension – greater public involvement.  Although 

there is mention of Neighbourhood Plans and community involvement, it is 
difficult at the present time to see how and where these will fit into the new 
system.  In the current system, there is much less public interest in the Plan 
making stage for a variety of reasons.  There is much more interest in the 
planning application stage.  Unless a way is developed to change this, then 
the White Paper will just move the real decision to the stage that has less 
public involvement.  One of the aims of the White Paper is to regain trust in 
the system, but that is likely to reduce trust – unless there is a change, people 
will get involved in an application and be told it’s all been sorted 10 years ago.  
The White Paper should make it clear that there may be fewer ‘physical’ 
consultations in the future. 

 
5.4 One solution to this may be to have a far more ‘closed’ development system. 

A reduced Plan from 15 years to 10 years might help but, if Local Plans were 
in effect the method of granting a rolling programme of 5 years’ worth of 
housing, then the process could deal in one place with the principles (levels of 
housing, spatial distribution, etc) and provide all the detail required to grant an 
actual permission so that everyone would know what housing would be built to 
maintain 5 or more years housing for the needs of that area. 

 
5.5 This would have to be accompanied with some sort of incentive system to 

make developers build.  There are currently outstanding permissions for 1 
million houses in the country – 3 years supply.  There is very little in the White 
Paper about delivery – it is all demand side; two paragraphs in an 80 page 
document.  If the desire is to increase certainty and ‘planned-ness’ then both 
sides of the demand and supply calculation need to be addressed.  

 
5.6 There is also a link to trust here – one of the most frustrating things for 

Members and the public is when speculative schemes in areas not allocated 
are granted permission, particularly in circumstances where it is 
acknowledged that it’s not a very suitable location but has only got through 
because, at a particular point in time, the Local Plan and controls are ‘out of 
date’.  This could result in more speculative schemes, ie, schemes that are 
furthest from delivery – sites put forward to take advantage of the current 
status of the Plan, but with none of the details needed for delivery having 
been agreed.  This is even more the case because whether the Local Plan is 
out of date can be manipulated by developers not bringing sites forward for 
delivery.  This constant move between ‘out of date’ and fully in force brings 
the system into disrepute.  More certain in terms of permissions and delivery 
is therefore needed and not really addressed in the White Paper.  

 
5.7 For this to be most effective, the door would then close and there would be far 

fewer opportunities for speculative development.  Developers would know that 
only sites that have been taken through the Local Plan process will be 
developed, as there should be less risk of sites not coming forward if all the 
details have been considered and if there are incentives to actually develop.  
This will provide less flexibility in the system, but there needs to be an honest 
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appraisal of the fact that certainty comes at the expense of flexibility and vice 
versa.  

 
5.8 There is no evidence put forward in the White Paper as to when land moves 

from a possible strategic asset holding status, to a definite development 
project.  Our experience is that this isn’t necessarily at allocation or even 
outline permission stage, but at detailed permission stage (and often even 
after that).  If we are trying to get to the point where sites will actually get 
developed at the earliest point, then we need more evidence that an 
‘enhanced permission in principle’ concept will move us along that route.  The 
feeling is that it is only when an actual developer is on board and in project 
initiation mode that there is any certainty about housing starting to be built.  If 
the Government wishes to increase the certainty in the system, then it might 
be better for Local Plans to grant in effect actual permissions, with financial 
penalties if not developed within, say, 5 years.  The horse trading between 
landowners, option holders and developers therefore would have to come 
much earlier in the project promotion stage, bringing everything else forward 
with it. 

 
5.9 One financial penalty could be for sites with permission, but not developed, to 

be charged business rates as a commercial property rather than, for example, 
as having an agricultural rating when the real value of land with permission is 
included in developer’s asset sheets (but not taxed accordingly). 

 
5.10 Overall, therefore, there is a significant tension at the heart of the proposal – 

simplifying, without taking much out; greater trust and involvement but moving 
the ‘power’/decisions to the stage of the system that currently gets least public 
attention; trying to determine detailed matters too early in the process and not 
at the planning application or delivery stage; nothing on delivery; a ‘cake and 
eat it approach’ to certainty – clearer allocations but still leaving flexibility 
therefore not providing sufficient incentives in the system to clearly identify 
sites for enough housing that will actually be delivered because the work from 
a financial/business sense and also practically. 

 
5.11 Given that 9 out of 10 applications are approved by local planning authorities 

and there are permissions for 1 million unbuilt homes, it could be argued that 
there is less of a problem than suggested in the White Paper and that more 
attention should be given to the supply side. 

 
5.12 It is also not clear what will change other than for ‘growth areas’ – for 

protected areas (such as Green Belt) then we can ‘justify more stringent 
development controls’; for renewal areas there would be a ‘statutory 
presumption in favour of development being granted’.  Members will recall 
these or very similar phrases being used for land within development 
boundaries or for land in the Green Belt. 

 
5.13 The focus of the White Paper is clearly on housing with a lack of detail on how 

other development, such as employment land and renewable energy should 
be viewed.  More detail is required. 
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Susan Wilson

From: Nick Sandford 

Sent: 07 October 2020 17:19

To: planningpolicy

Subject: North Warwickshire Local Plan

We have just one comment with respect to the proposed main modifications in your local plan, with reference to MM54 on ancient woodland and 
ancient/veteran trees   We would like to see the words in bold added to fully reflect the recommendations for local plan wordings in the Natural England 
Standing Advice on ancient woodland and ancient/veteran trees.     This can be referenced on the Gov.uk website at:   https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-
woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences  
 
Best wishes 
 
Nick Sandford 
Regional External Affairs Officer  
The Woodland Trust 

 
 
 
 
A minimum buffer zone of 15m will be required for ancient woodland and individual ancient or veteran trees. 
The size and type of buffer zone should vary depending on the scale, type and impact of the development and 
the sensitivity of the natural asset(s) that may be affected based on proportionate evidence. 
 
A buffer zone around an ancient or veteran tree should be at least 15 times larger than the diameter of the tree. The buffer zone should be 5m from 
the edge of the tree’s canopy if that area is larger than 15 times the tree’s diameter. 
 
Where possible, a buffer zone should: 
•contribute to wider ecological networks 
•be part of the green infrastructure of the area 
Encouragement will be given to the planting of street 

The information contained in this e-mail along with any attachments may be confidential, legally privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. It is intended for the 
named individual(s) or entity who is/are the only authorised recipient(s). If this message has reached you in error please notify the sender immediately and delete it 
without review. 
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Anything in this email which does not relate to the Woodland Trust’s official business is neither given nor endorsed by the Woodland Trust. Email is not secure and may 
contain viruses. We make every effort to ensure email is sent without viruses, but cannot guarantee this and recommend recipients take appropriate precautions. We may 
monitor email traffic data and content in accordance with our policies and English law. Thank you.  

The Woodland Trust is a charity registered in England (No. 294344) and in Scotland (No. SC038885). 

A non-profit making company limited by guarantee. 

Registered in England No. 1982873. 

Registered Office: Kempton Way, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6LL. 

http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk 



 

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East. 

Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. 
A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138. Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 October 2020 
Potential Main Mods 051020 

 
 
 
Forward Planning Team 
North Warwickshire Borough Council 
 
 
By email: planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir 
 
NWBC20E   Potential Main Modifications - Consultation 
 
Further to the consultation on the 27no documents published since the last of the EIP hearing sessions, we 
submit the following comments on behalf of Prologis (UK) Ltd who have commented throughout the drafting 
and Examination of the Local Plan Review.  Prologis is concerned to ensure that adequate provision is made 
for employment land in appropriate locations to meet the need for strategically located sites able to 
accommodate employment development requirements of greater than local need.  
 
Comments are made primarily in response to NWBC20E – Potential Main Modifications July 2020, however 
for context and in support of the points we make in response to NWBC20E, reference is made to other 
consultation documents with references highlighted, and to new current market evidence of demand and the 
final draft of the West Midlands Strategic Sites Study Phase 2 which is expected to be published imminently. 
 
 
 
It is noted that the letter from the Inspector regarding future Examination progress June 2019 (INSP18) states 
at paragraph 8 that the development requirements identified at LP6 should be expressed as minimum levels.  
This applies to employment land requirements as well as housing requirements.  
 
NWBC’s letter of response dated 10 September 2019 (NWBC24) declined to accept the housing figures of 
LP6 as minima, albeit with acceptance of housing figures as minima if the Inspector believes that is 
appropriate, but made no comment in respect of the employment numbers.  It is important for NWBC to 
acknowledge that the employment land requirements set out in LP6 are also minima and we note that 
INSP19 states that the Plan will be unsound without doing so.  The Council’s response NWBC25 concedes to 
accept LP6 targets as minima only in respect of housing.  We consider that the employment target of LP6 
should also be expressed as a minimum. 
 
The employment land numbers expressed through LP6 are presently drafted to deal only with locally 
generated employment land requirements.  NWBC has maintained through the EIP that there is a relationship 
between housing and employment land provision, it must follow therefore that the employment land which the 
Plan makes provision for should be able to increase in line with any increase in housing.  That however only 
continues to address locally derived need.  The principle that we have maintained throughout the Local Plan 
review, is that provision should also be made for land for employment development to meet the need for 
strategically located sites able to accommodate employment development requirements of greater than local 
need.  In addition to ensuring adequate local needs employment land can come forward, it is vital that LP6 
does not function as a barrier to strategic / greater than local employment sites coming forward.  We therefore 
urge NWBC to ensure that LP6 embraces all aspects of employment development and does so in a 
permissive way, supporting employment development where the market wishes to deliver it in appropriate 
locations.  
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The impact of Covid-19 has heightened the need for employment development to be supported.  Whilst the 
retail, leisure and service sectors of the economy have been struggling, the requirements for warehousing 
and distribution and industrial production space have continued to remain high.  There has remained strong 
demand for industrial and warehouse accommodation across the west midlands throughout the Covid period, 
with current supply levels of new and pre-occupied buildings at critically low levels.  
 
Data from Savills shows that at the national level, the take-up of industrial and warehousing accommodation 
in the first three quarters of 2020 (38.6 million sqft / 3.6 million sqm) has exceeded the annual total of any 
previous year (Savills has comprehensive data for 2007 – 2020, over which period the market has expanded 
considerably).  The final quarter of 2020 will only serve to further extend the outperformance of 2020 against 
all years previously.  The West Midlands accounts for 9% of the take-up so far in 2020.  The proportion of 
national take-up within the West Midlands is showing a decline against 12% for 2019 and the long term 
average of 16%.  This suggests that lack of available sites and buildings is constraining take-up in the West 
Midlands.  Despite there being some short term caution from occupiers in the automotive and aerospace 
markets which have been strong sectors of demand for the West Midlands occupier market, assessed 
against the long term average, there is just 1.8 years supply of accommodation across the West Midlands 
which is below the level that Savills consider is representative of a properly functioning market, and indicates 
a shortage of supply.  
 
Data from CBRE corroborates this picture, with CBRE reporting take-up of class B8 logistics space in Q3 
being more than double for the same period in 2019, and the take up in Q2 and Q3 alone being more than 
the annual take-up in 8 of the past 10 years.  Of that take-up in Q3, 20% is reported to be in the West 
Midlands.  
 
Savills data shows nationally, that 26% of take-up is through the re-occupation of previously occupied 
accommodation, 54% of take-up is of buildings which have been built to suit specific occupier requirements, 
and 20% of take-up is of buildings which have been speculatively developed without a specific occupier 
identified at the time construction commences.  This demonstrates that ¾ of all industrial and warehouse 
take-up is of new buildings which requires land to be available for development.    
 
Nationally the vacancy rate for industrial / warehouse buildings is 6%, but 75% of that vacant space is second 
hand.  Just 1.5% of buildings are vacant and new which is a very low level and an ordinary function of market 
dynamics.  This underlines the preference of the market for new buildings which meet modern occupier 
requirements.  The West Midlands has the highest level of completed speculatively built accommodation 
available on the market at the end of Q3 which illustrates the confidence of the development industry in 
bringing forward buildings at their risk to satisfy that 20% of market take-up.  However, there is currently only 
one building being speculatively constructed in the West Midlands, which at approximately 120,000sqft it is at 
the smaller end of the size ranges Savills monitor (100,000 – 200,000, 200,000 -300,000,  300,000 – 
400,000, 400,000 – 500,000 & 500,000sqft +).  This is a direct result of the lack of sites available across the 
region.  If developable land were available Savills occupier markets team is confident that more buildings 
would be being developed currently.  
 
The growth in take-up during 2020 reflects a strong increase in demand for warehousing from the online retail 
sector (36% of take-up in Q1-Q3) as the shopping habits of the nation have responded to the Covid-19 
imposed restrictions.  These requirements are expected to continue as the changes reflect both consumer 
demand for convenience and retailer consolidation of high street presence as they switch business models to 
a greater on-line offering.  The strong demand for strategically located industrial and distribution property is a 
trend that Savills therefore expects to continue during and beyond the Covid-19 imposed restrictions.  This 
assessment is supported by the latest summary of business conditions published by the Bank of England for 
Q3 2020 (17 September 2020).  The summary highlights that whilst there has been some uncertainty in retail 
and office property markets, “demand for industrial space remained strong, particularly for distribution and 
logistics premises, supported by the shift towards online retail”.   
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Supporting the economy is now more important than ever given the constraints under which it has and 
continues to operate as a result of Covid-19.  In his March 2020 letter the Chief Planner urged local planning 
authorities to prioritise decision making to ensure the planning system continues to function especially where 
this will support the local economy.  Permitted development prior approval applications are identified as a 
priority in order to enable economic activity to continue.  Through this guidance the Government is 
highlighting the importance of supporting economic activity during this period of unprecedented economic 
impact.  In her first letter, the new Chief Planner highlights the importance of continuing to bring forward local 
plans as a proactive and enabling process, and that in so doing, assumptions may need to be reconsidered 
and expectations re-set.   
 
Against the backdrop of the sharpest and most significant economic decline in recorded history with GDP 
falling 20% in Q2 (Bank of England), and with significant ongoing difficulty in many sectors of the economy 
and sharply rising unemployment, it is now more important than ever that those parts of the economy that are 
functioning are enabled to grow and to contribute to local and national economic recovery.  
 
In Annex J to its letter of 10 September 2019 (NWBC24B) the Council states in response to the Inspectors 
request for clarification on this matter, that LP6, LP11, LP13 and LP40 are strategic employment land policies 
for the purposes of NPPF 2012 para 156, with LP12 being a local policy.   
 
NPPF para 156 requires those strategic policies to deliver the jobs needed in the area, and the provision of 
other commercial development.  Para 158 requires full account to be taken of relevant market and economic 
signals.  Para 151 requires the Plan to contribute to achieving sustainable development, which for an 
economic role means “ensuring sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right 
time to support growth and innovation” (para 7).  The requirement of those strategic policies is to understand 
and plan for the needs of business within the economic markets operating within and across (para 160) the 
NWBC area.  The jobs and employment land needed in North Warwickshire are not therefore just those jobs 
arising from needs only within North Warwickshire, but also from the needs of markets operating across the 
wider region of which the NWBC area forms part.   
 
The clarification of the intended status of policies, serves to highlight that LP6, LP11, LP13 and LP40 do not 
perform all the functions that strategic policies are required to in respect of providing for employment and 
business needs.   
 
 
 
NWBC25 states that a lapse rate has not been applied to employment allocations.  Whilst we are not 
specifically concerned with the local only employment land provision to which the letter refers, the dismissal 
of including a lapse allowance appears to be optimistic and unrealistic.  There also appears to be an 
inconsistent approach to assessing supply and demand.  The Council states that sites below 0.4ha are not 
monitored in terms of requirements, but are in terms of supply.  At the smallest end of the employment land 
market, this will understate demand relative to supply.  Both of these factors add further weight to the need 
for flexibility being incorporated into the Plan to allow additional employment land to come forward.  
 
 
 
INSP20 addresses the issue of currency of evidence, with the Inspector highlighting concern that Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment and the original Viability Assessment date from 2013 and 2014 respectively.  At 
present NWBC intend that the Plan continues to proceed based upon that evidence (NWBC26).  In respect of 
the need for planned provision of strategic employment sites, we have placed reliance upon the West 
Midlands Strategic Employment Site Study of 2015, being evidence that was referenced but not yet published 
when the Inspector reported on the now adopted Local Plan examination and in respect of which he 
recommended the Local Plan be reviewed.  Against the backdrop of older evidence documents, we remain of 
the opinion that the WMSESS 2015 remains relevant evidence, however that study has been updated and is 
therefore in full accordance with para 1.11 of the Procedural Guide for Local Plan Examinations to which the 
Inspector refers.   
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The update of the WMSESS (WMSESSS 2) is now in final draft form dated September 2020.  Whilst the 
report has not yet been published, we understand it will be soon, and it is available to NWBC.  We therefore 
consider the WMSESS 2 should be considered as evidence for this Examination.  We understand that the 
WMSESS 2 Final Draft states that it provides a first step contribution to the evidence base to inform local plan 
reviews across the sub region.  The study does not seek to predict future demand, but does provide an 
assessment of the locations which are able to contribute to addressing identified shortfalls in supply of land.   
 
We understand that the WMSESS 2 Final Draft identifies four prime market locations for strategic land, one of 
which is the M42 corridor junctions 2 – 10 including that stretch through NWBC area.  From an evidence base 
from the 24 local authority areas covered by the study area, the draft study reports that it identified at its 
outset, a total of 664 allocated sites which met the study criteria for strategic employment site (we wonder 
whether this should read 64 sites).  The draft study concludes that just 12 sites continue to have capacity to 
meet the criteria.  The draft study urges caution with any conclusion that those 12 remaining sites are able to 
deliver strategic employment development due to the fact that they have not come forward to date and are 
likely to be constrained in some way.  The draft study concludes that on the basis of past trends, those 12 
sites represent less than 5 years supply of strategic sites identified and allocated, but they carry the caution 
noted above that those 12 sites are likely to be constrained and may not therefore be able to come forward.  
The draft study concludes there is an urgent need for strategic sites to be brought forward to provide a 
deliverable pipeline, noting the substantial lead in times to bring strategic sites forward.  The draft study notes 
that the ongoing covid-19 pandemic reinforces the conclusions reached in relation to the need to address the 
limited supply of sites urgently. 
 
All four of the key locations for meeting the need for strategic employment sites identified by the draft study 
are substantially affected by green belt, a point which is specifically noted by the study.  The draft study 
poses a question which we have posed in the hearing sessions, of whether the identified need for strategic 
employment sites is a very special circumstance to support the release of land from green belt?   
 
The draft study recommends that consideration is given to a new spatial framework policy mechanism to 
ensure that Local Plans identify and allocate sufficient land to meet strategic employment land needs.  
 
It follows from the conclusions and recommendations of the draft WMSESS phase 2 that the strategic policies 
of the Local Plan should make provision for strategic employment sites.  The evidence from both the phase 1 
study of 2015 and the phase 2 study of 2020 is consistent in supporting this strategic policy requirement.   
 
 
NWBC20E Potential Main Modifications: 
 
 
MM7 – The commitment of NWBC to work collaboratively with relevant authorities to refine the scale and 
distribution of employment needs within the functional economic market area.  The commitment is made in 
the context of an early review of the Local Plan  should evidence identify that a meaningful change is 
necessary.   
 
That evidence of need for additional employment land provision to meet strategic employment land needs 
exists now.  The evidence in that regard is set out above, and includes lack of supply of employment land, 
record levels of demand for new industrial and warehouse buildings, need to support the economy to combat 
the effects resulting from Covid-19, and updated evidence of need for strategic employment sites within the 
Borough.  The commitment that is made by the Council applies now and this current Plan should address the 
need that has been identified.   
 
 
MM10 – The Plan now acknowledges the need for it to respond to economic growth outside the Borough.  
This supports the point made above, for strategic employment land needs to be provided for by this Plan.  
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MM14 – The new paragraph intends to define the infrastructure which is necessary to support economic 
development.  Business premises including factory and warehouse buildings are a notable omission from the 
list.  Land and buildings from which businesses can operate are clearly a necessity if economic development 
is to be achieved and should be included within the list.   
 
 
MM16 – Although the Local Plan review is being conducted in accordance with the policy of the NPPF 2012, 
it would be helpful if the reference to NPPF in MM16 is clear that it means the NPPF 2019.   
 
 
MM19 – As proposed to be amended LP2 is not sufficiently permissive of employment development outside 
of the settlements in categories 1 to 4.  The category 5 policy is generally prohibitive of development, and the 
exceptions identified do not include strategic employment development.  The policy should make provision for 
strategic employment development to come forward outside of settlements in order to be consistent with 
MM35 and the Council’s proposals for new policy LP6a.   
 
 
MM34 – The change to express the employment land requirement as a minimum is supported.  
 
 
MM35 – Our preference remains for the Local Plan to make specific provision for strategic employment land 
either through allocation of specific sites or identification of wider locations, within which strategic employment 
development will be supported.  We consider that such measures are justified by the evidence presented 
through our representations, and examination matter statements and verbally at the hearing.  The up to date 
market evidence referenced in this letter, together with the WMSESS 2 provide further clear evidence of the 
need for strategic employment land provision, and for provision to meet part of that need in the M42 corridor 
within NWBC area.  The unprecedented economic recession of Q2 brought about by Covid-19 brings a new 
and urgent need to be doing everything possible to enable and support economic recovery.  Facilitating 
growth of those sectors which are performing well and able to provide economic growth to support the 
country is vital.  That includes manufacturing and distribution which requires a strategically located or sized 
site.  NWBC has a strategic location within the West Midlands, and the West Midlands has a strategic 
location within the UK.  Resetting expectations and reconsidering assumptions as advised by the Chief 
Planner indicates clearly that everything possible should be done to enable strategic employment land to 
come forward for development where the market needs it.   
 
If a version of Policy LP6a is the best that can be achieved from this Plan review, it is vital that LP6a is as 
permissive and supportive as possible.   
 
We have highlighted in the hearing sessions, the question of the evidence that LP6a calls for.  We consider 
that the WMSESS and WMSESS 2 provide evidence of both the need for strategic employment land and its 
immediacy.  The evidence goes further by also identifying the broad location in which that need should be 
met.  LP6a should therefore acknowledge that evidence exists, and that it meets the requirements of the 
evidence sought by the policy.  
 
Criterion iii of proposed policy LP6a requires development proposals brought forward under the policy to be 
otherwise acceptable with regard to the Plan as a whole.  A key issue in this regard will be the interface with 
settlement policy LP2 as referenced above under MM19, and green belt policy LP3.  Whilst MM22 proposes 
changes to LP3 which we have not otherwise commented upon, the solution could be achieved through 
amendment to LP3 or LP6a.  There needs to be clear acknowledgement that the need for strategic 
employment sites as evidenced does constitute very special circumstances justifying release of land from the 
green belt in accordance with LP3.  That can probably be best achieved by including acknowledgement to 
this effect within LP6a under a revised MM35.  
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MM49 – Policy LP11 has been clarified by NWBC24B as a strategic policy.  The change proposed through 
MM49 to the last paragraph of LP11 widens the scope of that part of the policy to also capture proposals for 
new employment development, and states that such proposals will be considered against LP1 and LP2.  For 
the reasons stated above in respect of MM19 it is important that LP2 does not work against new employment 
development coming forward.  It is also necessary for LP11 to cross reference and acknowledge proposals 
brought forward in accordance with LP6a.   
 
 
MMX LP25 – There appears to be a typographical error in the change.  It appears that the intended change is 
to requires transport assessments appropriate to the scale of development proposed, rather than for the TA 
to accommodate development of the scale proposed.  
 
 
 
 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment upon these Potential Main Modifications and the other 
background documents.  We trust that these comments are helpful.   
 
 
We note that the Council’s website refers to considering matters raised through this current consultation at 
focused hearing sessions which are currently scheduled for week commencing 19th October.  We question 
whether this allows sufficient time for the matters raised in consultation to be considered and for the 
Inspector’s questions arising therefrom to be properly considered by respondents ahead of those hearing 
sessions.  We do not wish the examination to take any longer than it needs to, but we do note that the 
Inspector states in INSP21 that hearing sessions should be no sooner than 6 weeks following the close of 
consultation.  We would appreciate the Council’s earliest clarification of the programme in order that diaries 
can be managed.   
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
Paul Rouse 
Director 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1. This representation has been prepared on behalf of Hodgetts Estates, who has already 
made representations to the emerging plan process and has appeared at the earlier 
stages of the Examination Hearings. 

1.1.2. Hodgetts Estates is the land owner of approximately 180 acres of arable farmland at the 
north-eastern quadrant of junction 10 of the M42 motorway near Tamworth (referred to 
hereafter as ‘Land North East of J10’. Hodgetts Estates has further land ownerships at 
Core 42 Business Park, Dordon and site allocation E2 Land to the west of Birch Coppice, 
Dordon. 

1.1.3. Land North East of J10 is bound by the M42 to the west, beyond which lies the border 
between North Warwickshire Borough Council (referred to hereafter as ‘NWBC’ or ‘the 
Council’) and Tamworth Borough Council. The Land North East of J10 is bound by the A5 
trunk road to the south, the settlement of Dordon to the east and the village of Birchmoor 
to the north. 

1.1.4. This representation is submitted to NWBC’s consultation on the Potential Main 
Modifications (MM) July 2020 (Examination Library ref. NWBC20E) to the emerging North 
Warwickshire Local Plan (NWLP). 

1.1.5. This representation focusses on MM25 (relating to Submission Policy LP5 Strategic Gap) 
and MM35 (relating to Submission Policy LP6a Additional Employment Land). 

1.1.6. We set out where we support the proposed MMs and also our outstanding concerns. 
Where we raise objections, we set out how the proposed wording needs to be changed in 
order to make the plan sound. 
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2 MM25 – POLICY LP5 (STRATEGIC GAP) 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

2.1.1. MM25 relates to draft policy LP5.   

The wording of the MM is set out below, with changes in red. Proposed new wording is 
shown bold and proposed deletions are struck through. 

LP5 Meaningful Strategic Gap 

1) The Meaningful Strategic Gap between Tamworth and Polesworth and Dordon 
is defined on the Proposals Policies Map 

2) Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate 
identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap 
between them. 

3 All new development within the gap should be small in scale and not intrude 
visually into the gap or physically reduce the size of the gap. 

3 Development should not significantly reduce the visual separation between 
Polesworth with Dordon, and Tamworth. 

2.1.2. We object to the existing wording of Policy LP5 at MM25 as set out in our detailed 
comments below. 

2.1.3. This submission is supported by a ‘Memorandum (henceforth referred to as the ‘SLR 
Memorandum’ prepared by Jeremy Smith BSc (Hons), DipLA, CMLI, a chartered 
landscape architect with 29 years of experience, and a Director at SLR Consulting. 

2.2 CHANGE FROM ‘MEANINGFUL’ TO ‘STRATEGIC’ 

2.2.1. In the Local Plan Submission Version 2018 (Examination Library ref. CD0/1), the policy 
referred to a ‘Meaningful Gap’, but it is now proposed to reword this to ‘Strategic Gap’.  

2.2.2. As noted in the SLR Memorandum, ‘Strategic’ and ‘Local’ Gaps are sometimes also 
known as ‘Green Gaps’ or ‘Green Wedges’. 

2.2.3. The term ‘Meaningful Gap’ originates from the Report to North Warwickshire Borough 
Council (Examination Library ref. AD29) on the North Warwickshire Core Strategy 2014 
(Examination Library ref. CD6/2B), by the presiding Inspector, Mr A Thickett BA(HONS) 
BTP MRTPI Dip RSA. The use of the term ‘Meaningful’ as opposed Strategic/Local/Green 
Gaps or even Green Wedge is instructive as it demonstrates the Inspector did not intend 
that a policy designation be created. 

2.2.4. We therefore have no objection to this change. 
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2.3 LANDSCAPE OBJECTIONS TO PART THREE WORDING 

“Small in scale” 

2.3.1. We support the removal of the original wording which required that development should 
be small in scale. We support the fact that the policy is permissive of development and, 
rightly, that development can be greater than ‘small scale’. 

2.3.2. This stipulation was unnecessarily onerous and was not based on evidence. It precluded 
development opportunities which, whilst not ‘small in scale’, may still be appropriately and 
carefully designed so as to ensure that a meaningful gap is retained between Polesworth 
with Dordon, and Tamworth. 

2.3.3. Hodgetts Estates has undertaken extensive feasibility work which demonstrates that 
development can be brought forward on a larger scale without undermining the gap 
between the settlements adjacent to the Land North East of J10. 

2.3.4. In this way the original wording was not ‘justified’, and the policy failed this test of 
soundness. 

“Visual Separation” 

2.3.5. Whilst we support the removal of ‘small in scale’, the proposed alternative phrase, ‘visual 
separation’, is still not appropriately worded and therefore we object to the MM.  

2.3.6. Focussing solely on the visual aspect of landscape assessment is not a justified or 
positively prepared approach.  

2.3.7. The evidence base informing this policy is the Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful 
Gap and Potential Green Belt Alterations January 2018 (Examination Library ref. CD6/10).  

2.3.8. CD6/10 fundamentally fails to assess the strategic gap appropriately as it does not use 
the widely accepted ‘Eastleigh Criteria’. This is an established approach when undertaking 
such assessments and has been used by numerous other local planning authorities 
(LPAs) in the preparation of local plans.  

2.3.9. The SLR Memorandum, submitted separately but also appended for ease, provides 
further background to the ‘Eastleigh Criteria’ and demonstrates how this standard 
approach has been taken by other LPAs across the UK. By way of an overview, the 
‘Eastleigh Criteria’ confirms that the following factors are ALL important considerations 
when assessing the purpose of a strategic gap: 

 Distance; 
 Topography; 
 Landscape character / type; 
 Vegetation; 
 Existing use and density of buildings; 
 The nature of urban edges; 
 Inter-visibility (the ability to see one edge from another); 
 Intra-visibility (the ability to see both edges from a single point); and 
 The sense of leaving a place and arriving somewhere else. 
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2.3.10. The SLR Memorandum makes clear that there is much more to consider than purely the 
visual separation of settlements.  

2.3.11. The principle of the policy rightly acknowledges that some development could be 
acceptable within the gap. However, in its current wording and by virtue of the 
accompanying proposals map designation, in the case of the Land North East of J10, the 
policy is at risk of sterilising a very large parcel of land – in a very sustainable location – 
from any form of development. This is not positively prepared. 

2.3.12. The reasoned justification to the policy should acknowledge that that not all the land within 
the designation will hold the same value and role in maintaining the gap. We bring out 
further justification on this point through the analysis of CD6/10 in the next section, and in 
the accompanying SLR Memorandum. The justification should acknowledge that 
development which physically and visually intrudes on the gap could still provide a clear 
sense of separation. It should also make clear what considerations will be taken into 
account when development proposals are assessed, namely, the Eastleigh Criteria, as 
these offer a clear framework for the LPA to properly assess the impact of development 
proposals within the gap. 

2.3.13. In tandem, the proposals map should be amended to demarcate the area with arrows or 
be alternatively graded with less formal boundaries. A suitable example is found within 
Bedford Borough Council’s local plan, an excerpt of which is set out in the SLR 
Memorandum. It uses arrows to show clearly where the important strategic gap is but, 
critically, the arrows do not extend to both sides of the gap, thereby showing that a level of 
appropriate development would be acceptable.  

2.3.14. In addition, these changes should also be reflected in the proposed monitoring indicators 
for Policy LP5 (at page 73 of the MM). 

2.3.15. Current wording referring to the “extent” of strategic gap, and “numerical loss of area 
defined as strategic gap (in hectares/square metres)” are rudimentary and overly 
simplistic – even when using the wording currently proposed in the MM. Given the 
numerous considerations that should be taken into account when assessing impact (as 
set out in the Eastleigh Criteria above), references within the monitoring indicator to 
“extent” and “numerical loss” are wholly inappropriate and should be removed. 

2.3.16. Reference to “visual” separation should be deleted or replaced with “sense of” separation. 

Critique of the Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and Potential Green 
Belt Alterations, January 2018 

Approach to defining parcels for assessment 

2.3.17. Land north east of J10 is identified in CD6/10 within Area 8. This is a significant parcel of 
land – some 73 hectares / 180 acres just within our client’s ownership – yet is considered 
as a single parcel for its contribution to the meaningful gap. No finer assessment is 
provided to consider smaller parcels within Area 8. 

2.3.18. It is worth noting the critical appraisal of the land parcels used within CD6/10 as set out at 
Table 2 of the ‘Critical Appraisal of Meaningful Gap Evidence Base’ (CD1/4 Local Plan 
Regulation 19 Response SLP429) prepared by Nicholas Pearson Associates on behalf of 
Hodgetts Estates.  
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2.3.19. This appraisal notes, inter alia, that the land parcels used within CD6/10 take forward 
those defined by NWBC within its own Meaningful Gap Assessment (August 2015), and 
that by doing so, CD6/10 is not an independent and objective assessment as is claimed at 
para. 1.1 of CD6/10. 

2.3.20. CD6/10 states that if Area 8 were to be developed in its entirety, this would result in the 
merging of settlements. No consideration is given to acknowledge that part of the parcel 
could be developed appropriately without resulting in the merging of settlements, and 
conceivably provide several benefits such as creating ecologically-rich woodland, 
reinstating historic field boundaries, softening the hard ridgeline built-form of Dordon’s 
western extent, or providing public open space, screening, etc.  

2.3.21. Hodgetts Estates has undertaken extensive feasibility work at a finer assessment level to 
demonstrate that certain parcels within Area 8 could be appropriately developed whilst still 
maintaining the sense of separation between the settlements. This is possible because of 
the significant size of the parcel overall, and because the entire width of the parcel lies in 
a single ownership. 

2.3.22. We object to the assertion that the entirety of the land identified as Area 8 ‘performs very 
strongly’ as a strategic gap.  

2.3.23. The SLR Memorandum sets out numerous examples of precedents from other local 
planning authorities demonstrating that only land required for the purposes of ensuring a 
sense of separation and openness should be designated in gap policy. For example, the 
Fareham Core Strategy states that ‘in defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is 
necessary to prevent the coalescence of settlements should be included’. 

2.3.24. Rather, it is the functionality of the strategic gap which should be preserved, not the open 
nature of any particular part of it. 

2.3.25. Indeed, the recent Inspector’s decision (ref. APP/R3705/W/15/3136495) for land south 
east of the M42 Junction, which is part of the same meaningful gap, provides further 
justification for this position. The Inspector notes that, given its size and the fact that it 
runs through a tree-lined cutting in this location, the M42 motorway provides a definitive 
boundary and clear separation to Tamworth and beyond.  The motorway limits the 
perception of any harmful coalescence of Tamworth and Birchmoor.  In the same way, the 
partial development of some parcels within Area 8 could maintain a meaningful gap 
between Polesworth and Dordon to the east and Tamworth to the west. This can be 
achieved by looking at the parcel comprehensively (rather than a piecemeal approach), 
because the entirety of the land is within one ownership. 

Approach to assessing the role of each parcel 

2.3.26. CD6/10 (at table 3.1) uses the second Green Belt purpose (to prevent neighbouring towns 
merging into one another) to assess land parcels for allocation as a meaningful gap. We 
do not consider that this approach is sound as, fundamentally, a strategic gap does not 
perform the same role as the Green Belt. 

2.3.27. Nevertheless, the table shows that parcels of land are to be assessed for their 
‘contribution to the sense of separation’. Clearly, ‘sense’ refers to far more than simply the 
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visual aspect referred to in the proposed amended policy wording, as we have already 
stated.   

2.3.28. The narrow focus in Policy LP5 on the ‘visual separation’ of settlements, as opposed to 
the successful functioning of a meaningful gap as a whole, does not align with the 
evidence base which is meant to inform it. It is an overly simplistic one-test policy that 
does not account for the accepted and more nuanced approach within the Eastleigh Test 
(ie ‘sense of separation’).   

2.3.29. As currently drafted the policy also ignores the significant opportunities that exist to 
improve the landscape within the meaningful gap as part of partial development of the gap 
and soften the urban edges of Dordon, Birchmoor and St Modwens Park, Tamworth.  

2.3.30. This contradictory approach is not justified and does not meet the tests of soundness.  

2.3.31. The notation on the proposals map also needs to be revised to clearly show where the 
important strategic gap is but, critically, show that a level of appropriate development 
would be acceptable. The SLR Memorandum provides further explanation of this 
proposed change.  

2.4 TESTS OF SOUNDNESS (NPPF 2012 PARAGRAPH 182) 

NPPF test: is it positively prepared? 

2.4.1. As currently worded, Policy LP5 is not positively prepared.  

2.4.2. It could impede much-needed strategic employment development, for example, from 
coming forward in a sustainable location close to Birmingham Intermodal Freight 
Terminal, even if the need for such development is established and other local plan 
policies support development. In this regard, as worded, Policy LP5 contradicts Policy 
LP6a and creates unjustified tension in the NWLP. 

NPPF test: is it justified? 

2.4.3. Protecting only the visual separation of the settlements, as opposed to the ‘sense’ of 
separation does not align with the Council’s own evidence base. This is not justified and is 
therefore unsound. 

2.4.4. On this basis alone, if the Council wishes to rely Green Belt purpose 2 in CD6/10 as the 
means of assessing the acceptability of development within the Strategic Gap, then the 
policy must be reworded to align with the evidence base. It must make clear that 
development should not significantly reduce the sense of separation between 
Polesworth with Dordon, and Tamworth.  

NPPF test: is it effective? 

2.4.5. We support the principle of Policy LP5 being permissive of appropriate development 
where it meets certain criteria, as it enables the LPA to support proposals which align with 
other development plan policies like LP6a.   

2.4.6. However, as currently drafted, it is overly restrictive and therefore not effective. The policy 
needs to set the appropriate levels of control so that appropriate development proposals 
aren’t unduly restricted. Our proposed changes below ensure that the policy can be 
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effective in bringing forward appropriate development and maintaining control over 
inappropriate development.  

NPPF test: is it consistent with national policy? 

2.4.7. NPPF 2012 is clear throughout that the planning system must meet development needs, 
drive economic growth and help to meet the unmet requirements from neighbouring 
authorities (paragraphs 7, 20 and 182).   

2.4.8. Unduly impeding the delivery of appropriate and sustainable economic development 
would fundamentally conflict with the main thrust of the NPPF. 

Conclusion on tests of soundness 

2.4.9. To conclude, the wording of Part Three does not meet the NPPF 2012 tests of soundness 
(paragraph 182): 

 It is not positively prepared, as it would unduly limit the assessment of development 
proposals within the Strategic Gap, potentially hindering economic growth in the 
borough. 

 It is not justified, as it does not align with the approach taken in the Council’s own 
evidence base which informs the Plan. 

 It is not currently effective, as it does not offer an appropriate mechanism for 
controlling inappropriate development and supporting appropriate development. 

 It is not consistent with national policy, which calls for local planning authorities to 
drive economic growth. 

2.5 CONFLICT WITH PROPOSED NEW POLICY LP6A 

2.5.1. We provide our full comments on proposed new policy LP6a in the next section of this 
representation. However, for completeness, we highlight here that Policy LP5, as currently 
drafted, conflicts with the proposed new Policy LP6a. 

2.5.2. The clear thrust of new Policy LP6a is to significantly boost employment development in 
the borough, where the need for such development is clearly evidenced. 

2.5.3. Land north east of J10 is within the corridor identified for strategic scale employment 
development in the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 2015 (WMSESS) 
(Examination Library ref. AD25) and the WMSESS 2020 Update (still in draft). It is well 
located next to a motorway junction and is not in the Green Belt. It is therefore the most 
logical and suitable location for new employment land within North Warwickshire. 

2.5.4. Therefore, in order for new Policy LP6a to be deliverable, it will be essential that Policy 
LP5 does not unduly impede the potential for additional employment land to come forward 
in the borough in strategic locations such as this. 

2.5.5. This clear conflict with Policy LP5 further demonstrates that Policy LP5 is unsound. 

2.5.6. The proposed wording set out below would address this conflict by ensuring a more 
appropriate approach to assessing proposals in the Strategic Gap. 
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2.6 PROPOSED NEW WORDING OF POLICY LP5 

2.6.1. In order for the emerging Local Plan to be found sound at examination, it should be 
reworded as follows: 

LP5 Strategic Gap 

1) The Strategic Gap between Tamworth and Polesworth and Dordon is defined on 
the Policies Map. 

2) Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate 
identities of Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap 
between them. 

3 Development should not significantly reduce the visual sense of separation 
between Polesworth with Dordon, and Tamworth. 

2.6.2. In tandem, the proposals map should be amended to demarcate the area with arrows, or 
to alternatively grade the area with less formal boundaries. 

2.6.3. Additionally, the associated monitoring indicators for Policy LP5 (at page 73 of MM) 
should be amended as follows: 

Change to extent/ character of Strategic Gap 

Numerical loss of area defined as Strategic Gap (in hectares/ square metres) 

i. No significant reduction in visual sense of separation between built form of 
Polesworth with Dordon and Tamworth, 

ii. Any exceptions to protection accorded via LP5 justified. 
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3 MM35 – POLICY LP6A (ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT 
LAND) 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

3.1.1. MM35 relates to a proposed new policy: policy LP6a.   

The wording of the proposed new policy is set out below. 

LP 6a – Additional Employment Land 

Significant weight will be given in decision taking to supporting economic 
growth and productivity, particularly where evidence demonstrates an 
immediate need for employment land, or a certain type of employment land, 
within Area A on Figure 4.10 of the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites 
Study of September 2015 (or any subsequent iteration or similar strategic 
study) which cannot be met via forecast supply or Local Plan allocations. 
Proposals supporting economic growth and productivity in that context will be 
looked upon favourably provided: 

(i) access to the strategic highway network is achievable and appropriate; 

(ii) the site is reasonably accessible by a choice of modes of transport; and, 

(iii) the scheme is otherwise acceptable, taking account of the living conditions 
of those nearby and with regard to the plan as a whole. 

3.2 GENERAL COMMENTS 

3.2.1. Overall, given the findings of the Inspector to date, and based on the identified need, it is 
our view that further employment allocations should made in the NWLP.  

3.2.2. However, in the absence of new allocations being proposed, we support this policy which 
acknowledges that development can come forward where there is an identified need for 
more employment land or a certain type of employment land. This is key in allowing the 
borough to respond to and meet changing employment needs, thus aligning with NPPF 
and the economic strategy.   

3.2.3. It addresses a significant shortcoming of the Submission Version Local Plan 2018 
(Examination Library ref. CD0/1) by providing a policy mechanism to enable additional 
employment land to come forward outside of the proposed employment allocations 
through applications on windfall sites where there is an immediate need or particular 
need, subject to the various criteria set out. 

3.2.4. We support the principle of the proposed new policy LP6a, in particular the 
acknowledgement that the plan must be positively prepared and sufficiently flexible to 
respond to emerging needs in terms of the amount of employment land or to meet specific 
needs. Factoring in the lead times for the preparation, submission and determination of 
major planning applications, developers must be supported in progressing development 
proposals to meet immediate needs.  
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3.2.5. This issue is highlighted by the fact that, in document AD29, Mr A Thickett concluded that 
a ‘principle modification’ was required to CD6/2B, namely: “Inserting a commitment to 
review the Plan should ongoing reviews of employment and the need for Regional 
Logistics Sites identify a need to change the provision made in the plan”. This work is 
ongoing in the form of the WMSESS 2020 Update so it is only right that policy LP6a is set 
out in NWLP should that work identify a need for strategic employment land. 

3.2.6. We also support the reference to such development being in Area A on Figure 4.10 of the 
WMSESS 2015.  This is a sound evidence base document which demonstrates the 
strategic need for employment land in Area A.  Referencing this in the policy is a logical 
approach and provides clear guidance to prospective developers that Area A is the 
location for such development. 

3.2.7. However, to be fully effective, the wording must be refined to provide sufficient clarity and 
for it to be effective in NPPF soundness terms. We set out our specific points below. 

3.3 DETAILED COMMENTS ON POLICY WORDING 

“A certain type of employment land” 

3.3.1. We consider this element helpful in allowing the policy to react to changing and specific 
employment land requirements/needs but consider that the policy wording should be 
amended to refer to a type of employment land ‘or need’.   

“Which cannot be met by forecast supply” 

3.3.2. This phrase lacks clarity. It is not clear what is meant by ‘forecast supply’ and where this 
supply is derived from. We take this phrase to mean schemes that have been granted 
planning approval but not yet built out. We look to the Council to offer clarification on this 
point, and to confirm how it proposes to define its forecast supply.  

3.3.3. No proposed reasoned justification is provided in the MMs to shed light on this, or to 
comment on. 

3.3.4. Further, the phrase ‘cannot be met’ provides insufficient flexibility. There may be 
numerous legitimate reasons why a particular employment need cannot be met by an 
identified part of the Council’s forward supply. This may be on the basis of a geographical 
need, site size, location, or type of employment land. 

3.3.5. Therefore, the phrase must be qualified to say where it cannot ‘reasonably’ or ‘realistically’ 
be met. 

“Will be looked favourably on” 

3.3.6. Given the significant shortfall of employment land, identified in WMSESS 2015 as well as 
other evidence base documents, the Council should be seeking to identify more strategic 
sites for new employment land. So in lieu of that, this policy should be demonstrating 
clearly that they will support appropriate proposals.  

3.3.7. This wording is non-committal and must be strengthened so make clear that appropriate 
proposals will be supported. It must be positively prepared. 
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3.3.8. Developers make significant investments in preparing proposals for new development and 
the Council must provide the clarity and assurance that proposals which meet criteria 
identified within the policy will be supported.  

3.3.9. The Council risks not attracting the investment that it needs in order to deliver on the 
plan’s strategic objectives for growth.  

Policy sub-criteria 

3.3.10. Generally, Hodgetts Estates supports the criteria listed within Policy LP6a.  

3.3.11. Land north east of J10 meets these criteria. It can: 

I. deliver a suitable access to the strategic highway network; 

II.  be accessed by a choice of modes of transport; and  

III. maintain sufficient landscape buffers to ensure the living conditions of those nearby 
are not adversely affected. 

3.3.12. We do, however, query the wording of criteria (iii) as it confuses two points, namely, 
considering residential amenity, and ensuring consistency with the plan as a whole. This 
is ambiguous, and we suggest this is broken into two separate points to bring clarity, as 
follows: 

(iii) the scheme takes account of the living conditions of those nearby, and 

(iv) the scheme is otherwise acceptable, with regard to the plan as a whole.  

3.4 WEST MIDLANDS STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT SITES STUDY 
WMSESS (2015) 

3.4.1. WMSESS 2015concludes (from page 57 onwards) that the planned land supply for large 
industrial units in the region falls severely short. In particular, it notes that Area A, the M42 
belt to the east of Birmingham (within which the Strategic Gap is situated), has only 3.7 
years’ supply of employment land and there remains a significant need for new strategic 
employment development.   

3.4.2. The clear message from central government (NPPF paragraph 8a) is that sustainable 
development involves an important economic objective; namely, to build a strong and 
competitive economy by providing sufficient employment land to support growth. This, 
along with the findings of WMSESS 2015, demonstrates the importance and need for new 
strategic-scale employment development to be delivered in strategic locations like the 
M42 corridor.  

3.4.3. Hodgetts Estates fully endorses the findings of the WMSESS in this respect.   

3.4.4. We are aware that a well-advanced 2020 update is in preparation and we understand that 
it is imminently due to be published. We think it is important that this report is considered 
as part of this consultation as it will provide the most up to date position. We understand 
that it confirms that employment demand is even higher than it was in 2015, and so it 
further endorses the need for this new policy.  
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3.4.5. This position is likely to have been exacerbated by the ongoing Covid-19 crisis which has 
increased the proportion of online retail and consequently the demand for warehouse and 
logistics floorspace1. 

Land north east of Junction 10 

3.4.6. The land owned by Hodgetts Estates is identified in the WMSESS as within Area A. 

3.4.7. Area A is a strategic location and focal point for logistics activities in the borough. Three of 
the four quadrants of land at J10 are either in active employment use or have permission 
for new employment uses, which forms an established employment cluster at the junction. 
This area is also served by a rail freight interchange which means it is well placed to 
sustainably accommodate additional levels of employment delivery for the duration of the 
new plan period.  Furthermore, it would enable the modal shift (ie from road to rail freight) 
advocated by the National Infrastructure Commission in its report, Future of Freight: 
Managing Congestion 2018.   

3.4.8. This strategic location is adjacent to Tamworth and close to Category 1 Settlement, 
Polesworth with Dordon, meaning there is a ready made workforce sustainably located 
nearby. The delivery of new jobs in this sustainable location is a valuable and important 
material consideration and would meet Strategic Objective 3 of the emerging Local Plan. 

3.4.9. This point is supported by the report, ‘What Warehousing Where? Understanding the 
Relationship between Homes and Warehouses to Enable Positive Planning’, published in 
2018 by the British Property Federation. 

3.4.10. These factors demonstrate the sustainable credentials of the Land North East of J10 and 
support our case that it is a sustainable and suitable location for future employment 
growth for the borough – the central aim of Policy LP6a.  

3.5 CONFLICT WITH POLICY LP5 

3.5.1. As mentioned above, as drafted Policy LP5 conflicts with this proposed new policy LP6A 
by potentially restricting the delivery of strategic employment land within the Strategic Gap 
and ignoring the fact it is identified within Area A in the WMSESS 2015.  

3.5.2. Land within Area A is the key future development location in the borough for strategic 
employment schemes and would assist with the delivery of Policy LP6a. Its status as part 
of the Strategic Gap, therefore, causes some conflict in and of itself. 

3.5.3. Policy LP6a refers to the importance of considering a site against the other policies in the 
plan (including LP5). It is essential, therefore, that the Council provides clarification as to 
the weighting of policies within the plan. In our view the ‘significant weight’ to be attributed 

 

 

 

1 Take-up of UK logistics space is 111% higher than this time last year, according to the latest research by 
global real estate advisor CBRE: https://news.cbre.co.uk/another-record-breaking-quarter-for-uk-logistics-take-
up-in-q3-2020/ 
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to the delivery of new employment land at LP6A Additional Employment Land must 
outweigh the considerations of LP5 Strategic Gap. 

3.5.4. The proposed changes we put forward in the previous chapter would resolve this inherent 
conflict by setting out a more measured and refined Strategic Gap assessment.  

3.6 PROPOSED NEW WORDING OF POLICY LP6A 

3.6.1. In order for the emerging Local Plan to be found sound at examination, it should be 
reworded as follows: 

LP6a – Additional Employment Land 

Significant weight will be given in decision taking to supporting economic growth and 
productivity, particularly where evidence demonstrates an immediate need for 
employment land, or a certain type of employment land or need, within Area A on 
Figure 4.10 of the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study of September 
2015 (or any subsequent iteration or similar strategic study) which cannot 
reasonably or realistically be met via forecast supply or Local Plan allocations. 
The LPA will actively support and encourage proposals supporting economic 
growth and productivity in that context will be looked favourably upon provided: 

(i) access to the strategic highway network is achievable and appropriate; 

(ii) the site is reasonably accessible by a choice of modes of transport; and, 

(iii) the scheme is otherwise acceptable, taking takes account of the living 
conditions of those nearby; and with regard to the plan as a whole 

(iv) the scheme is otherwise acceptable, with regard to the plan as a whole. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PUBLIC 

 
 

 
SLR MEMORANDUM 

 
 



  

Review of Policy on Local and Strategic Gaps 
 
 
 
 SLR Consulting Limited 

 

 

 
 

To: David Hodgetts At: Hodgetts Estates 

From: Jeremy Smith At: SLR Consulting Ltd 

Date: 28th September 2020 Ref: 403.11077.00001 

Subject: REPRESENTATION ON DRAFT POLICY LP5 – MEANINGFUL GAP 
  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this paper is to respond to and advise on the draft wording of Policy LP5 within the 
emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan.  Policy LP5 of the Submission Local Plan states: 

1) The Meaningful Gap between Tamworth and Polesworth and Dordon is defined on the Proposals 
Map. 

2) Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate identities of 
Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them. 

3) All new development within this gap should be small in scale and not intrude visually into the gap 
or physically reduce the size of the gap. 

The Local Plan Inspector advised in INSP18 that point 3 should be amended as follows: “Development 
should not significantly reduce the visual separation between Polesworth and Dordon, and Tamworth.” 

In NWBC20E, it is also confirmed that references to ‘Meaningful Gap’ should be substituted with 
‘Strategic Gap’ – MM25. 

The extent of the Strategic Gap is illustrated with the Proposals Map as extending over most of the 
land between the A5 in the south, Tamworth to the west, and Polesworth and Dordon to the east.  

This paper has been prepared by Jeremy Smith BSc (Hons), DipLA, CMLI.  I am a chartered landscape 
architect with 29 years of experience, and Director of SLR Consulting.  I have been an expert witness 
on landscape and visual matters at numerous appeals and hearings throughout the UK.  I have also 
advised both Local Authorities and private companies on strategic and local gap policy and 
development within gaps.  Examples of projects in strategic gaps on which I have acted include the 
following: 

• Kilnwood Vale: inclusion of 2500 homes within the Horsham-Crawley Strategic Gap (client 
Crest Nicholson); 

• Stobhill: inclusion of 400 homes in gap between Morpeth and Hepscott (client Barratt David 
Wilson Homes); 

• Copthorne: inclusion of 800 homes and employment uses in strategic gap between Copthorne 
and Crawley (client St Modwen); 

• Hatfield Peverel: inclusion of 200 homes in the gap between Hatfield Peverel and Witham 
(client Barratt David Wilson Homes). 
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2.0 THE PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF GAPS: A REVIEW OF OTHER STRATEGIC 
GAP POLICIES IN ENGLAND 

Strategic and Local Gaps (sometimes also known as Green Gaps or Green Wedges) are used by many 
planning authorities to ensure that settlements retain their separate identities.  The precise wording 
of policies relating to strategic gaps varies, but many have now converged on a set of fundamental 
principles, underpinned by research and Appeal Decisions.  In this section of my paper I have reviewed 
some of this research and also provided examples of strategic gap policies.  

One of the earliest and most quoted research documents regarding the functionality of strategic gaps 
was prepared for the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (“Strategic Gap and Green Wedge Policies 
in Structure Plans, Main Report”, ODPM, 2003).  This review notes that many authorities accept that 
the robustness of a gap depends on much more than the physical distance between settlements, or 
visibility between settlements.  For example, in 1998 the Inspector on the Eastleigh Local Plan Inquiry 
stated that the following factors (often known as the Eastleigh Criteria) should be used to define the 
effectiveness of a gap (see paragraph 4.15 of the ODPM report): 

• Distance; 
• Topography; 
• Landscape character/type; 
• Vegetation; 
• Existing uses and density of buildings; 
• Nature of urban edges; 
• Inter-visibility (the ability to see one edge from another); 
• Intra-visibility (the ability to see both edges from a single point); 
• The sense of leaving a place [and arriving somewhere else]. 

Careful application of the Eastleigh Criteria means that the gaps between settlements will vary in their 
size and character – some may be over a kilometre wide and others just a few hundred metres – the 
key is whether the factors above work together to maintain a perception of separation between the 
settlements.  Equally importantly, the careful application of the Eastleigh criteria means that some 
development within a designated gap could be possible, provided that the sense of separation 
between settlements is not undermined. 

The Policy Framework for Gaps produced by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (known as 
PUSH, produced in 2008) provides guidance for Local Planning Authorities on formulating strategic 
gap policies, and this builds on the Eastleigh Criteria.  It states that the land within a designated gap 
should “perform an important role in defining the settlement character of the area and separating 
settlements at risk of coalescence”, and “in defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary 
to prevent the coalescence of settlements should be included…”  Furthermore, it states that “the 
designation of a gap … does not completely preclude development. Proposals which would not 
adversely affect the function of the gap and which would otherwise be acceptable in planning terms 
could be permitted.” 

The Fareham Landscape Assessment 2017 (LDA, section 3.0 chapter 3.0), provides an up to date 
assessment of strategic gaps within Fareham District, and this also focuses on the perception of 
separation:   
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Separation of settlements … is not just about preventing physical coalescence, i.e. 
development within one settlement running continuously into the next with no physical space 
or barrier to separate them. It is also not just about maintaining a visual gap and preventing 
visual coalescence between settlements - while this can often be a key factor in achieving 
separation, it is perfectly possible for two settlements to be in sight of one another (e.g. on 
either side of a valley) and still maintain their separate identities because of the nature of what 
lies between them.  

For a gap to be effective, it is the perceived ‘sense of separation’ that is critical, the ability for 
anyone to ‘feel’ and to understand where one place ends and another different place begins, 
and to experience a clear sense of moving out of one and into the other. There can be no hard 
and fast rules about how big a gap needs to be to achieve that perception of separation. This 
will be dependent entirely on the particular character of the settlements and the land that lies 
between them. What is critical, however, is that there is a clear and distinctive experience of 
leaving one settlement behind, passing through another quite different area (the ‘gap’) before 
entering another separate settlement. This experience of travelling from out of one place into 
another can be both physical and visual. Importantly, the ‘bit in between’ needs to have 
integrity and distinct character as an entity or place in its own right, rather than simply be a 
physical space or feature, such as a field or a block of woodland etc., in order for the two 
settlements to feel distinct and separated.   

On this basis, the effectiveness and integrity of the gap in providing a sense of separation will 
be maintained where:  

• There is no actual physical coalescence between the two settlements;  

• There is no perceived visual coalescence (this does not necessarily mean that there 
needs to be a visual barrier between them but that the appearance of one settlement 
coalescing with another is avoided);  

• Measures designed to block views between built areas do not in themselves undermine 
the sense of visual separation that is reinforced by long-distance views between 
settlements;  

• There is a strong and well-defined boundary between the settlement and the gap, so 
that it is clear where the edge of the settlement lies and the gap begins;  

• There is a clear and distinct experience of leaving one settlement behind, passing 
through another quite different and distinct area (the ‘gap’) before entering another 
separate settlement;  

• The gap has sufficient scale and coherence of character to be experienced as a place, 
or entity in its own right (e.g. an intact area of open farmed countryside) rather than 
simply a transitional space between urban areas. 

The Fareham Landscape Assessment, which is an SPD, thus supports the principles advocated by the 
Eastleigh Inspector, and focuses on the perception of separation between settlements. 

Policy CS22 of the Fareham Core Strategy (which was adopted in 2011) states that “development 
proposals will not be permitted either individually or cumulatively where it significantly affects the 
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integrity of the gap…” This policy therefore accepts that development could occur provided that the 
integrity (or functionality) of the gap remains unharmed.  Policy CS22 goes on to state that “in defining 
the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent the coalescence of settlements should 
be included”.  The clear implication here is that if any parcel of land within the gap designation is not 
integral to the function of providing a sense of separation between settlements, then it should not be 
included in the designation.   

The Horsham District Planning Framework (adopted 2015) also concentrates on the sense of a break 
between settlements:  

Policy 27: Settlement Coalescence.  Landscapes will be protected from development which 
would result in the coalescence of settlements.  Development between settlements will be 
resisted unless it can be demonstrated that (inter alia) there is no significant reduction in the 
openness and ‘break’ between settlements. 

Importantly, this policy recognises that some development within a gap could be possible, provided 
that it does not undermine the sense of a break between settlements. 

In Basingstoke and Deane the topic paper on the function of strategic gaps (2014) states that: 

Strategic gaps are defined in paragraph 6.12 of the Revised Pre Submission Local Plan as a 
planning tool to prevent coalescence of settlements and maintain their separate identity. 
Strategic gaps have not been specifically defined to protect the countryside or landscape. 
Paragraph 6.13 of the Revised Pre-Submission Local Plan adds that a clear gap between 
settlements helps maintain a sense of place for both residents of, and visitors to, the 
settlements on either side of the gaps. When travelling through a strategic gap a traveller 
should have a clear sense of having left the first settlement, having travelled through an 
undeveloped area and then entered the second settlement.  

Accordingly, paragraph 6.15 of the adopted Basingstoke and Deane Local Plan states that: 

A clear gap between settlements helps maintain a sense of place for both residents of, and 
visitors to, the settlements on either side of the gaps. When travelling through a strategic 
gap (by all modes of transport) a traveller should have a clear sense of having left the first 
settlement, having travelled through an undeveloped area and then entered the second 
settlement. 

The Tonbridge and Malling Local Plan policy CP5 (on strategic gaps) focuses on the functionality of the 
gap rather than just physical and visual separation: 

Unless justified by special circumstances, development will not be proposed in the LDF or 
otherwise permitted that would harm the function of the mid-Kent Strategic Gap as a 
physical break maintaining the separation and separate identities of the built-up areas of 
Maidstone, Medway Townsand the Medway Gap. 

In summary, there are many terms being used to define the function of a gap, but all are agreed that 
it should focus on the sense of separation between settlements, which depends upon several factors 
rather than just distance and views.   
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based upon the research and best practice cited above the draft policy and proposals map presents a 
number of issues: 

• point 3 as amended by the Inspector talks only of visual separation and the size of the gap, 
whereas the sense of separation between settlements relies on many more factors.  As the 
Fareham Landscape Assessment says, it is quite possible for two settlement edges to have 
intervisibility, and yet still retain a sense of separation. 

• point 3 as drafted also does not acknowledge the fact that a development that physically and 
visually intrudes on the gap could still provide a clear sense of separation; 

• the proposals map identifies that a very large area should be sterilised from development, but 
it is possible that development could be accommodated within this area which would still 
allow for a meaningful gap between the settlements. 

Therefore, I recommend the following changes: 

• Point 3 of the draft policy be changed in one of the two following ways, either of which would 
ensure that any new development should not harm the integrity and functionality of the gap.  
Either: 
 

(a)  “Development should not significantly reduce the sense of separation between 
Polesworth and Dordon, and Tamworth.”, or; 

 
(b) Point 3 should be deleted and only points 1 and 2 should be retained, since these 

achieves the same ends. 
 

• The proposals map should be amended to replace the meaningful gap designation with 
arrows, such as within the Bedford Borough Council policies map (see Figure 1 below) or 
alternatively with graded, less formal boundaries. 
 

• The changes above should also be carried forward in the associated Monitoring Indicators 
and Monitoring Targets for Policy LP5, as follows: 
 

o The existing Monitoring Indicators referring to “Change to extent/ character of 
Strategic Gap” and “Numerical loss of area defined as Strategic Gap (in hectares/ 
square metres)” are overly simplistic and potentially exclude all development. The 
reference to extent and numerical loss of area should be deleted.   
 

o The reference to “visual separation” in the Monitoring Targets should be deleted or 
replaced with “sense of separation”.
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To: David Hodgetts At: Hodgetts Estates 

From: Jeremy Smith At: SLR Consulting Ltd 

Date: 28th September 2020 Ref: 403.11077.00001 

Subject: REPRESENTATION ON DRAFT POLICY LP5 – MEANINGFUL GAP 
  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this paper is to respond to and advise on the draft wording of Policy LP5 within the 
emerging North Warwickshire Local Plan.  Policy LP5 of the Submission Local Plan states: 

1) The Meaningful Gap between Tamworth and Polesworth and Dordon is defined on the Proposals 
Map. 

2) Any development to the west of Polesworth & Dordon must respect the separate identities of 
Polesworth and Dordon and Tamworth and maintain a meaningful gap between them. 

3) All new development within this gap should be small in scale and not intrude visually into the gap 
or physically reduce the size of the gap. 

The Local Plan Inspector advised in INSP18 that point 3 should be amended as follows: “Development 
should not significantly reduce the visual separation between Polesworth and Dordon, and Tamworth.” 

In NWBC20E, it is also confirmed that references to ‘Meaningful Gap’ should be substituted with 
‘Strategic Gap’ – MM25. 

The extent of the Strategic Gap is illustrated with the Proposals Map as extending over most of the 
land between the A5 in the south, Tamworth to the west, and Polesworth and Dordon to the east.  

This paper has been prepared by Jeremy Smith BSc (Hons), DipLA, CMLI.  I am a chartered landscape 
architect with 29 years of experience, and Director of SLR Consulting.  I have been an expert witness 
on landscape and visual matters at numerous appeals and hearings throughout the UK.  I have also 
advised both Local Authorities and private companies on strategic and local gap policy and 
development within gaps.  Examples of projects in strategic gaps on which I have acted include the 
following: 

• Kilnwood Vale: inclusion of 2500 homes within the Horsham-Crawley Strategic Gap (client 
Crest Nicholson); 

• Stobhill: inclusion of 400 homes in gap between Morpeth and Hepscott (client Barratt David 
Wilson Homes); 

• Copthorne: inclusion of 800 homes and employment uses in strategic gap between Copthorne 
and Crawley (client St Modwen); 

• Hatfield Peverel: inclusion of 200 homes in the gap between Hatfield Peverel and Witham 
(client Barratt David Wilson Homes). 
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2.0 THE PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF GAPS: A REVIEW OF OTHER STRATEGIC 
GAP POLICIES IN ENGLAND 

Strategic and Local Gaps (sometimes also known as Green Gaps or Green Wedges) are used by many 
planning authorities to ensure that settlements retain their separate identities.  The precise wording 
of policies relating to strategic gaps varies, but many have now converged on a set of fundamental 
principles, underpinned by research and Appeal Decisions.  In this section of my paper I have reviewed 
some of this research and also provided examples of strategic gap policies.  

One of the earliest and most quoted research documents regarding the functionality of strategic gaps 
was prepared for the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (“Strategic Gap and Green Wedge Policies 
in Structure Plans, Main Report”, ODPM, 2003).  This review notes that many authorities accept that 
the robustness of a gap depends on much more than the physical distance between settlements, or 
visibility between settlements.  For example, in 1998 the Inspector on the Eastleigh Local Plan Inquiry 
stated that the following factors (often known as the Eastleigh Criteria) should be used to define the 
effectiveness of a gap (see paragraph 4.15 of the ODPM report): 

• Distance; 
• Topography; 
• Landscape character/type; 
• Vegetation; 
• Existing uses and density of buildings; 
• Nature of urban edges; 
• Inter-visibility (the ability to see one edge from another); 
• Intra-visibility (the ability to see both edges from a single point); 
• The sense of leaving a place [and arriving somewhere else]. 

Careful application of the Eastleigh Criteria means that the gaps between settlements will vary in their 
size and character – some may be over a kilometre wide and others just a few hundred metres – the 
key is whether the factors above work together to maintain a perception of separation between the 
settlements.  Equally importantly, the careful application of the Eastleigh criteria means that some 
development within a designated gap could be possible, provided that the sense of separation 
between settlements is not undermined. 

The Policy Framework for Gaps produced by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (known as 
PUSH, produced in 2008) provides guidance for Local Planning Authorities on formulating strategic 
gap policies, and this builds on the Eastleigh Criteria.  It states that the land within a designated gap 
should “perform an important role in defining the settlement character of the area and separating 
settlements at risk of coalescence”, and “in defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary 
to prevent the coalescence of settlements should be included…”  Furthermore, it states that “the 
designation of a gap … does not completely preclude development. Proposals which would not 
adversely affect the function of the gap and which would otherwise be acceptable in planning terms 
could be permitted.” 

The Fareham Landscape Assessment 2017 (LDA, section 3.0 chapter 3.0), provides an up to date 
assessment of strategic gaps within Fareham District, and this also focuses on the perception of 
separation:   
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Separation of settlements … is not just about preventing physical coalescence, i.e. 
development within one settlement running continuously into the next with no physical space 
or barrier to separate them. It is also not just about maintaining a visual gap and preventing 
visual coalescence between settlements - while this can often be a key factor in achieving 
separation, it is perfectly possible for two settlements to be in sight of one another (e.g. on 
either side of a valley) and still maintain their separate identities because of the nature of what 
lies between them.  

For a gap to be effective, it is the perceived ‘sense of separation’ that is critical, the ability for 
anyone to ‘feel’ and to understand where one place ends and another different place begins, 
and to experience a clear sense of moving out of one and into the other. There can be no hard 
and fast rules about how big a gap needs to be to achieve that perception of separation. This 
will be dependent entirely on the particular character of the settlements and the land that lies 
between them. What is critical, however, is that there is a clear and distinctive experience of 
leaving one settlement behind, passing through another quite different area (the ‘gap’) before 
entering another separate settlement. This experience of travelling from out of one place into 
another can be both physical and visual. Importantly, the ‘bit in between’ needs to have 
integrity and distinct character as an entity or place in its own right, rather than simply be a 
physical space or feature, such as a field or a block of woodland etc., in order for the two 
settlements to feel distinct and separated.   

On this basis, the effectiveness and integrity of the gap in providing a sense of separation will 
be maintained where:  

• There is no actual physical coalescence between the two settlements;  

• There is no perceived visual coalescence (this does not necessarily mean that there 
needs to be a visual barrier between them but that the appearance of one settlement 
coalescing with another is avoided);  

• Measures designed to block views between built areas do not in themselves undermine 
the sense of visual separation that is reinforced by long-distance views between 
settlements;  

• There is a strong and well-defined boundary between the settlement and the gap, so 
that it is clear where the edge of the settlement lies and the gap begins;  

• There is a clear and distinct experience of leaving one settlement behind, passing 
through another quite different and distinct area (the ‘gap’) before entering another 
separate settlement;  

• The gap has sufficient scale and coherence of character to be experienced as a place, 
or entity in its own right (e.g. an intact area of open farmed countryside) rather than 
simply a transitional space between urban areas. 

The Fareham Landscape Assessment, which is an SPD, thus supports the principles advocated by the 
Eastleigh Inspector, and focuses on the perception of separation between settlements. 

Policy CS22 of the Fareham Core Strategy (which was adopted in 2011) states that “development 
proposals will not be permitted either individually or cumulatively where it significantly affects the 
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integrity of the gap…” This policy therefore accepts that development could occur provided that the 
integrity (or functionality) of the gap remains unharmed.  Policy CS22 goes on to state that “in defining 
the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent the coalescence of settlements should 
be included”.  The clear implication here is that if any parcel of land within the gap designation is not 
integral to the function of providing a sense of separation between settlements, then it should not be 
included in the designation.   

The Horsham District Planning Framework (adopted 2015) also concentrates on the sense of a break 
between settlements:  

Policy 27: Settlement Coalescence.  Landscapes will be protected from development which 
would result in the coalescence of settlements.  Development between settlements will be 
resisted unless it can be demonstrated that (inter alia) there is no significant reduction in the 
openness and ‘break’ between settlements. 

Importantly, this policy recognises that some development within a gap could be possible, provided 
that it does not undermine the sense of a break between settlements. 

In Basingstoke and Deane the topic paper on the function of strategic gaps (2014) states that: 

Strategic gaps are defined in paragraph 6.12 of the Revised Pre Submission Local Plan as a 
planning tool to prevent coalescence of settlements and maintain their separate identity. 
Strategic gaps have not been specifically defined to protect the countryside or landscape. 
Paragraph 6.13 of the Revised Pre-Submission Local Plan adds that a clear gap between 
settlements helps maintain a sense of place for both residents of, and visitors to, the 
settlements on either side of the gaps. When travelling through a strategic gap a traveller 
should have a clear sense of having left the first settlement, having travelled through an 
undeveloped area and then entered the second settlement.  

Accordingly, paragraph 6.15 of the adopted Basingstoke and Deane Local Plan states that: 

A clear gap between settlements helps maintain a sense of place for both residents of, and 
visitors to, the settlements on either side of the gaps. When travelling through a strategic 
gap (by all modes of transport) a traveller should have a clear sense of having left the first 
settlement, having travelled through an undeveloped area and then entered the second 
settlement. 

The Tonbridge and Malling Local Plan policy CP5 (on strategic gaps) focuses on the functionality of the 
gap rather than just physical and visual separation: 

Unless justified by special circumstances, development will not be proposed in the LDF or 
otherwise permitted that would harm the function of the mid-Kent Strategic Gap as a 
physical break maintaining the separation and separate identities of the built-up areas of 
Maidstone, Medway Townsand the Medway Gap. 

In summary, there are many terms being used to define the function of a gap, but all are agreed that 
it should focus on the sense of separation between settlements, which depends upon several factors 
rather than just distance and views.   



Hodgetts Estates  5 SLR Ref: 403.11077.00001 
Review of Policy on Local and Strategic Gaps  28th September 2020 
 

Review of Policy on Local and Strategic Gaps SLR Consulting Limited 

3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based upon the research and best practice cited above the draft policy and proposals map presents a 
number of issues: 

• point 3 as amended by the Inspector talks only of visual separation and the size of the gap, 
whereas the sense of separation between settlements relies on many more factors.  As the 
Fareham Landscape Assessment says, it is quite possible for two settlement edges to have 
intervisibility, and yet still retain a sense of separation. 

• point 3 as drafted also does not acknowledge the fact that a development that physically and 
visually intrudes on the gap could still provide a clear sense of separation; 

• the proposals map identifies that a very large area should be sterilised from development, but 
it is possible that development could be accommodated within this area which would still 
allow for a meaningful gap between the settlements. 

Therefore, I recommend the following changes: 

• Point 3 of the draft policy be changed in one of the two following ways, either of which would 
ensure that any new development should not harm the integrity and functionality of the gap.  
Either: 
 

(a)  “Development should not significantly reduce the sense of separation between 
Polesworth and Dordon, and Tamworth.”, or; 

 
(b) Point 3 should be deleted and only points 1 and 2 should be retained, since these 

achieves the same ends. 
 

• The proposals map should be amended to replace the meaningful gap designation with 
arrows, such as within the Bedford Borough Council policies map (see Figure 1 below) or 
alternatively with graded, less formal boundaries. 
 

• The changes above should also be carried forward in the associated Monitoring Indicators 
and Monitoring Targets for Policy LP5, as follows: 
 

o The existing Monitoring Indicators referring to “Change to extent/ character of 
Strategic Gap” and “Numerical loss of area defined as Strategic Gap (in hectares/ 
square metres)” are overly simplistic and potentially exclude all development. The 
reference to extent and numerical loss of area should be deleted.   
 

o The reference to “visual separation” in the Monitoring Targets should be deleted or 
replaced with “sense of separation”.
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SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL ONLY: planningpolicy@northwarks.gov.uk       

31088/A3/JS/KV/bc 

                 7th October 2020  

Dear Sir/Madam, 

NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN – CONSULTATION ON MAIN 
MODIFICATIONS 

We write on behalf of our Client, IM Land, and welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation 
on the potential Main Modifications to the North Warwickshire Borough Local Plan and the associated 
documents. IM Land is a leading land promoter, with significant experience of bringing forward sites 
through the plan-making process.  
 
As requested by the Inspector, our comments are focused upon the Main Modifications (NWBC20E) 
and the associated documents issued and prepared since the last hearing sessions in April 2019. We 
respond specifically regarding draft allocation H7 (Land to east of Polesworth and Dordon) with IM 
Land having control over part of this site (that part of the site previously promoted by Savills on 
behalf of the White family).  This is separate to the promotion of the Church Commissioners for 
England (‘CCE’) land by Barton Willmore in the same allocation albeit IM Land will work on behalf of 
their landowner and in conjunction with the other landowners and their representatives to ensure 
the delivery of this draft allocated site. 
 
Household Projections 
 
MM26 sets out the revised wording for paragraph 7.34 regarding the Coventry and Warwickshire 
SHMA. This wording sets out that the SHMA “has been updated on a regular basis with the latest 
being in 2015. That latest update established a household projection-based housing needs figure for 
the Borough of 159 homes a year. It then looked at market turnover, demographic trends and 
economic factors, recommending an annual uplift of +4 homes, +27 and +47 homes respectively. 
That amounts to 237 dwellings a year, or a total of 4,740 to 2031. Economic uplift relates to people 
moving to the Borough from elsewhere, notably the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area 
and Greater Birmingham Housing Market. As the updated CWSHMA is based on up-to-date 
demographic evidence as at 2011, the start of the plan period, it takes account of housing delivery 
before then”. We agree that the 2015 update establishes an uplifted housing requirement figure, 
however, since this time further data has been made available and this data should therefore be 
analysed to understand what implications it might have. 
 
In the Council’s latest response (NWBC27) the Council have concluded that “the recalculation results 
in an increase in the housing requirement from 9,598 (Submission Local Plan) to 10,015. This is a 
difference of only 417, which equates to 4% of the overall housing requirement. This is not 
considered to be a meaningful or significant change that impacts on the Plan or necessitates a 

ALP47



32089/A3/JS/KV/bc -2- 7th October 2020 
 

 

 

revision to the housing requirement at this stage of the Plan. There are several reasons for this 
including: 

(i) 9,598 is to be expressed as a minimum housing requirement; and, 
(ii) The GL Hearn / Woods Report (CD8/23 para 9.67) identified that their “analysis indicates 
no effective potential for additional supply to be brought forward in North Warwickshire.” 

 
Further to this work by the Council, our Development Economic team at Barton Willmore have also 
produced a Technical Note (Appendix 1) setting out differences between the 2018-based household 
projections and previous data sets and the implications of the 2018-based household projections in 
terms of the overall housing requirement within the Plan. This technical note reviews NWBC’s 
conclusions in respect of the 2018-based ONS household projections and whether they reflect a 
‘meaningful’ change in the housing situation for the Borough.  Appendix 1 sets out the following: 
 

• The Keep Bourne End Green v Buckinghamshire County Council (formerly Wycombe DC) 
High Court Judgment confirms that OANs do not necessarily have to be updated because 
new household projections are published, even where the projections show a significant 
change in projected household growth; 

 
• There are two primary concerns with the latest ONS 2018-based household projections, 

1) they are underpinned by only two years of internal migration data, and 2) they are 
underpinned by household formation rates which rely on a shorter trend period than 
previous projections, focussing them more acutely on a period of low household 
formation; 

 
• These two reasons mean the ONS 2018-based projections cannot be relied upon for the 

purposes of planning; 
 
• The concern regarding household formation rates has also been raised in respect of the 

previous ONS 2016-based household projections; 
 
• Barton Willmore therefore consider the 2014-based MHCLG household projections to be 

more robust than the 2016 and 2018 projections, and the 2016-based ONS projections 
more reliable than the 2018-based ONS projections; and 

 
• Notwithstanding the concern over the 2016-based ONS household projections, they 

project growth of 149.7 dpa, almost identical to the previous 2014-based MHCLG 
projections (144.8 dpa). 

 
For these reasons, it is considered that the number of households projected by the 2016-based series 
is reliable because it is almost identical to the 2014 projections. The Technical Note therefore 
concludes that the 2018-based ONS household projections do not provide any ‘meaningful’ change 
in the housing situation for NWBC. As such, the Council’s approach to household projections at MM26 
and MM27 are fully supported. 
 
Housing Trajectory 
 
The Council have now produced two options for housing trajectories; however, they have confirmed 
at paragraph 1 of NWBC27 that their preferred housing trajectory is option 2. Option 2 reflects the 
delivery of the A5 improvements and is dependent on the success of the current bid for Housing 
Infrastructure Fund (‘HIF’) funding. In addition, there is a draft Statement of Common Ground 
between North Warwickshire Borough Council, Warwickshire County Council, Highways England and 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government setting out how the upgrade of the A5 will 
be delivered, which is due to be made publicly available in October 2020, which will provide a 
commitment for delivery once the funding is confirmed.   
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MM72 confirms the retention of draft allocation H7 (Land to east of Polesworth and Dordon) as a 
suitable and sustainable location to deliver 2,000 dwellings. NWBC26C provides a summary of the 
Council’s latest trajectory, and we support the revised figures now included for this site. The 
trajectory for Option 2 shows that due to the delays with the plan being brought forward, the first 
delivery of homes on this site would be delayed by one year and delivery will now be in 2023/24. 
Although, the latest trajectory now sets out the total number of homes to be delivered in the plan 
period is now 1,706, it remains appropriate to allocate the site for 2,000 homes to ensure delivery 
of a comprehensive and holistic scheme. We agree with the assumption that 600 homes can come 
forward prior to the improvement works to the A5 in 2025/26, and anticipate a total sales rate of 
200 units per annum will be achieved via 4 separate points of sale, providing for a sales rate 
equivalent to 50 units per outlet per annum equivalent to 4 units per month per out let. Assuming 
40% affordable housing, as per planning policy, the private sales rate would equate to circa 2.5 units 
per month per sales outlet or circa 30 private units per out let per year providing for total private 
sales of 120 private units per annum.  
 
The revised figures within the trajectory and the delivery of the first homes on site in 2023/24 is 
based on the following timetable that is agreed with the Council: 

• Autumn 2020 – Adoption of North Warwickshire Local Plan 
• Summer 2021 – Submission of an outline planning application 
• Winter 2021 – Approval of outline planning application 
• Winter 2023 – Marketing, Discharge of site-wide planning conditions, approval of reserved 

matters and discharge of pre-commencement planning conditions and start on site  
 
The landowners continue to be committed to the delivery of this site and since the previous hearings 
in April 2019, pre-application discussions have progressed with the Council), the Council have 
responded to the EIA Scoping Opinion and discussions have progressed with Dordon Parish Council 
and Polesworth Parish Council. These actions have been taken by the Church Commissioners (who 
are majority landowner) but have involved discussions regarding the entire allocation. With IM Land 
now having control over part of the site, they are fully committed to working with the Church 
Commissioners and other landowners to deliver the site and to ensure submission of an outline 
planning application by Summer 2021. 
 
The housing trajectory for both options 1 and 2 set out that a total of 9,811 will be delivered within 
the plan period. This accommodates a 3% lapse rate for planning permission, includes a 5% flexibility 
factor and excludes 294 homes that now fall beyond the plan period (these are the 294 dwellings 
from draft allocation H7 which now fall outside of the plan period). This loss of 294 dwellings has 
been offset through recent planning permissions, successful appeals, and uplift to numbers on other 
sites, therefore the overall supply within the plan period does not decrease as a result. The updated 
trajectory therefore demonstrates that the housing requirement can be met.  
 
MM84 relates to draft allocation H7 (Land to east of Polesworth and Dordon specifically and proposes 
revisions to the requirements of the policy wording. We agree with the approach that a Masterplan 
Framework and Design Guide for the whole site should be prepared by the landowners, in conjunction 
with and approved by the Council. We agree that development for the whole site should be delivered 
in a comprehensive and co-ordinated manner including addressing the setting, significance and 
enhancement of the designated and non-designated heritage assets within and close to the site, 
through the siting and design of new development and the Design Guide will ensure a high quality 
of place is created respecting the separate identities of Polesworth and Dordon. The landowners are 
committed to driving this forward and to progressing and agreeing the Masterplan Framework with 
the Council prior to the submission of an outline planning application in Summer 2021. 
 
An Archaeology and Heritage Assessment produced by BSA is at Appendix 2. BSA Heritage agree 
with LUC’s conclusions that most of the potential assets identified within or close to the H7 allocation 
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by LUC have been considered above and could be dealt with in accordance with LUC’s 
recommendations to avoid any harm: 

• Potential for physical and setting change to the obelisk on the site of St Leonard’s Chapel 
(GII) – retained and its significant setting left undeveloped, if remains do lie nearby, they 
would be preserved or recorded appropriately; 

• Potential for setting change to Dordon pillbox – a non-designated likely firewatcher’s post 
which would continue to have extensive views to the west; 

• Potential for setting change to St Leonard’s Church – protected by boundary planting, if 
warranted; and 

• Potential for harm/total loss of non-designated archaeological assets on Hoo Hill (and more 
widely) – agreed that these could be evaluated and investigated as part of development 
process. 

 
However, BSA Heritage do consider LUC’s conclusions relating to Dordon Hall at ‘North Warwickshire 
Historic Environment Assessment 2019’ (AD1) to be excessive. A buffer to the listed building and its 
curtilage is accepted as the open nature of the land echoes its original rural and agricultural setting. 
However, ‘Dordon Hall Garden’ is not an adjacent asset which warrants protection. The LUC 
conclusions also confirm that the large area mooted as the ideal retained open setting for Dordon 
Hall is predicated on “the closest extant, legible and defensible boundary… selected for ease of use 
and transparency, rather than its connection to the significance of adjacent areas”. Given the actual 
absence of a formal landscape related to Dordon Hall or surviving parkland within the allocation area 
and the irrelevance of the boundaries selected in heritage terms, retention of a far smaller area of 
open land could mitigate harm to the Hall’s significance. Indeed, LUC themselves note that 
“dependent on the extent and significance of extant garden archaeology” and good design, 
development within the green and amber areas defined for protection could be possible, “without 
significant harm to designated assets”. Safeguarding of their inner ‘red’ area of setting west of the 
Hall is also based on protection of ‘garden’ elements as well as preservation of an open context. 
 
We therefore agree with the amended wording of the allocation and that “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, that any effects to heritage assets or their settings 
should be minimised”. We attach a note from BSA Heritage which provides a review of the Ridge LUC 
Historic Environment Assessment (NWBC24B Appendix C), and concludes that “in the context of an 
actual development proposal, LUC’s assessment confirms that the large H7 allocation could be 
developed in accordance with legislation, policy and guidance. Retention of areas of open land in the 
north east and east of the allocation could form part of the allocation’s open space provision and 
would not need to be so extensive that deliverability is at risk. It is likely that, post-completion, 
suitable interpretation of the site’s archaeology and heritage would be provided as part of the 
development’s green infrastructure, representing a heritage benefit”.  
 
As per the appended note produced by BSA Heritage, and the proposed wording as part of MM84, 
we agree that this draft allocation can come forward in accordance with Policy LP1 Sustainable 
Development) and LP15 (Historic Environment).  
 
As per the ‘Schedule of Main Modifications to be made due to HEA’ (AD1A) the proposed Main 
Modifications have been informed by the findings of the ‘North Warwickshire Historic Environment 
Assessment 2019’ (AD1). The potential Main Modifications have been agreed with Historic England 
and, on the basis of these modifications being agreed, it is assumed that the risk of harm to the 
historic environment is considered to be acceptable to Historic England and, therefore, significant 
adverse effects will be avoided, or where this is not possible can be mitigated. 
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Self-build and Custom Build 
 
MM36 sets out amended policy wording in regard to Self-build and Custom Build accommodation. 
The policy previously set out a threshold for development schemes over 100 dwelling to provide a 
5% provision of self-build accommodation. The amended policy wording now states that 
“development proposals should make serviced plots available for self-build and actively marketed to 
address relevant demand identified in the Council’s Self and Custom Build register at the time of the 
planning application, unless that would be unfeasible on account of the nature of the development 
proposed, its scale, or viability”. We agree that this revised policy wording is appropriate and more 
reflective of local need. 
 
Future Hearings 
 
Whilst IM Land have not previously participated in the Local Plan examination, the White Family have 
been represented by Savills.  We would be grateful if IM Land could appear at the Examination to 
cover the White Family interests.  Barton Willmore continue to separately represent CCE and Savills 
continue to represent CAP.  All 3 parties continue to work closely together to bring this site forward 
in a comprehensive and coordinated manner. 
 
We trust these representations are helpful to inform the Main Modifications of the Plan and the 
further hearings due to take place in October 2020. Should you require any clarification of the points 
or further information please contact me.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
KATHRYN VENTHAM  
Partner 
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 Introduction 

 

1.1 This Technical Note has been prepared by Barton Willmore’s (BW) National Development 

Economics team on behalf of IM Land and Church Commissioners for England in respect of their 

development interests in North Warwickshire Borough Council’s (NWBC) administrative area .   

 

1.2 The Note responds to the Inspector’s document INSP21 and the Council’s response (NWBC27) 

regarding the 2018-based Office for National Statistics (ONS) household projections published on 

29 June 2020. 

 

1.3 The 2018-based projections project growth of 321.5 households per annum (hpa) 2018-2028 in 

NWBC compared with the 149.7 hpa projected by the previous 2016-based projections. The 2016-

based projections are used by NWBC as the starting point estimate of establishing housing need 

in the Borough and are broadly consistent with the 2014-based projections (144.8 hpa) and the 

2012-based projections (171.6 hpa).  

 

1.4 In this context the Inspector’s document INSP21 asks the Council whether they “consider the 

magnitude of change in 2018-based HHP compared to earlier data series to represent a 

meaningful change at this juncture, and explain concisely what they consider the implications 

of 2018-based HHP to be in terms of the Plan’s overall housing requirement ” (our emphasis). 

 

1.5 As part of this exercise the Inspector asked NWBC to complete a series of tables showing the 

2018-based household projections for the Borough, the Coventry & Warwickshire Housing Market 

Area (CWHMA) and the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area (GBHMA), and how this would 

affect the composition of the housing requirement for NWBC (as set out in Table 1, MM27 of 

Council document NWBC20E). 

 

1.6 NWBC have responded to this request in NWBC27 and have concluded “The recalculation results 

in an increase in the housing requirement from 9,598 (Submission Local Plan) to 10,015. This is a 

difference of only 417, which equates to 4% of the overall housing requirement. This is not 

considered to be a meaningful or significant change that impacts on the Plan or necessitates 

a revision to the housing requirement at this stage of the Plan ” (our emphasis). 

 

1.7 Barton Willmore agree with the conclusions of NWBC in this regard, and in this Note we provide 

further justification for this position. 
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Barton Willmore response 

 

1.8 Before we consider this question, it is important to emphasise that our response relates solely to 

the starting point estimate of OAN as set out in the 2014 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), 

and not whether additional uplifts are required to address market signals and employment trends . 

 

National Policy and Judgments 

 

1.9 The 2014 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that “The Government ’s official population and 

household projections are generally updated every two years to take account of the latest 

demographic trends. Wherever possible, local needs assessments should be informed by the latest 

available information. Local Plans should be kept up-to-date, and a meaningful change in the 

housing situation should be considered in this context, but this does not automatically mean 

that housing assessments are rendered outdated every time new projections are 

issued.”1 

 

1.10 It is therefore clear that new household projections do not necessarily need to be considered in 

setting the OAN unless there is a meaningful change in the housing situation for the area.  This 

is the test which needs to be considered. 

 

1.11 The legal principles relevant to this matter were addressed in a judgment handed down by the 

Planning Court (Holgate J) on 23 July 2020 in the case of Keep Bourne End Green v 

Buckinghamshire County Council (formerly Wycombe DC) [2020] EWHC 1984 (Admin).  We have 

attached this judgment as Appendix 1 to this statement (‘Wycombe’). 

 

1.12 In the examination of the Local Plan in Wycombe, the Inspector had to address a very similar 

situation which we are considering here for NWBC, namely that the 2016-based household 

projections were published by the ONS shortly after the closing of the Local  Plan hearing sessions.  

The 2016 projections showed a 40% decline to the 2014 household projections which had been 

used in the preparation of the Wycombe Local Plan.   

 

1.13 Notwithstanding these new projections the examining Inspector concluded “the PPG on HEDNA 

makes clear that the household projections are only the starting point  for establishing a 

 
1 PPG, ID: 2a-017-20140306, March 2014 
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housing requirement figure. For these reasons and having regard to the importance of boosting 

the supply of housing, it would be unjustified to revisit the Plan’s evidence base and delay 

adoption of the Plan in the light of the 2016-based projections.” 2 (Our emphasis) The Inspector 

did not consider there had been a meaningful change and continued with the use of the previous 

2014-based projections. 

 

1.14 Ground 1 of the claimant’s challenge to the Inspector’s decision claimed  that the Inspector should 

have required the Council to update their OAN and therefore the Plan because of updated 2016-

based household projections. The claim was that there had been a “misinterpretation or 

misunderstanding of national policy/guidance regarding published household projections, leading 

to the erroneous rejection of the 2016 projections as the demographic starting point for calculation 

of OAHN.”  

 

1.15 However, the Judge rejected the Ground 1 claim that the Inspector’s acceptance that the ONS 

2016 projections should not be used involved an error of law . 

 

1.16 On this basis, there is clear guidance through the courts to show that new household projec tions 

do not necessarily render a housing need assessment null and void . 

 

Reliability of the 2018-based household projections 

 

1.17 BW, alongside others, have concerns over the reliability of the 2018-based household projections.  

Some of these concerns relate to those raised by MHCLG in respect of the previous 2016-based 

projections but there are additional concerns to those raised in respect of the 2016 series . 

 

1.18 The first relates to the underlying 2018-based ONS Sub National Population Projections  

(SNPP) which provide the population growth which underpins the household projections.  

 

1.19 BW do not consider they can be relied upon due to the internal (UK) migration assumptions of the 

2018-based Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) they are underpinned by.  

 

1.20 ONS are implementing a new method of recording internal migration which has only been active 

for two years. ONS have therefore used a two-year period of internal migration rather than their 

usual five. In this context ONS state, “Our usual approach for subnational population projections 

 
2 Paragraph 21, page 6, Keep Bourne End Green v Buckinghamshire Council, Case No: CO/3809/2019, 23 July 2020 
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is to use five years of trend data. What this means is that when we calculate the numbers of 

births, deaths or migrants at local level, our starting point is the average of what has happened 

over the past five years. The logic is that five years may be more representative of local patterns 

than a single, possibly atypical, year of data.”  3    

 

1.21 The ONS then explain that this two year period has the potential to skew figures in either direction 

at local authority level, stating “in some areas the new method will be more accurate than in 

others, and everywhere will differ in terms of how typical internal migration levels over the past 

two years have been.” 4 

 

1.22 Two years internal migration data is not considered to be a robust assumption with which to 

calculate population projections.  This is because such a short period has the potential to be 

atypical of longer-term trends due to one-off events (such as Brexit) which skew the internal 

migration figures.  

 

1.23 For example, internal migration may spike over one or two years following the completion of a 

large development, whereas in another local authority the same figure could be unusually low. 

However, there could be several events which create the same inaccuracy.  

 

1.24 Furthermore, since the introduction of the OAN in 2012, a consistent debate has centred around 

the usual 5-year assumption of ONS and whether even this period would be representative.  The 

view of many local authorities and consultants centred around whether a 5 -year period which 

incorporated much of the 2008-2012 financial crisis was representative of ‘normal’ migration 

behaviour.  

 

1.25 Many local authorities and consultants therefore preferred to use a 10 -year net-migration period 

in order to ‘iron out’ peaks and troughs crea ted by economic conditions, or one-off events which 

could skew the migration figures from local authority to local authority.  

 

1.26 For these reasons it is not considered that 2018-based ONS SNPP or the resulting 2018-based 

household projections can be relied on. 

 

 
3https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationpr ojections/articles/impactofdiffer
entmigrationtrendlengths/march2020  
4Ibid  



 

NWBC 2018-BASED HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS TECHNICAL NOTE                 

5 

1.27 Furthermore, in respect of the 2018-based household projections themselves, they, and the 

previous 2016-based household projections before them, are not considered as robust as the 2014-

based household projections published before them. The 2014-based projections and those before 

them were published by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government  (MHCLG), 

whereas the 2016-based were the first to be produced by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). 

The 2018-based projections are also published by the ONS.  

 

1.28 BW’s view follows Government’s technical consultation5 and subsequent confirmation in revised 

PPG6 that 2014-based MHCLG household projections should be used for calculating the Standard 

Method (SM) need in place of the more recent 2016-based ONS household projections. 

 

1.29 We acknowledge that housing need is not assessed against the SM in the case of NWBC. However, 

Government’s decision  to revert to MHCLG’s 2014-based projections for the calculation of the 

method questions the credibility of the 2016-based ONS projections for several reasons, many of 

which are applicable to OAN. The 2018-based projections are based on the same methodology.  

 

1.30 Much of Government’s reasoning for discounting 2016 -based projections concerned the ONS’ 

methodology. This differs from MHCLG ’s method and is applicable to the OAN method considered 

here (ONS replaced MHCLG in preparing the household projections from the 2016-based 

projections onwards). 

 

1.31 A headline point in Government’s consultation paper was how the 2016 ONS household projections 

are based on household formation trends between two Census points (2001 to 2011) rather than 

five Census points under previous MHCLG projections (1971, 1981, 1991, 2001, and 2011). This 

change under the 2016 projections is considered by Government to “focus it more acutely on a 

period of low household formation where the English housing market was not supplying enough 

homes.” 7 (our emphasis)  

 

1.32 Figure 1 illustrates this for NWBC, showing how household formation rates (HFRs) for 25-34-year 

olds fell (in the more recent 2012 and 2014-based projections shown) as the affordability ratio 

increased in NWBC, 2001-2011. In NWBC, the median ratio increased from 4.27 to 7.14 in only six 

years (2001-2007) before the financial crisis (a 67% increase). This meant it became very difficult, 

 
5 Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, MHCLG, October 2018  
6 Paragraph ID2a-015, Housing and economic needs assessment, 20 February 2019 
7 Paragraph 11, page 8, Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and  guidance, MHCLG, October 2018 
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very quickly, for younger people to form their household due to financial constraints. Concealed 

households therefore increased rapidly, and household formation was stymied. 

 

1.33 The ratio then recovered due to the financial crisis however there remained a 25% increase 

between 2001 and 2011, the period used to underpin the 2016 and 2018-based household 

projections. The lines for the 2012 and 2014-based projections in Figure 1 show how they are 

projected to remain far below the 2008-based projections which were based on pre-recession 

trends in household formation. 

 

Figure 1: HFRS (25-34-year olds) and Affordability Ratio change 

 

 

1.34 This trend made it rapidly more difficult for younger people to form their own household, and 

HFRs amongst younger age groups fell significantly.  This manifested itself in a 70% increase in 

concealed families – couples and families who share a property with the main householders – 

nationally between 2001 and 2011.  
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1.35 It should be noted how this measure only captures concealed families, and not individuals who 

represent a concealed household. Furthermore, this data is now rather  dated, and figures are 

likely to be higher due to the widespread worsening of affordability . As we have identified above, 

the increase in NWBC between 2011 and 2019 has been 36% and this would have exacerbated 

the household formation issue in younger age groups.  It is widely acknowledged that adult 

children stay at home longer across the country because of financial constraints.  

 

1.36 In this context ONS ’ decision to use trends over the shorter 2001-2011 period and project these 

trends forwards over 25 years is considered a serious weakness of the 2018 and 2016-based 

projections, and a self-fulfilling prophecy as Government have identified in the Housing White 

Paper. 

 

1.37 Although the 2016-based household projections do not share the 2-year migration issue we have 

raised in respect of the 2018-based projections, both projections incorporate the household 

formation issue we have identified above. We would therefore suggest that the 2016-based 

projections are more robust than the 2018-based series, and the 2014-based projections are more 

robust than the 2016-based series. 

 

Conclusions and Summary 

 

1.38 In summary, Barton Willmore agree with NWBC ’s conclusions in respect of the 2018-based ONS 

household projections and whether they reflect a ‘meaningful’ change in the housing situation for 

the Borough.  Our additional justification for NWBC continuing with the housing requirement set 

out in MM27 (Table 1) of the Council’s document NWBC20E are as follows: 

 

• The Keep Bourne End Green v Buckinghamshire County Council (formerly Wycombe DC)  

High Court Judgment confirms that OANs do not necessarily have to be updated because 

new household projections are published, even where the projections show a significant 

change in projected household growth; 

• There are two primary concerns with the latest ONS 2018-based household projections, 1) 

they are underpinned by only two years of internal migration data, and 2) they are 

underpinned by household formation rates which rely on a shorter trend period than 

previous projections, focussing them more acutely on a period of low household formation;  

• These two reasons mean the ONS 2018-based projections cannot be relied upon for the 

purposes of planning; 
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• The concern regarding household formation rates has also been raised in respect of the 

previous ONS 2016-based household projections; 

• Barton Willmore therefore consider the 2014-based MHCLG household projections to be 

more robust than the 2016 and 2018 projections, and the 2016-based ONS projections 

more reliable than the 2018-based ONS projections; 

• Notwithstanding the concern over the 2016-based ONS household projections, they project 

growth of 149.7 hpa, almost identical to the previous 2014-based MHCLG projections 

(144.8 hpa). 

 

1.39 For these reasons we consider that the number of households projected by the 2016 -based series 

is reliable because it is almost identical to the 2014 projections .  

 

1.40 Because of the concerns we have raised in this Technical Note we therefore conclude that  the 

2018-based ONS household projections do not provide any ‘meaningful’ change in the housing 

situation for NWBC.  

 

1.41 The preparation of the Plan should therefore continue based on the figures set out in MM27 (Table 

1) of the Council’s document NWBC20E. 
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Section 1: Introduction and Methodology 
1.1. This archaeology and heritage assessment has been prepared by BSA Heritage Limited on 

behalf of the Church Commissioners, the Cathedral Agricultural Partnership and the White 
family to inform promotion of land east of Dordon and Polesworth for future residential and 
related development including access, drainage and landscaping. The site is located south east 
of Polesworth and east of Dordon, North Warwickshire. 

 
1.2. The assessment considers a site centred at NGR SK 2685 0170 and as shown in Figure 1. The 

overall site area measures approximately150 hectares. The site includes a large number of 
arable and pasture fields, areas of past coal mining and woodland. 

 
1.3. Grendon Road (B5000) and the current urban edge of Polesworth define the northern edge of 

the site and Watling Street (A5) the southern. The built edge of Dordon lies west of the site and 
further woodland and fields to the east. Church Road/Dunn’s Lane runs roughly west to east 
through the site. 

 
1.4. The underlying geology of the site is recorded by the British Geological Survey as principally 

Middle and Lower Pennine Coal Measures Formations running broadly north to south and with 
mudstone, siltstone and sandstone elements. In the north east of the site, on Hoo Hill, is a 
small area of Chester Formation sandstone and interbedded conglomerate.At the interface of 
the Chester Formation and coal measures, small areas of Hopwas Breccia Formation breccia 
are recorded. Superficial deposits are not recorded. 

 
1.5. The site is undulating, with a basin in the north formed by the highest ground in the north east 

of the site at Hoo Hill at circa 95m above Ordnance Datum and in the north west close to 
Whitehouse Road where the land rises steeply from the northern centre of the site and from 
circa 75m to 120m aOD and along Church Road/Dunn’s Lane at circa 100m aOD. South of 
this, 20th century coal extraction is likely to have changed the topography considerably and 
there is now a general slope downwards from Church Road to the A5 with heights ranging 
between 110m and 80m aOD. 

 
1.6. A number of existing sources of information have been consulted to inform this assessment 

including the Warwickshire Historic Environment Record (HER) which holds records relating to 
known or suspected archaeological and heritage sites, past investigations, findspots1 and listed 
buildings. The HER and Historic England’s online National Heritage List for England, which was 
also consulted, hold details of designated heritage assets including listed buildings, 
conservation areas, scheduled monuments and registered landscapes. 

 
1.7. Section 4 summarises the historical development of the area and was informed by resources 

consulted at Warwickshire Record Office and Local Studies Library, Historic England’s Archive 
in Swindon and online. A site walkover was completed in good conditions in January 2018 and 
findings are summarised in Section 5.  

 
1.8. The above sources have allowed the potential for sub-surface archaeological remains within 

the site to be assessed. Further work which may be required to support development is 
outlined. The potential impact of likely proposals on nearby designated heritage assets is also 
considered in line with relevant legislation, policy and guidance. The policy context is 
summarised in Section 2 and potential impacts and mitigation in Section 6. 

 
 
                                                            
1Findspots record the location of the recovery of archaeological material only, without associated features. 
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Section 2: Policy Context 
 

Legislation 
 
2.1. The 1990 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, as amended, confirms that 

in reaching planning decisions the local planning authority should have special regard to 
preserving listed buildings and their settings and preserving the character and appearance of 
conservation areas (HMSO 1990). 
 

2.2. A 2014 Court of Appeal ruling in Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v East Northants District 
Council, English Heritage and the National Trust made clear that to discharge this 
responsibility, decision makers must give considerable importance and weight to the desirability 
of preserving the setting of listed buildings when carrying out the balancing exercise of judging 
harm against other planning considerations, as required under the National Planning Policy 
Framework and, by implication and subsequent legal decision, the character and appearance 
of conservation areas. 

 
National Policy 
 

2.3. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) covers all aspects of planning in one 
document and focuses on Heritage in Section 12 (DCLG 2012). At Paragraph 17, under bullet 
point 10 of 12 ‘Core Principles’ set out, it states planning should: 

 
‘Conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be 
enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations.’ 
 

2.4. Heritage assets are defined in the NPPF glossary as any designated or undesignated element 
of the historic environment which is identified as being of such significance that they are a 
material consideration in the planning process. In determining applications which cause harm to 
heritage assets directly, or indirectly, through affecting a complementary setting, the NPPF 
recommends that considerable importance and weight should be given to their conservation 
when reaching a planning decision.  

 
2.5. The more important the asset, the greater the weight that should be ascribed. As heritage 

assets are irreplaceable, it is noted that any harm or loss should require clear and convincing 
justification. It notes that ‘substantial harm’ to or loss of designated heritage assets of the 
highest significance should be wholly exceptional (Paragraph 133).Paragraphs 134 and 135 
clarify that, where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposal, including safeguarding its future. 

 
2.6. Paragraph 135 also notes that effects on the significance of non-designated heritage assets 

require a balanced judgement weighing the scale of impact and the significance of the heritage 
asset against the benefits of the proposed development.Where heritage assets are to be lost, 
the final paragraph in Section 12, Paragraph 141, confirms that a record of the elements to be 
lost should be provided and disseminated by the developer. 
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Local Policy 
 

2.7. The adopted Development Plan includes policies in the Core Strategy for North Warwickshire 
(NWBC 2014). Policy NW14 relates to Historic Environment and states that: ‘Within identified 
historic landscape character areas development will conserve, enhance and where appropriate, 
restore landscape character. Specific historic features which contribute to local character will be 
protected and enhanced.’ 
 

2.8. Policy NW14 goes on to state that: ‘The quality of the historic environment, including 
archaeological features, Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Registered Parks 
and Gardens, Conservation Areas and any non-designated assets; buildings, monuments, 
archaeological sites, places, areas or landscapes positively identified in North Warwickshire’s 
Historic Environment Record as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in 
planning decisions, will be protected and enhanced, commensurate to the significance of the 
asset.’ 

 
2.9. The Draft Submission Local Plan was published in November 2017 and includes Policy LP15 

relating to the Historic Environment (NWDC 2017). Policy LP15 repeats the wording of Policy 
NW14, but also makes explicit that the effect of development proposals on the historic 
environment will need to be informed by appropriate desk based research and fieldwork 
evaluation. 

 
2.10. Policy LP15 also confirms that the Council will give great weight to the conservation of the 

Borough’s designated heritage assets and that any adverse effects must be justified and will be 
weighed against the public benefits of proposals. Where harm would be caused by a 
development, that all efforts to minimise the harm have been taken will need to be 
demonstrated. Unusually, the emerging policy would require a separate assessment of the 
effects of any transport proposals as part of Transport Assessments.      

 
Guidance 

 
2.11. The Department for Communities and Local Government has produced Planning Practice 

Guidance which supports the NPPF (DCLG 2014). This includes a section titled Conserving 
and Enhancing the Historic Environment. More recently, Historic England has produced more 
detailed guidance on decision making Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic 
Environment(Historic England 2015). Where relevant, this guidance has informed this 
assessment. 
 

2.12. Historic England has also just released an updated version of its The Setting of Heritage Assets 
which is designed to guide their own staff, local planning advisors and specialists in 
determining what forms a setting and how it adds to or detracts from the significance of a 
heritage asset or assets (Historic England 2017).  It also advises on assessing the effect of 
development proposals and how to avoid or minimise loss of or enhance significance.  

 
2.13. The Guidance confirms that the consideration of setting is a matter of ‘informed judgement’ and 

sets out five stages involved in robust assessment of setting.  The heritage assets which have 
a setting, whether designated or undesignated, have to be defined through a suitable level of 
research.  However, the Guidance confirms that setting is not a heritage asset or designation in 
itself. 
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2.14. The Guidance highlights the fundamental basis of current policy; that although setting can 
cover a large area, not all of it is positive or anything other than neutral in relation to the 
significance of the heritage assets concerned.  It sets out in detail the aspects of setting which 
may have a bearing on a heritage asset’s significance. 

 
2.15. The Guidance examines assessment of the effects of a development proposal on significant 

elements of setting and stresses that although visual impacts are at the heart of such effects, 
other factors including noise, vibration and dust can also harm setting.  An understanding of the 
heritage assets and the significance of their setting at an early stage can influence proposals in 
order to minimise adverse effects.  A proposal may be re-located, better screened or designed 
to complement an asset’s character. 

 
2.16. Historic England’s Guidance also details enhancement of setting which can stem from 

development.  This is noted to include the removal of a detrimental structure, or revealing a lost 
historic feature, enhancement or creation of public views and improving public access to and 
interpretation of an asset and its setting. 

 
2.17. The Guidance sets out a five step approach to considering setting in relation to development 

proposals. The assets which might be affected have to be identified and then the degree to 
which their setting enhances their significance or an appreciation of that significance is to be 
assessed. Steps 3 and 4 require that the harm or benefits of the proposals are considered in 
relation to setting and that measures to avoid or minimise the harm are sought. A final step is 
the documenting of the decisions made and post-development monitoring to confirm how 
accurate the assessment had been.    

 
2.18. Usefully, the new Guidance no longer suggests the assessment of setting be informed by the 

Heritage Values approach set out by English Heritage in their 2008 Conservation Principles 
document (English Heritage 2008). 
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Section 3: Previously Identified Heritage 
 
Designated Heritage 
 

3.1. This section details the known designated heritage and past archaeological finds and identified 
sites within and closest to the proposed development area. The section has been informed by 
information provided by the Warwickshire County Council Historic Environment Record (HER) 
and also available via Historic England’s online National Heritage List for England. 
 

3.2. A number of nineteenth century sites within the developed parts of the study area and post-
medieval metalwork finds from metal detecting have not been detailed further as they would not 
be affected and do not inform an understanding of the site’s archaeological potential. 

 
3.3. One Grade II listed building lies in the north east of the site area. This is a nineteenth century 

obelisk which commemorates the site of a medieval chapel (Figure 1, HER 689). The entries for 
this site are somewhat confusing as it is suggested that the chapel lay where the obelisk is 
sited on Hoo Hill; that the chapel was found during railway work so would have lainon lower 
ground to the north, and that the obelisk was moved due to railway widening later in the 19th 
century. It seems most likely that the obelisk was sited on the hill to make it more visible and 
that the chapel lay on the course of the railway. The obelisk must post date the railway’s 
construction in the late 1840s. 

 
3.4. South of Hoo Hill and beyond the eastern edge of the site, HER 231 records the Grade II listed 

Dordon Hall Farm farmhouse which has 16th century or later origins and an early 18th century 
refaced southern elevation in the style of Vanburgh. 

 
3.5. To the north of the site, the closest designated heritage assets lie within the historic core of 

Polesworth. A number of earlier buildings are listed and the wider area is also designated as a 
conservation area (Figure 1).  The southern edge of the conservation area lies nearly half a 
kilometre from the site at its closest point. 

 
3.6. Within the conservation area, St Editha’s Church is of 11th century and later date and was the 

abbey church for Polesworth nunnery (HER 203). The Grade II* church and a Grade II* 
medieval gatehouse are the principal survivals of the nunnery, although its site is also 
scheduled (Figure 1). 

 
3.7. Other, Grade II listed buildings all lie in the western side of Polesworth Conservation Area. 

These are all surrounded by later buildings which limit their setting such that they would not be 
affected by development to their south and so are not detailed or considered further.  
 
Other HER Records 
 

3.8. There are relatively few records for the study area. Within the site, a likely prehistoric enclosure 
has been identified atop Hoo Hill in its north east (HER 4212). This site is known from 
cropmarks observed on aerial photographs and so is wholly sub-surface. It has not been 
investigated, so its precise date is not known. It is not certain whether two parallel ditches to its 
south and likely defining a trackway are contemporary (HER 5316). The only dating evidence 
from the area is the find of a single sherd of Roman pottery during fieldwalking close-by (HER 
5317). 
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3.9. It is the case that Roman Watling Street (A5), a major route between London and Wroxeter 
when built, runs immediately south of the site (HER 420, Figure 1). Recent archaeological 
investigations south of the road have identified a range of prehistoric and later features 
including Bronze Age cremation burials, but no Roman features (HERs 13081 & 13086). 

 
3.10. Investigations north east of the site and the River Anker in the 1990s ahead of gravel extraction 

found a concentration of Mesolithic worked flint and later prehistoric features including a ring 
ditch (HER 847). However, more recent investigations ahead of residential development 
immediately north of the site found little of interest (Figure 1, HER 10561 and WCC HER pers. 
comm.). 
 

3.11. South west of the site, a Roman coin hoard was found close to the line of Watling Street, 
although there is no further information (HER 238). An enclosure identified from aerial 
photographs to the south of Watling Street has more recently been investigated (HER 4822). 
No finds to prove its date came to light and it only enclosed one post-hole. However, given its 
shape, it is most likely to have been part of an Iron Age or Roman field system. It is not known if 
a putative enclosure and linear features observed on aerial photographs to the east of the site 
are archaeological or geological (HER 4459).  

 
3.12. A large number of HER records for the study area are to metalwork found by metal detectorists. 

The location for these finds is often not precise and their dating is also sometimes uncertain. An 
ingot found east of the site may be Roman, but could equally be later (HER 20713). Horse 
trappings found east and west of the site may be of Early Medieval or medieval date (HERs 
20711 & 21137 respectively). 

 
3.13. Other medieval metal detected finds from the study area include four items including a pilgrim 

badge found east of Dordon Hall Farm (HER 20670). A buckle was found south west of the site 
and a further buckle and two ‘mounts’ were found to the south east (HERs 20834 & 21053 
respectively). 

 
3.14. As well as the medieval Polesworth Abbey and parish church noted above, there was a 

settlement and market at Polesworth in the medieval period. This is unlikely to have extended 
south as far as the site. There is thought to have been a medieval pottery industry located close 
to ‘Potters Lane’ south of the settlement (HER 276). This industry appears to have continued 
into the modern period, moving from tile to clay pipe production. Several recent archaeological 
investigations in the vicinity of Potters Lane have not proven medieval remains, but have found 
later features and material.  

 
3.15. HER 13158, covering a large area which includes land east of St Helena Road in the north east 

of the site records the possible location of a medieval deer park. Beyond the site, Wood Park 
Farm and Park Farm are suggested as indications of this past land use. Possible remains of a 
park pale or boundary were identified north of Park Farm, beyond the site. 

 
3.16. South east of the site, fieldwork ahead of open-cast coal mining identified the likely site of a 

medieval settlement west of Manor House Farm (HERs 8374 & 8375). A scatter of pottery and 
remains of a holloway track were located. Less concentrated finds of medieval pottery in the 
study area have not been detailed further.  

 
3.17. Other records lying within the study area are of post-medieval or uncertain date. Most notable is 

the course of the Coventry Canal north of the site which was opened in the late 18th century 
and then suffered as a result of completion from the railways in the next. 
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3.18. Dordon’s St. Leonard’s Church is recorded west of the site (HER 232). This was built in the 
1860s to a design by Street and is red brick with blue brick details. An architecturally similar, 
but later Sunday school lies to its north east. 

 
3.19. The principal industries of Dordon and Polesworth are confirmed by records within and close to 

the site. HERs 6516 within the north of the site and 6501 to the east record the sites of coal 
mine shafts marked on 19th century maps. HERs 6502 and 6503 west and south west of the 
site record the Birch Coppice brick and tile works to either side of Long Street. 

 
3.20. Within the north east of the site, HER 6509 records a gravel pit on Hoo Hill. HER 6517 records 

a late 19th or early 20th century reservoir noted on the 1901 Ordnance Survey map and just 
west of the site. The only other record, HER 12574, is located within the site and west of 
Dordon Hall Farm, but appears a non-event, recording that a planned visit to assess the farm’s 
‘gardens’ never occurred.      
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Section 4: Documentary Sources 
 
Historic Maps 
 

4.1. Warwickshire Record Office and Local Studies Library and the Historic England Archive were 
visited and relevant documents were consulted. These sources allow the history of the site and 
its environs to be understood to a certain degree, but as is often the case, detailed maps tend 
only to date to the 19th century and definitive information can be sparse. 
 

4.2. Both Beighton’s 1728 map of Warwickshire and Yates’ map of the county were viewed. 
Beighton’s map shows Dordon and Polesworth as well as the River Anker and Watling Street, 
but was surveyed prior to the canal and railway. Nothing is shown in the site area. A single 
building east of Dordon may well be Dordon Hall Farm. 

 
4.3. Yates’ map is slightly more informative. The road to Grendon (B5000) and Coventry Canal are 

shown as well as Watling Street and River Anker. Birch Coppice is also shown north of Watling 
Street and the map seems to suggest that much of the land within the site was common, albeit 
with houses shown on the edges. Most notably, a windmill is shown south of the Grendon 
Road, presumably at the summit of Hoo Hill. 

 
4.4. The earliest detailed map covering the site is an 1800 map of the Lordship of Dordon, covering 

all but the north west of the site (Plate 1). This map is at a larger scale than Yates’ and 
indicates a smaller extent of common (Figure 2). It does show Birch Coppice and The Hollies 
as extensive woods at the time. The now minor lane marking the eastern boundary of the site 
south of Church Road is shown as being as important as others at the time. 

 
4.5. Parcel names are given across the site, although the boundaries do not seem to match those 

now in place. Most field names are unexceptional, but are often continued across to the Tithe 
map of forty years later. Two which may indicate some potential are to ‘Harris’s Sinderhills’ 
south west of Dordon Hall Farm and ‘Well Close’ south of Church Road (Figure 2, C and D). 
The former may indicate some industrial activity, whilst the latter may indicate the location of a 
well. 

 
4.6. South of Well Close was ‘Witch Croft’ and all of the small fields which would have lain within the 

site south of Church Road and east of Birch Coppice are recorded as ‘waste’ or rough ground. 
Information on land use is not provided for other fields. The land was likely all owned by the 
same landlord, but with multiple tenants, with none tenanting much land.     

 
4.7. Polesworth Tithe map dates to 1840 and was also available at the Record Office. This confirms 

a far greater number of fields than now survive and the enclosure into small fields of the 
common areas, with ‘Common Piece’ a typical name in these areas. Although all owned by Sir 
George Chetwynd, a variety of tenants held single or small numbers of fields and use was a 
mix of pasture and arable. Only Birch Coppice was held ‘in hand’. 

 
4.8. Of field names, two adjacent to The Hollies are of interest, with ‘Coal Pit Close’ to the south and 

‘Stone Pit Field’ to the north (Figure 2, A & B respectively). What had been ‘Sinder Hills’ in 1800 
in the east had become ‘Cider Mills’ on the Tithe apportionment! The quarry on Hoo Hill is 
referred to by the name ‘Gravel Pit Hill’ albeit listed as arable at the time. 
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4.9. One cottage lay in the south east of the site south of Church Road, whilst a number are shown 
to either side of Church Road. Isolated cottages or agricultural buildings are also shown 
scattered through the site as shown on the later OS maps, albeit two in the north west of the 
site, including the surviving ‘The Common’, were yet to be built (Figure 2).In the north east of 
the site what were later ‘Coton Barn’ and ‘Dordon Cottage’ were in place. A larger house is 
shown north west of the site boundary and this is later identified as ‘White House’.  

 
4.10. Detailed Ordnance Survey maps dating from the 1880s confirm that by this time the site had 

much the same layout as it does to this day, albeit that subsequent extraction and 
reinstatement of land in the south and east has led to a different arrangement of field 
boundaries in these areas (Figures 1 and 2). 

 
4.11. By the 1880s, two cottages had been added close to Common Lane in the north west of the 

site and ‘old shaft’ and ‘White House’ are shown to their west (Figure 2). The Hollies had a 
similar extent as on earlier maps as does Birch Coppice. Common Lane appears to have 
continued south as a track through Birch Coppice. St Leonard’s and a Methodist chapel were 
built west of the site and the brick and tile works referred to by the HER was also in operation. 

 
4.12. The obelisk was in place atop Hoo Hill and noted as ‘Site of St Leonard’s Chapel’. A small 

hamlet at ‘St Helena’ lay north of the site and terraces were being developed alongside Long 
Street and Church Road. Little further change is apparent on the 1904 and 1925 OS maps. An 
‘Old Coal Shaft’ is noted in 1904 south of The Hollies in the field called ‘Coal Pit Close’. 

 
4.13. By the inter-war years, Dordon had expanded further to the west as had the St Helena area. 

Dordon Cottage in the north east of the site had been demolished. In the south of the site 
quarry is shown north of Watling Street and Birch Coppice holds a ‘coal level’ and appears to 
have been substantially thinned. 

 
 
Aerial Photographs 

 
4.14. A search with Historic England allowed more than a hundred vertical and oblique images to be 

viewed which ranged in date from 1948 to 2004 and with some from every decade in between. 
Oblique images showed clearly the enclosure and likely trackway recorded by the HER as lying 
in the north east of the site on Hoo Hill. 
 

4.15. The clear cropmarks from 1981 suggest that the B5000 to the east may have cut the enclosure. 
There is no clear entrance, but a curve to the western boundary is. There is also the suggestion 
of cropmark features extending into the field south of the enclosure and trackway. The latter 
might be an earlier access route to Coton Barn and seems unrelated to the enclosure. Other 
obliques show the cropmark enclosure recorded to the south west of the site (HER 4822). 

 
4.16. No features of interest were evident across the rest of the site on the run of images. However, 

of great importance in terms of archaeological potential, images dating to the early post-war 
period clearly show extensive disturbance to the ground surface across large parts of the site 
and beyond (Figure 1). It is likely that this reflects open-cast mining across almost all of the land 
to the south of Church Road, between The Hollies and St Helena Road and in the north east of 
the site.  

 
4.17. Much of The Hollies would appear to be post-war in date given this photographic evidence. 

Subsequent photographs give an indication of the land being reinstated as fields and would 
account for the markedly different arrangement of field boundaries in these areas. 
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Other Sources 
 

4.18. Limited further information is available from secondary sources or other documents relating to 
the site. Placename evidence confirms that ‘Polleswyre’ or ‘Poll’s enclosure’ was documented 
in circa 1000 AD, although the settlement was not listed at Domesday (Gover et al 1936). 
Pevsner suggests the nunnery was in place by 827 AD (Pickford& Pevsner 2016). Hoo Hill is 
recorded in 1242 and Polesworth had a weekly market and annual fair by this time. 
 

4.19. Pevsner does mention Dordon Hall Farm farmhouse, dating the later frontage to between 1715 
and 1720 on stylistic grounds (Pickford and Pevsner 2016). He also notes the obelisk on Hoo 
Hill and suggests it was instigated by Sir George Chetwynd, the local landowner. He repeats 
other sources that the obelisk was built in 1846 following a medieval chapel’s discovery when 
the railway was built. 

 
4.20. The obelisk was apparently moved to its current location in 1901, presumably when the railway 

was widened. However, the map evidence suggests the obelisk had been moved at least 
fifteen years earlier. St. Leonard’s Church and the 1884 Sunday school nearby are also noted 
by Pevsner, the former no doubt named after the medieval chapel. 
 

4.21. Volume IV of the Victoria County History covers Polesworth itself and confirms that Dordon was 
part of the parish until the 20th century (Salzman 1947). The parish was formally enclosed in 
1806 which would confirm the map evidence, assuming some enclosure ahead of the Act. 

 
4.22. Volume II of the VCH covers coal mining in the county and confirms that it was being won in 

north Warwickshire from the Middle Ages, with documentary references to extraction and the 
need to backfill extraction pits (Page 1908). Polesworth’s collieries lay to the north until Birch 
Coppice was opened in circa 1875. It remained open until 1987. 

 
4.23. Wheatley confirms that coal could be won from the surface in Polesworth and notes shallow 

workings near The Hollies (Wheatley 1983). She also records documentary references to a 
man being killed in a coal pit in 1688 and a ‘coal miner’ being married in the parish in 1653. 
According to Wheatley, open-cast mining was again employed, on a more industrial scale, post-
war.  
 

4.24. Wood confirms that Edward Farmer was working for the railway and based in Tamworth when 
he took shelter at an isolated thatched and timer framed cottage in Polesworth parish in the 
later 19th century. The inhabitants, a collier and his wife, were tending a son who died that 
night. Farmer subsequently wrote a mawkish poem ‘Little Jim’ or ‘The Collier’s Child’ which 
became famous across the Empire. The cottage lay on St Helena Road where one is shown on 
the old OS maps (Figure 1, (A)). It was destroyed by fire at some point having fallen into 
disrepair. 
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Section 5: Appraisal of Site and Environs 

5.1. The site was visited in January 2018 in order to check the site for recorded or other heritage 
features and current land use and topography. The site visit also allowed for consideration of 
the surrounding landscape and  nearby heritage assets to ascertain whether these might be 
affected by development. Conditions were fair.  
 

5.2. Within the site itself, the listed obelisk on Hoo Hill is a notable landmark (Plate 2). This slightly 
battered and simple structure notes that it is the site of St Leonard’s Chapel, although there is 
no evidence for this within the field and the site seems too exposed. There are a number of 
rounded mounds in the vicinity of the obelisk, but these are more likely to be waste from the 
quarry to the south east than windmill mounds. 

 
5.3. There are extensive views from the top of Hoo Hill and the obelisk is visible from many 

directions and inter-visible with St Editha’s Church and the Polesworth Abbey site. Views from 
the hill also confirm the extensive spread of residential development from Dordon and 
Polesworth’s historic cores. 

 
5.4. Given the completion of a new residential estate at the foot of Hoo Hill and other 20th century 

development at St Helena, much of the site is screened from the historic core of Polesworth, its 
conservation area and the listed buildings within it. 

 
5.5. The quarry on Hoo Hill is still evident, albeit now grassed over. It has changed the topography 

of the hill and now defines a field boundary at the summit. South east of this, the area where an 
enclosure and trackway have been noted from aerial photographs is under an arable crop. 

 
5.6. A metalled and sunken road runs south to the B5000, but there is no sign of either the barns, 

nor the cottage which once lay in this area east of St Helena Road. Two large trees survive in 
arable which must have been protected during the open cast mining in this area.Adjacent to St 
Helena Road by a track and next to where a small cottage is shown on historic maps, a stone 
marks the site of ‘Little Jim’s Cottage’ from Farmer’s poem (Plate 3 and Figure 1, A). 

 
5.7. The land west of St Helena Road is under pasture and has a very even surface which may 

reflect its post-war reinstatement. On a knoll above this area, Dordon Hall Farm lies west of its 
associated brick farm buildings east of the road (Plate 4). The farmhouse faces south east, with 
its drive leading off St Helena Road in this direction too. At its new gateway, a ‘North 
Warwickshire Heritage Award – 2017’ plaque is affixed. Although the farm’s curtilage was not 
entered, there would appear to be a block of conifers to its west, but a building shown on older 
maps is no longer in place.     

 
5.8. The north western part of the site would appear to have been unaffected by 20th century open-

cast mining from the aerial photographic record and in many of its pasture fields, slight irregular 
earthworks are likely to reflect post-medieval coal winning. This is most noticeable on the land 
between ‘The Common’ and The Hollies (Figure 2). No sign of the recorded mine shaft was 
apparent though (HER 6516). No evidence for coal extraction was apparent to the south of The 
Hollies either. 
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5.9. Common Lane survives as a trackway and then footpath running north to south through the site 
(Plate 5). Rubble at a field junction west of the lane confirms the site of a cottage marked on 
historic maps. ‘The Common’ is a late Victorian cottage with makeshift outbuildings east of 
Common Lane. A property north of The Hollies appears relatively recent and incomplete, albeit 
on the site of an earlier cottage. 
 

5.10. Within the western edge of The Hollies, an area which sources suggest has not been affected 
by open-cast mining, there are numerous ‘bell pits’ which are often an indication of medieval or 
post-medieval coal extraction (Figure 2, E&Plate 6).  

 
5.11. On the north western edge of the site, the land rises steeply to the residential areas running 

east along Long Street. The reservoir was visited, but is of no heritage interest, despite being 
recorded on the HER (6517, Plate 7). No sign of the Birch Coppice Brick and Tile works was 
evident north of Church Road, albeit the south westernmost site field in this area appears to 
have been excavated out and is now scrub covered.  

 
5.12. In the south of the site, beyond Church Road, the topography suggests past industrial activity 

with an unevenly surfaced central area of pasture and scrubby woodland to west and east. The 
only area which appears unaffected is in the north east corner. In this area, the site boundary is 
marked by a rough surfaced lane which historic maps suggest is of some age.  

 
5.13. There are open views from St Leonard’s Church into the site in the north west of this southern 

area (Plate 8). To the south, Watling Street is a broad major road with twentieth century houses 
and business premises between the road and site edge (Plate 9). 
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Section 6: Impact of Proposals 
6.1 This assessment has been prepared on behalf of the Church Commissioners, Cathedral 

Agricultural Partnership and the White family to inform promotion of a large area for 
residential development with associated access, infrastructure and landscaping. The site lies 
east of Dordon and Polesworth, North Warwickshire. This assessment accords with national 
and local planning policy and guidance. 
 

6.2 The assessment has been informed by consultation with the Warwickshire Historic 
Environment Record and visits to Warwickshire Record Office and local studies library and 
Historic England’s Archive in Swindon. Historic England’s National Heritage List for England 
and other online databases have complemented these sources. A walkover survey in January 
2018 completed the work informing this report. 
 

6.3 Overall, the site does not appear to be heavily constrained by the historic environment, 
despite its large size. Only one designated heritage asset is located within the site area and 
only one other, also Grade II listed, might be adversely affected by development to its west. A 
buffer of open land and planting would mitigate the likely adverse effect in each case, Low 
archaeological potential has been assessed across the site - in large parts of it, coal mining is 
likely to have totally removed anything of interest. It should therefore be possible to develop 
much of the site in accordance with both local and national policy and guidance and the 
relevant legislation.   

 
6.4 Only one designated heritage asset, nineteenth century Grade II listed obelisk marking the 

location of a medieval chapel, lies within the site. This is a key local landmark, being at the 
summit of Hoo Hill in the north east of the area considered. Given its prominent position and 
listing, it is recommended that the field it lies within is left undeveloped. 
 

6.5 There is some uncertainty as to whether Hoo Hill was actually the site of a medieval chapel, 
although it is most likely this lay to the north of the site, on lower land. It is also possible that a 
windmill once lay atop Hoo Hill given 18th century map evidence. It is certainly likely that 
prehistoric or Roman sub-surface remains lie south of the obelisk given clear cropmarks seen 
on aerial images. Such remains are likely to rate as of county importance despite disturbance 
from cultivation and also a gravel pit atop Hoo Hill. 
 

6.6 Given this high archaeological potential and the elevated position of this site, it is 
recommended that it is also preserved in situ. The higher ground of Hoo Hill might be 
landscaped and used as public open space to avoid harm to both archaeology and heritage. If 
built on, there would be harm to heritage and archaeological significance which would likely 
need to be weighed against the scheme benefits. 
 

6.7 The likely prehistoric enclosure atop Hoo Hill and remains north of the River Anker and south 
of Watling Street suggests the area was settled before the Roman period, Watling Street itself 
marks the course of a major Roman route, but there is little other evidence for other activity in 
this period within the study area, unless the Hoo Hill enclosure is actually Roman. 
 

6.8 Polesworth was an important ecclesiastical centre from the early medieval period and also 
had a medieval tile and later pipe making industry, but the remains of this are unlikely to have 
extended as far as the site. Indeed, much of the site appears to have been subject to 
significant later twentieth century disturbance from open-cast coal extraction. Only in the north 
west of the site and small areas in its north east and the north east of its southern parcel 
would earlier remains be likely to survive. 
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6.9 In the main area of the site unaffected by open-cast activity, on either side of Common Lane, 

there is disturbed ground under pasture and in woodland which is likely to reflect post-
medieval if not earlier small-scale extraction of coal. These remains may be of some local 
significance, but may also have harmed any earlier remains. It is also the case that the 
closest archaeological investigations to the site did not identify any significant archaeological 
remains. 
 

6.10 Away from Hoo Hill, the site has limited archaeological potential. Further evaluation may be 
required, but could be restricted to areas which are unlikely to have been disturbed. 
Geophysical survey followed by targeted trial trenching is likely to be the best approach to 
understanding the nature of any remains in these areas and to inform any planning 
application. However, it is unlikely that any other work other than focussed recoding ahead of 
or during construction would be necessary to ensure development accords with 
archaeological policy and guidance.     
 

6.11 The site visit confirmed that a number of listed buildings, Polesworth Conservation Area and 
the scheduled remains of Polesworth Abbey to the north are surrounded by later built 
development and that development within the site away from Hoo Hill would not harm the 
significance of any of these designated heritage assets. 
 

6.12 Indeed, only one off-site designated heritage asset might be adversely affected by 
development within the site. Given its elevated position to the east of the site, Dordon Hall 
Farm’s Grade II listed farmhouse has the potential to be adversely affected by built 
development close to it. However, with appropriate mitigation in the form of a buffer of open 
land and appropriate screen planting adverse effects would be minimised. 
 

6.13 Although not formally designated, the 19th century St. Leonard’s Church would qualify as a 
non-designated ‘heritage asset’. Sensitive edge treatment to any development to its south 
would mitigate potential harm. 
 

6.14 Within the site, away from Hoo Hill and in areas where there has been limited past 
disturbance from open-cast mining, older hedgerows would ideally be retained within any 
development proposals as far as practicable. 
 

6.15 The western side of The Hollies woodland and the bell pits it contains should ideally be 
retained. Historic routes including Common Lane, a footpath past The Hollies from St Helena 
and a track on the eastern side of the southern area should also be retained and their 
character protected as far as possible. Any future proposals might also celebrate the site of a 
cottage south of Hoo Hill which inspired a famous Victorian poem. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Land at Dordon & Polesworth, Warwickshire 
Heritage Assessment 
23rd January 2018   

15 

Summary for Areas A to E 
 

6.16 The wider site has been divided into five separate areas labelled A to E. In summary, land 
north east of St Helena Road is labelled A and B to north and south respectively. Area C is all 
land west of St Helena Road including The Hollies and north of Church Road, Area D is land 
north of Church Road and west of The Hollies and Area E is all site land south of Church 
Road. Below the key archaeology and heritage issues for each is set out: 
 

• Area A – contains a Grade II listed obelisk, possible site of windmill and likely 
prehistoric or Roman sub-surface enclosure on Hoo Hill. Given its elevation, this 
area should principally be kept open. The site of Little Jim’s cottage by the road 
could be enhanced; 
 

• Area B – much of the site’s potential has been lost through open-cast activity. 
Archaeological evaluation may be required in its south east, but development is 
unlikely to be constrained; 

 
• Area C – any archaeological potential has been lost through open-cast mining except 

in the western part of The Hollies which should be retained. The setting of Dordon 
Hall Farm listed building would need consideration and likely a buffer of open space 
and screen planting; 

 
• Area D – this area does not appear to have been affected by open-cast activity. It has 

low archaeological potential, but possible coal extraction remains and the wider area 
would require evaluation. Archaeological remains are nonetheless unlikely to 
constrain development. Common Lane and hedgerows in this area should be 
retained as far as practicable; 

 
• Area E – any archaeological potential has almost certainly been lost through coal 

extraction except in the north east. Further fieldwork may not be required there as a 
result. The setting of St Leonard’s Church requires sensitivity, but does not preclude 
re-development.   
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Appendix: Warwickshire Historic Environment Record Gazetteer 

HER ref. NGR 
(SKprefix) 

Period Notes 

203 2632 0245 Early 
medieval 

Polesworth Abbey was an early medieval foundation and a 
nunnery run by an abbess. Site of Abbey and later manor 
house are scheduled and church is now the parish church of 
St. Editha which is 11th century and Grade II* listed. 
Gatehouse also survives (II*). HER 12497 relates to gardens 
on site of abbey.HER 9573 relates to wider medieval 
settlement at Polesworth. 

231 2726 0086 Post-
medieval 

Dordon Hall farmhouse is 16th or 17th century in origin and 
Grade I Iisted it has an early 18th century southern main 
elevation and is in brick and sandstone, with timber framing. 

232 2625 0036 19th 
century 

Victorian Church of St Leonard is 1860s and later by Street 
and has nearby Sunday School also in brick. 

238 2570 0040 Roman Find of coin hoard of various emperors. 
276 2612 0196 Medieval 

– modern 
Site of medieval and later tile and pottery kilns on Potters 
Lane. Floor tiles, clay pipes known and numerous 
investigations in the area have revealed evidence of pottery 
production. Also HER 5705, 6117, 8128,  

420 n/a Roman Watling Street major Roman road course runs from London 
to Wroxeter. 

689 2713 0185 19th 
century 

Obelisk marking site of medieval Chapel of St Leonard at 
Hoo is Grade II listed and dates to circa 1846. HER 225 
records site of chapel and that it was documented in 12th 
century, but that it was found during railway construction, so 
obelisk may be slightly away and no evidence atop Hoo Hill.  

847 2762 0225 Prehistoric Fieldwork in 1992 ahead of extraction found Mesolithic flints 
and also a ring ditch, ditch and pit dating to Neolithic, Bronze 
Age and Iron Age. Also HERs 5760 and 5761. 

4212 2736 0171 Prehistoric Enclosure observed as cropmark at summit of Hoo Hill and 
interpreted as possible hillfort. Circa 07ha in extend with 
western entrance. 

4459 2778 0123 Uncertain Possible enclosure and linear features noted as cropmarks, 
but may be geological. 

4373 n/a 18th 
century 

Coventry canal was opened by 1790. 

4822 2551 0001 Iron Age? Enclosure noted on cropmarks was investigated in 2013 and 
only one internal post-hole found and no definite dating, 
although morphologically is late prehistoric to Roman. 

5316 2739 0162 Uncertain Cropmark shows trackway on Hoo Hill. 
5317 2730 0170 Roman A single sherd of pottery found fieldwalking on Hoo Hill. 
6501 2604 0125 Post-

medieval 
18th century or later site of coal mine shaft. 

6502 2605 0042 Post-
medieval 

Birch Coppice brick and tile works (west) site. Marked on 
1885 OS map. 

6503 2624 0054 Post-
medieval 

Birch Coppice brick and tile works (east) site. Marked on 
1885 OS map. 

6509 2724 0173 Post-
medieval 

Site of gravel pit on Hoo Hill. 

6516 2656 0083 Post-
medieval 

Site of mine shaft shown on 1885 OS map. 

6517 2615 0103 19th 
century 

Reservoir marked on 1901 OS map. 

8374 2757 0019 Medieval Site of shrunken settlement indicated by pottery scatters. 
8375 2745 0021 Medieval Holloway noted during fieldwalking survey ahead of opencast 

coal working. 
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10561 267 019 Undated Geophysical survey completed ahead of possible 
development revealed one linear feature in 2014. 

12574 2706 0082 Uncertain  Dordon Hall garden. Appears to have been raised due to 
survey of gardens, but this potential site not visited. 

13081 2601 9927 Prehistoric Neolithic or early Bronze Age pit found with flint knife and 
Beaker pottery during investigations ahead of development. 

13086 2625 9924 Bronze 
Age 

Group of five cremation pits found during investigations in 
2011. HER 13087 records Iron Age pits and four post 
structure and later finds of medieval and post-medieval date 
also made.  

13158 2708 0714 Medieval Possible site of park centred on ‘Wood Park’ and ‘Park’ 
farms. A metal harness mount has been found in the area 
and remains of a park pale may survive near Park Farm. 

20670 2740 0090 Medieval Four metal items recovered during metal detecting included a 
spindle whorl, buckle, pilgrim badge and harness piece. 

20711 2740 0090 Early 
medieval? 

Early medieval to medieval stirrup found during metal 
detecting. 

20713 2740 0090 Roman? Roman to medieval ingot found during metal detecting. 
20834 2620 0037 Medieval Buckle found during metal detecting. 
21053 2700 0000 Medieval Metal buckle and two mounts found during metal detecting. 
21137 2600 0070 Early 

medieval? 
Bridle fitting of EM to medieval date found by metal detecting. 
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Plate 1: 1800 Map excerpt showing Dordon Common, Birch Coppice and ‘Hollies’ 
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Plate 2: Hoo Hill obelisk 

 

Plate 3: Stone commemorating site of ‘Little Jim’s’ cottage 
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Plate 4: Dordon Hall Farm farmhouse from north east 

 

 

Plate 5: View north along Common Lane 
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Plate 6: Bell pits in The Hollies 

 

 

Plate 7: Reservoir west of site 



Land at Dordon & Polesworth, Warwickshire 
Heritage Assessment 
23rd January 2018   

 

Plate 8: St. Leonard’s Church, looking north 

 

 

Plate 9: Watling Street, looking west 
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Figure 1: Site and Identified Heritage 
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Figure 2: Historic Map Evidence   
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Susan Wilson

From: Antonio Del Busso 

Sent: 07 October 2020 20:39

To: planningpolicy

Subject: Fwd: 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? 
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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.  

 

Antonio Del Busso 

  

 

 

 

--  
Antonio Del Busso.  
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Susan Wilson

From: Mark Jackson/GBR 

Sent: 07 October 2020 21:37

To: planningpolicy

Subject: North Warwickshire Local Plan

 

Dear sir/madam, 
  
  
I am instructed by my client, E.ON to comment on main modifications to the North Warwickshire Plan.  Specifically, (MM19) in relation to the village of Lea Marston. 
  
MM19 proposes an amendment to Policy LP2.   Lea Marston village is referred to as a category 5 village within the policy where “all types of development will not be 
generally acceptable.”   
  
The policy sets out some very limited circumstances where development may be acceptable.   It states that “Special circumstances should exist to justify new isolated 
homes in the countryside such as rural workers’ needs, the optimal viable use of a heritage asset, the re-use of redundant buildings enhancing its immediate setting, the 
subdivision of an existing residential dwelling, or development of exceptional quality or innovative design or for rural exception sites.”  
  
The circumstances listed are not all applicable to meeting the needs of category 5 villages.  Indeed, most are not.  The policy, therefore, must include flexibility to support 
the development needs of villages such as Lea Marston. 
  
Previous potential Main Modifications set out in NWBC20B, in particular MM12 stated “‘Local planning policies should allow for these needs [of villages and hamlets] to be 
catered for in a sensitive and innovative way. Such settlements include Middleton, Corley, Lea Marston and Furnace End”. 
  
E.ON considers that the absence of a positively worded policy for category 5 villages such as Lea Marston is unsound and should be rectified.   
  
Support for sensitive and innovative development to meet the needs of the village is the correct approach.  A policy stating that all types of development will not be 
generally acceptable clearly fails to properly consider needs.  The plan must not limit innovative solutions and should acknowledge the importance of local support as a 
material consideration when having regard to development genuinely meeting the needs of these villages.   
  
We’d be delighted to discuss the MM19 changes and the assessment of development needs of category 5 villages. 
  
I’d be very grateful if you could confirm receipt of these comments. 
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Kind regards 
  
  
  
Mark Jackson MRTPI 
Partner I Planning I Development 
  
  

  
  

  
 

  
  

 
  

 
  

      
  

 
  
  

 
  
 

 
 



REPRESENTATIONS ON THE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS AND MAIN MODIFICATIONS TO THE DRAFT 

LOCAL PLAN ON BEHALF OF POLESWORTH PARISH COUNCIL 

Date: 07/10/2020 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir, 

This representation sets out Polesworth Parish Council’s concerns and comments regarding the 

above submission and modifications. Whilst we acknowledge and welcome the considerable amount 

of work completed by officers in producing evidence in response to your letter INSP 18, and also 

welcome the Government’s commitment to fund highways improvements for sections of the A5, we 

feel that there is an essential need to clearly and specifically identify the new or improved 

infrastructure needed to support the proposed housing allocations and economic growth outlined in 

the draft Local Plan prior to it being allowed to proceed. 

As a Parish Council we represent an area that will be significantly affected by the Local Plan and have 

major concerns with the Local Plan as it currently stands. 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY PLAN – MOD MM14  

Polesworth Parish Council are concerned that the revised wording of the original Table 19 p 57 into 2 

categories CRITICAL AND IMPORTANT provides little insight into the relative priority and /or urgency 

of the infrastructure required to support the scale of economic and residential growth proposed in 

this plan. We are concerned that certain measures particularly those associated with the provision of 

social, community and environmental infrastructure have been “downgraded” from CRITICAL to 

IMPORTANT for reasons which are far from clear. We prefer the original categorization of the IDP 

into CRITICAL, NECESSARY AND PREFERRED and would like this categorization to be reinstated as a 

basis and guide for future decision-making and scheduling developments. 

 

A5 IMPROVEMENTS  

You made the following comment in your letter INSP 18:  

“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 “. 

The A5 at this point was described as going to be “not fit for purpose” after 2024. 

On March 11th it was announced in the Government’s Budget Report that the A5 would get 

additional funding from MCHLG rather than the HIF bid. Six months on, and we have yet to see any 

concrete proposals for these improvements or how these proposals relate to the mitigation 
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measures, housing numbers, timescale and dates set out in Tables 19 – 22 of the Strategic Transport 

Assessment, October 2017. We also request clarity as to how the housing numbers identified in the 

Councils response to this issue relate to those originally described in the modelling undertaken as 

part of the Strategic Transport Assessment.  

In NWBC’s response to INSP 18,  Table 1 shows Phases 1 and 2 of A5 but we cannot see how these 

phases and what is included relates to the proposed mitigation measure and schedule, set out in in 

the Strategic Transport Assessment - listed in Table 21 2021 and Table 22 2026 mitigation schedule . 

We understood these mitigation measures would be needed to support housing and employment 

growth. 

Further clarity is needed in relation certain specific mitigation measures identified in the Strategic 

Transport Assessment which were stated as needing to be completed by 2021 and 2026:  

 Canal bridge widening- 3a and 3b  

 A5, Spon Lane, Boot Hill Grendon and roundabout  

 Connections between B5000 and A5 as part of duelling between Dordon and Grendon  

 B5000 relief through road   

Clearly, as yet, no funding has been identified for road improvements north of Grendon. These are 

improvements which were described as critical in your letter and by the Strategic Transport 

Assessment. 

“It is considered that the full bypass identified within the final phase of the assessment is likely to be 

critical in enabling the full housing and employment sites to be delivered which is estimated to be 

£57.5 Million and would be in addition to the core infrastructure costs.” 

Polesworth Parish Council do not consider it sound to base the later phase of housing and 

employment growth in this plan on a statement of good intention or support and hope that these 

expectations around infrastructure will eventually be realised. Over recent years there has been 

much speculation and hope regarding improvements to the A5, but as yet nothing of real strategic 

impact has materialized. Polesworth Parish Council also feel that the proposed dualling of a small 

stretch between Dordon and Grendon will not provide any real solution. It will simply move and 

concentrate the problems of congestion about ¼ mile further along the A5 and will have a very 

minimal impact in addressing the infrastructure needs of the housing allocation in the draft Local 

Plan.  

A recent report by Midlands Connect (February 2020) identified the existing strains on the A5, with 

an average speed of around 30mph and rising air pollution levels. Their report made it clear those 

road improvements along this central section of the A5 corridor are vital for both housing and 

economic growth. 

 

Polesworth Parish Council believe that:  

Whilst the proposed (partial) improvements to the A5 between Dordon and Grendon are a welcome 

step forward, such improvements will simply exacerbate the known pinch points and queuing at the 

A5 / Spon lane junction. The Strategic Transport Assessment (5.89) outlines that the junctions of the 

A5/Spon Lane/Boot Hill and the A5/Long Street/Gypsy Lane will both see a “very severe” increase in 

traffic. This increase will not be adequately addressed with the current proposed improvements to 

the A5. 



There is a lack of any detail, transparency and apparent progress in providing any clarity to NWBC on 

what the additional MCHLG funding does and does not include. Given the central importance of the 

A5, this lack of detail from Highways England and Warwickshire County Council, and lack of proper 

engagement with NWBC, presents a considerable barrier to understanding whether this plan is 

sound or not. Without this critical stretch of the A5 having the improvements needed, the road will 

not be fit for purpose and our residents and traffic coming through the area will be subject to severe 

delays and disruptions until perhaps 2031 and then only if funding can be secured.  It is not sufficient 

that the local plan be left to the “possible” and “maybes” of NWBC securing the funding required. 

Polesworth Parish Council argue that the A5 improvements considered critical by NWBC will not be 

improved sufficiently to meet the needs placed upon them and that NWBC have had enough time to 

rectify the missing £57.5 Million in finance required to make the local Plan sound, viable and 

achievable. The Local Plan without the improvements in the A5 north of Grendon leaves us in a 

position where a major trunk road converges upon a series of roundabouts and moves the traffic 

chaos less than half a mile towards Grendon where it meets yet another roundabout with no means 

of relieving the traffic due to nearby housing.  This position is supposed to be viable for another 10 

years or until NWBC find the required funding.  

Polesworth Parish Council argue that this infrastructure is critical to the Local Plan and believe that 

this lack of infrastructure makes the Local Plan untenable. Therefore, not fit for purpose and will, if 

approved force an additional 3500 houses and extra light industrial units, upon Dordon, Polesworth 

and Grendon.  A bottleneck in the A5 between these villages will cause suffering to all the residents 

and other road users and potentially gridlock the road and adjoining local routes including severely 

effecting local heritage sites.  

We request that Polesworth Parish Council can put our position to the Inspector, Mr Bristow, at any 

subsequent hearing where the infrastructure of the NWBC Local plan is considered. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Polesworth Parish Council 
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