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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
BOARD AGENDA 

 

20 July 2020 
 

The Planning and Development Board will meet on 
Monday 20 July 2020 at 6.30pm via Teams.  An email 
invite will be sent to Board members and the meeting will 
be live streamed on the Council’s YouTube channel, 
accessible from the home page of the Council’s website 
or at https://www.youtube.com/user/northwarks  

 

AGENDA 
 

1 Apologies for Absence / Members away on 
official Council business. 

 
2 Disclosable Pecuniary and Non-Pecuniary 

Interests. 
 

 

  

For general enquiries please contact the Democratic 
Services Team on 01827 719221 or via e-mail –  
democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk  
 
For enquiries about specific reports please contact 
the officer named in the reports. 
 
The agenda and reports are available in large print 
and electronic accessible formats if requested. 

https://www.youtube.com/user/northwarks


REGISTERING TO SPEAK AT THE MEETING 
 

PLEASE BE AWARE THAT THIS MEETING WILL BE TAKING PLACE 
REMOTELY 

 
Anyone wishing to speak at the meeting, in respect of a Planning 
Application, must register their intention to do so by 1pm on the day of 
the meeting, either by email to democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk 
or by telephoning 01827 719221. 

 
Once registered to speak, an invitation will be sent to join the Teams 
video conferencing for this meeting.  Those registered to speak should 
join the meeting via teams or dial the telephone number (provided on 
their invitation) when joining the meeting and whilst waiting they will be 
able to hear what is being said at the meeting.  They will also be able 
to view the meeting using the YouTube link provided (if so, they may 
need to mute the sound on YouTube when they speak on the phone to 
prevent feedback).  The Chairman of the Board will invite a registered 
speaker to begin once the application they are registered for is being 
considered. 

 
 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND DECISION 
(WHITE PAPERS) 

 
 
3 Planning Applications - Report of the Head of Development Control 
 

Summary 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – applications presented for 
determination. 
 
The Contact Officer for this report is Jeff Brown (719310) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STEVE MAXEY 
Chief Executive 
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 Agenda Item No 3 
 
 Planning and Development 

Board 
 
 20 July 2020 
 
 Planning Applications 

Report of the 
Head of Development Control 
 
 
1 Subject 
 
1.1 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – applications presented for determination. 
 
2 Purpose of Report 
 
2.1 This report presents for the Board decision, a number of planning, listed building, 

advertisement, proposals, together with proposals for the works to, or the felling 
of trees covered by a Preservation Order and other miscellaneous items. 

 
2.2 Minerals and Waste applications are determined by the County Council.  

Developments by Government Bodies and Statutory Undertakers are also 
determined by others.  The recommendations in these cases are consultation 
responses to those bodies. 

 
2.3 The proposals presented for decision are set out in the index at the front of the 

attached report. 
 
2.4 Significant Applications are presented first, followed in succession by General 

Development Applications; the Council’s own development proposals; and finally 
Minerals and Waste Disposal Applications. 

 
3 Implications 
 
3.1 Should there be any implications in respect of: 
 

Finance; Crime and Disorder; Sustainability; Human Rights Act; or other relevant 
legislation, associated with a particular application then that issue will be covered 
either in the body of the report, or if raised at the meeting, in discussion. 

 
4 Site Visits 
 
4.1 Members are encouraged to view sites in advance of the Board Meeting.  Most 

can be seen from public land. However, in the current COVID situation visits 
should be restricted to “drive-by” visual inspections only. If they would like to see 
the plans whilst on site, then they should always first contact the Case Officer. 
Formal site visits can only be agreed by the Board and reasons for the request 
for such a visit need to be given. 
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4.2 Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers 

dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site 
alone, or as part of a Board visit. 

 
5 Availability 
 
5.1 The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before 

the meeting is held in accordance with statutory requirements. It is also possible 
to view the papers on the Council’s web site: www.northwarks.gov.uk.  

 
5.2 The next meeting at which planning applications will be considered following this 

meeting, is not yet known because of the COVID situation.  
 
6 Public Speaking 
 

Anyone wishing to speak at the meeting, in respect of a Planning Application, 
must register their intention to do so by 1pm on the day of the meeting, either by 
email to democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk or by telephoning 01827 
719221. 

 
Once registered to speak, an invitation will be sent to join the Teams video 
conferencing for this meeting.  Those registered to speak should join the meeting 
via teams or dial the telephone number (provided on their invitation) when joining 
the meeting and whilst waiting they will be able to hear what is being said at the 
meeting.  They will also be able to view the meeting using the YouTube link 
provided (if so, they may need to mute the sound on YouTube when they speak 
on the phone to prevent feedback).  The Chairman of the Board will invite a 
registered speaker to begin once the application they are registered for is being 
considered.  For further information please contact Democratic Services on 
01827 719221 or email democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk. 

 

 

http://www.northwarks.gov.uk/
mailto:democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk
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Planning Applications – Index 

 

Item 

No 

Application 

No 

Page 

No 

Description General / 

Significant 

1 PAP/2019/0496 2 Proposed Wave Park, Coleshill Manor 

Campus, South Drive,  

Recreational surfing centre and associated 

infrastructure 

General 

2 PAP/2019/0701 60 Land Adjacent to Coleshill Manor, Off 

South Drive, Coleshill,  

The erection and operation of a landmark 

structure, with associated visitor centre and 

public open space (D2), together with 

ancillary essential development including 

dedicated car parking, landscaping, access 

road and services provisions (mixed use 

including D1, A1, A3, A4 and B1 facilities) to 

operate as a national memorial and to create 

a significant public art architectural feature 

General 

3 PAP/2020/0056 114 Town Council Offices, North Street, 

Atherstone,  

Demolition of existing building and 

construction of new 2 storey offices and 

meeting room 

General 

4 PAP/2020/0295 130 Land West Of Hams Hall Roundabout and 

south of, Marsh Lane, Curdworth,  

Outline application for an overnight truck 

shop comprising 200 HGV spaces and 

associated facilities including fuel refuelling 

station, amenities building, electric vehicle 

charging points, staff and other car parking, 

and landscaping. Including details of 

vehicular access from Marsh Lane, all other 

matters reserved 

General 
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General Development Applications 

 

(1) Application No: PAP/2019/0496 

Proposed Wave Park, Coleshill Manor Campus, South Drive,  

Recreational surfing centre and associated infrastructure, for 

Emerge Surf 

Introduction 

This application was reported for information to the Board in October and Members visited 

the site on 2 November. The previous report is attached for convenience at Appendix A 

and a note of the visit is at Appendix B.  

Additional Information 

There are several matters that need to be updated. 

Firstly the Board was informed that the proposed filling, topping up and any discharge 

from the site’s lagoon would be to and from the STW main sewers in the locality. The 

sourcing of the water is to remain as such, but STW is no longer agreeable to any 

discharge. An alternative is thus now proposed and this would be via a conveyance pipe 

from the lagoon direct to the River Cole. The route of the pipe would be within the access 

road and then where that road is closest to the river, it would emerge and run south to 

the water course. The applicant indicates that any “drain-down” would only be likely once 

every five years, except in an emergency. The outfall into the Cole would be 565 metres 

southeast of the site.  The applicant points out that this discharge would require a Permit 

from the Environment Agency under the Environmental Protection Act.   

As a consequence of this change, the applicant has prepared a new Assessment of any 

likely ecological impacts that might arise from these revised arrangements. This is 

because of the bio-diversity value of the River Cole downstream of the outfall. The 

Summary is at Appendix C with the full report being available on the website.  

Secondly, the applicant has removed one of the buildings from his proposal – the small 

“cabin in the woods” – which was shown to accommodate a small café facility. 

Thirdly, discussion with the Highway Authority and more detailed investigation into the 

actual route of the access drive, has led to the submission of a revised plan. This does 

not materially alter the overall route, but it increases the land take in order to 

accommodate engineering works for the road and the service infrastructure.  The surface 

water run-off from the road would drain to a series of swales and wetland features running 

alongside its route. As a consequence of the re-alignment, there would also be an 

additional loss of a few low quality trees leading to a total loss throughout the whole site 

of 15 trees, and a further 4.4 metres of hedgerow would be removed over the existing 40 

metres already proposed to be removed, as a consequence of the re-alignment. However 

the actual detail of the re-alignment has been designed such that all higher quality trees 

are retained and that one tree known to be a roost for bats is to be retained.  
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The route of this re-aligned road is at Appendix D and this also illustrates the outfall route 

to the River Cole.  

As a consequence of these revisions, an updated Screening Opinion has been made 

under the 2017 Economic Impact Assessment Regulations 2017. This concludes that the 

development project remains as being non-EIA development. The updated Opinion is at 

Appendix E.  

Fourthly, the applicant has submitted a further document since the receipt of the 

application, namely the background to the selection of this particular site. This outlines 

the criteria which were used to assess a particular site; an individual analysis of seventeen 

sites against those criteria and a summary of the reasons why others were not selected.  

This is copied in full at Appendix F. 

There have been no material changes in the planning considerations that are relevant to 

the determination of the application since the last Board report. The case is still covered 

by the 2009 Direction, should the Board be supportive of the case. 

The applicant has also referred to a number of other documents and Members should be 

aware of these in the determination of the application. They are: 

The North Warwickshire Corporate Plan 2018/19 

The North Warwickshire and Hinckley and Bosworth Destination Management Plan 

2017/22 

The North Warwickshire Leisure Facilities Strategy 2016/31 

The North Warwickshire Health and Wellbeing Action Plan 2017/20 

Warwickshire Visitor Economy Forward Plan 2018/22 

The Warwickshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Members will be aware that since the receipt of this application, a second application has 

been received on adjacent land for a national landmark structure known as “The Wall”.  It 

has the reference number PAP/2019/0701.  It in summary is for a sculpture resembling a 

“mobius strip” being 50 metres tall at its highest point. That proposal would also share the 

vehicular access arrangements proposed for the surfing centre.  

Whilst the surfing centre application is to be treated on its merits, it will be necessary to 

assess any cumulative impacts. The main ones are seen as the joint impact on the 

openness of the Green Belt and any potential highway impacts arising from the two 

developments on the local highway network. 

Consultations 

Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – It has no objection subject to a 

standard condition about the provision of car parking space and subject to a suitable 

contribution being made towards multi-modal improvements at the A446 

Stonebridge/Birmingham Road junction including pedestrian and cycle infrastructure. 

Warwickshire County Council as Local Lead Flood Authority – No objection subject to 

conditions 
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Warwickshire Rights of Way – No objection 

Warwickshire (Archaeology) – No objection subject to standard conditions 

 

Warwickshire (Ecology) – Additional information was requested in respect of the need for 

a full Bio-Diversity Assessment of the site; the likely impacts on bat roosting, lighting 

impacts and the impact on the Woodland belt to the east. The receipt of this information 

has led to there being no objection in principle subject to conditions. 

Highways England – No objection 

Environment Agency – No objection 

Natural England – No objection 

STW Ltd – No Objection 

Historic England - No comments to make 

HS2 Ltd – No objection 

Esso Ltd – No objection 

Birmingham Airport – No objection subject to the submitted Bird Hazard Management 

Plan being conditioned 

Environmental Health Officer – No objection subject to standard conditions 

Director (Leisure and Community Development) – No objection as the proposal accords 

with the Borough’s Leisure Facilities Strategy and will provide welcome new provision in 

the Borough.  

Representations 

Coleshill Town Council – It objects on the following grounds: 

• It is not appropriate development in the Green Belt  

• There could be drainage and water supply issues as well as ecological impacts 

Coleshill Civic Society – It objects on the following grounds: 

• Any benefits arising from job creation or as a tourist attraction are outweighed by 

Green Belt considerations 

• There will be visual intrusion and thus an adverse impact on openness 

• The Coleshill Corridor is a meaningful gap 

• This is a departure and should be referred to the Secretary of State 

• If it is to be supported, then there should be “strong links” to Coleshill amenities 

and businesses. 

Six letters have been received from individual residents – three of support and three 

objecting because: 



3/7 
 
 

• Green Belt intrusion 

• There is no road capacity 

• The jobs would not benefit local people 

• Construction disruption if combined with HS2 works 

• Impacts on wildlife 

Other letters of support have also been received, including from: 

• Surfing England 

• The CWLEP 

• Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce 

• Explore North Warwickshire 

Observations 

a) Green Belt – Appropriate or Not Appropriate Development 

As with all planning applications within the Green Belt, it is first proposed to establish 

whether the proposal as a whole is appropriate or inappropriate development under the 

definitions contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (the “NPPF”). 

Consideration of the proposals will then follow from the conclusion reached on this matter. 

This proposal involves new built development in association with a material change of 

use of the land – from agricultural to recreational. Members will know from the NPPF that 

the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt is inappropriate and thus carries a 

presumption of refusal. However the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with 

the existing use of land or a change of use) for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation is an 

exception to this presumption. However this is a conditional exception. For the facilities 

to be treated as appropriate development they should preserve the openness of the 

Green Belt and not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. In terms of treating 

the proposal as a material change of use, then this again would be appropriate 

development if it is for a change for outdoor sport or recreation and it can satisfy the same 

two conditions outlined above. There is thus a consistent approach set out in the NPPF.  

In respect of the current application then it is considered that as a matter of fact and 

degree, this proposed change of use is for outdoor sport and/or recreation. It will be 

necessary though to consider whether the proposed built facilities are “appropriate”, in 

the sense of being connected to the proposed change. Secondly, if they are, then the 

determining matters as to whether the overall proposal is appropriate or not, will rest on 

how the proposals perform against the two conditions.  

In considering the “appropriateness” of the built facilities for the actual sport/recreational 

activity being proposed it is useful to look at the scope of those facilities; their function 

and their scale. It is considered that the buildings that house all of the mechanical and 

operational plant and equipment are going to be appropriate as are the structures that 

light the site. Clearly as well, it is considered that changing facilities, training and class 
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rooms are again appropriate for the use and the activities proposed. There would also 

need to be the associated administration housed in accommodation on site as well as the 

structures to satisfy the site’s health and safety requirements – e.g. the lifeguard stands. 

Associated café and bar uses are not unusual with such facilities and the ones proposed 

here are all housed within the one building and are proportionate in that they do not 

dominated the amount of floor space.  Outside decking and seating areas may well be 

appropriate. In coming to a conclusion, Members are asked to consider the overall 

content of the facilities and to note that the proposal is going to serve a much wider than 

local population base with a significant numbers of visitors. Additionally as well as “active” 

visitors there would also be “passive” visitors at the site.  As such the term “appropriate 

facilities” should be read in the context of there being significant numbers of people 

visiting the site and thus the size of those facilities will need to be “more than local”. The 

Board is asked to note that the definition does not refer to the buildings as having to be 

“essential” – the criterion is “appropriate”. Given all of these matters, it is considered that 

when taken as a whole and given the scope of the application, that the facilities can be 

treated as being appropriate.  

It is now therefore necessary to assess the proposal against the two conditions. The first 

is that the facilities should preserve the openness of the Green Belt.  Members will know 

that there is no definition of “openness” in the NPPF, but in planning terms it is generally 

taken to mean the “absence of development”. Planning Guidance has however pointed 

to four factors that should be considered.  

The first is a spatial dimension. The present site is fairly level open agricultural land with 

surrounding hedgerows, individual trees and woodland belts. The urban presence of the 

motorways and the built up area of Birmingham is notable. Nevertheless the site is very 

much part of an area of land that is perceived as an open corridor between the M6 

Motorway and the A446 and Coleshill to the east. The proposal will introduce new built 

development into this corridor and that would be accentuated with its perimeter lighting 

and the construction of the new access road. This introduction would not by fact and by 

degree preserve the openness of this general area, particularly as it would become an 

“island” of development within that corridor.  

The second is a visual dimension. This is not a large scale development with tall or 

extensive buildings. The main one would be just over 5 metres tall and as described in 

the previous report there would be a degree of “cut and fill”. Additionally the site would be 

further landscaped.  It is also a fairly isolated site as Members saw on their visit, with 

limited views both into and out of the site including to and from the M6. There are two 

nearby footpaths but visual impacts here are going to be transitory. There will be a visual 

impact however arising from the access road and the new lighting structures. Overall it is 

considered that there would be a limited visual impact. 

The third is the activity associated with the proposal. Here that proposal is wholly 

dependent on visitors. It is a “destination” and as such there is all of the associated activity 

involved – traffic generation, human movement together with car and coach parking. 

However whilst much this can be mitigated through appropriate landscaping, the scale of 

and aspiration behind the proposal, will result in a change in the character of this presently 

open area of land.  

The final one is to establish the duration of the proposed changes. Here they would be 

treated as being permanent.  
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When all of these matters are put together, it is not considered that the proposal would 

preserve the openness of the Green Belt hereabouts. 

The second condition is that to be “appropriate” development it has not to conflict with the 

five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. The first of these is that the land 

involved should check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. In this case the M6 

already acts as that barrier and the proposal would retain open land between the site and 

the M6. So there would be no conflict here. The second is that the land should prevent 

neighbouring towns merging. In this case there would still be open land between the site, 

the M6 and the A446 but as indicated above the narrowness of this open corridor would 

begin to be impacted on. As a consequence there is some degree of conflict here, 

although that is limited. The third is that the land should assist in safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment. To a large degree the conclusion here is as above. It is 

the narrowness of this open countryside corridor that is being encroached. The fourth 

purpose is to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. This does not 

apply here. The final purpose is that the land assists in urban regeneration by encouraging 

the recycling of derelict and other urban land. It is questionable whether the proposal here 

would conflict by preventing or restraining the redevelopment of urban or derelict land in 

the nearby conurbation because of the very “particular” purpose of the proposal. In overall 

terms therefore the proposal is considered to have limited conflict with some of the five 

purposes. 

As a consequence of this analysis it is considered that the proposal does not wholly satisfy 

the two conditions. As such the overall proposal is thus considered to be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt. It therefore carries a presumption of refusal. 

Members will appreciate that the conclusion set out above represents a definitional harm 

and that does carry substantial weight on the harm side in the final planning balance. 

Members too will need to establish what the actual level of Green Belt harm is.  The two 

key characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. These are 

the two areas that need to be assessed here. 

There has already been a discussion above on openness that led to the conclusion that 

openness would not be preserved here. The Board now needs to assess to what degree 

it is not preserved. Without going through the same exercise, the main areas of impact 

were spatial and the level of associated activity. It is agreed that these impacts can be 

mitigated through landscaping and by planning conditions controlling lighting and 

operational hours. However even though the proposal would have permanent impacts, 

any residual harm is likely to be limited.  

Summing up therefore on the Green Belt position, it is considered that the proposal is 

inappropriate development and that as such, substantial weight is to be given to this 

definitional harm in the final planning balance, but that the actual Green Belt harm caused 

is limited.  

b) Other Harms 

The harm side of the final planning balance is made up of Green Belt harm together with 

any other identified harm. These other harms should now be assessed.  
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i) Landscape and Visual Impact 

The application site is within the Cole Valley Landscape Character Area as defined in the 

2010 North Warwickshire Landscape Character Appraisal. This describes a “broad flat 

valley characterised by a mix of urban, transport and industrial uses that now dominate 

an historic parkland landscape. Within this area are flat, open mixed arable and pasture 

fields with low trimmed and often “gappy” hedgerows and the River Cole winding between 

the fields. Visually intrusive pylons also cross this area. Coleshill Manor is set within the 

remnant parkland with linear woodland belts”. It is agreed with the applicant that the 

proposal would have an impact on this general description because it would introduce 

further built development and associated activity as well as a new access road, thus 

increasing the proportion of urbanising elements. But because of the low level of the 

buildings, the surrounding planting and the general “isolation” of the site, even in this 

setting, the adverse impact would be less than significant in weight. In other words the 

impact would be more localised than wide ranging. It is also agreed with the applicant 

that the site is not that visible. It sits down very well into the surrounding landscape and 

is not readily visible from residential property except perhaps from the distant blocks on 

the other side of the motorway; the Coleshill Manor office complex or indeed the highway 

network – both local and national. It will be noticeable for users of the public footpaths 

that border the site, but any such impacts arising here are going to be transitory. Again it 

is really the new access drive that would draw attention visually to the site and that should 

be capable of mitigation through landscaping. It is considered that there would only be 

limited harm in terms of visual impact. The overall conclusion is that there would be limited 

landscape and visual harm caused. 

ii) Highway Impact 

Both the County Highway Authority and Highways England initially requested additional 

information in order to assess the impact of introducing the traffic generated by this use 

on the local highway network as well as the main junctions on the strategic road network. 

As reported above, the “Wall” application was submitted after receipt of this “Surf” 

application. The traffic and highway impacts of both applications have been treated 

cumulatively by the Highway Authorities because they make use of the same access 

proposals and thus traffic generation will have impacts at the same off-site junctions on 

the local and strategic highway networks. 

Highways England has indicated that it does not consider that the “surfing” proposal 

would materially affect the strategic network and has not objected to the proposal.   

In looking at the “surf” proposal, the County Council is responsible for the local network 

and it is satisfied with the proposed access arrangements in principle.  The greater 

concern has been the impact of the traffic generated by the proposal on the capacity of 

existing off-site junctions. Those junctions will also be affected by other committed and 

allocated developments in the wider geographic area. These would include the 

Peddimore and UK Central developments.  The Highway Authority has thus factored 

these developments into its analysis. It has had to ensure that any mitigation for these 

junctions has to be proportionate to the impact generated by respective developments.  

In this case the Highway Authority is seeking a contribution of £350k towards 

improvements to the A446 Stonebridge/Birmingham Road junction. Those improvements, 
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whilst catering for increased traffic generation, will also include pedestrian and cycle 

infrastructure improvements in order to meet the objectives of the Development Plan and 

the NPPF in promoting more sustainable modes of transport. The County Council has 

confirmed that it is preparing a Community Infrastructure Bid to secure the remainder of 

the scheme’s cost. The applicant has provided a Heads of Terms document which sets 

out these matters in more detail – see Appendix G.  

The proposed development will have a traffic impact because it will generate new traffic, 

albeit not mainly in peak hours but spread throughout the day with probable increased 

activity at weekends and indeed when major events are held at the site. That traffic will 

use the existing local highway network which already is and will be subject to further 

pressure from other committed and allocated developments. The Highway Authority has 

identified a particular issue at this junction and has a scheme proposed for its 

improvement. The request for a contribution towards its cost is thus reasonable. It is 

agreed that the inclusion of other improvements within that scheme for non-motorised 

transport is also appropriate in order to meet local, regional and national sustainable 

transport objectives. The contribution has been agreed with the applicant. In this case 

and as a consequence of these matters, it is agreed that the contribution is proportionate 

and that it meets the statutory requirements for such contributions. It is directly related to 

the development; fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind and without it, it is highly 

likely that the Highway Authority would have formally objected on the grounds that the 

highway impact arising from the development would not have been acceptable.  

As a consequence the development is considered to satisfy Policy NW10 of the Core 

Strategy, the County Council’s Local Transport Plan and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

The applicant has proposed the use of a “Grampian” condition rather than a Section 106 

Undertaking to provide for the improvement works and this explicitly refers to the Heads 

of Terms document. 

iii) Drainage Issues 

It is of significant weight that the Lead Local Flood Authority does not object to the surface 

water disposal strategy that has been proposed.  However the main concern with the 

proposal has always been how the lagoon is to be filled and “topped up” as well as the 

potential impacts of discharges from that lagoon into the local watercourse network. The 

applicant has confirmed that the proposal is to use the Severn Trent main sewer to fill the 

lagoon and to maintain its supply, but that any discharge would be to the River Cole. It is 

of significant weight that neither the Environment Agency nor Severn Trent Water Ltd 

objects to these arrangements in principle – in respect of increased flood risk or to 

potential increased chlorine levels above that acceptable for potable water. The discharge 

will be the subject of the Agency’s permitting procedures and the Agency’s assessment 

will cover water quality, flood risk and habitat change. Members are reminded that this is 

a matter for that Agency to determine. From the Board’s perspective it is a material 

consideration of weight that that discharge will be “controlled”.  Any consequential 

ecological impacts are assessed below. 

iv) Heritage Impacts 

The Council is under a statutory duty to give special attention to the desirability of 

preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of Conservation Areas. The 

Coleshill Conservation Area is the closest such Area to the site. The significance of the 
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Area lies in its reflection of the historical growth of the town as a linear ridge line settlement 

and its contemporaneous architectural character over time but with a particular focus on 

the Georgian period. One of the most important characteristics of this Area is its linear 

skyline setting. However due to the separation distances; the intervening topography, 

vegetation and a variety of other urban influences, it is not considered that any harm 

would be caused to the character and appearance of this Area by this development.  

In respect of Listed Buildings, then the Council has a statutory duty to have special regard 

to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 

architectural or historic interest which it possesses. The closest such buildings to the site 

are the former Coleshill Hall Hospital, now Coleshill Manor, and its coach and stable 

blocks. These are all Grade 2 Listed Buildings. There is no direct impact on the fabric of 

the buildings themselves either internally or externally and their overall special features 

and interest will remain unchanged. The most identifiable likely impact will be on the 

setting of these buildings. The significance of the setting to these buildings is that it retains 

much of the original parkland appearance that was linked to the buildings after 

construction in the late Victorian era together with the open views of the main Hall when 

viewed from the south and the surrounding significant woodland “belts”. It is not 

considered that this setting would be altered because of the separation distances and the 

retention of the surrounding perimeter woodlands. The new access is off the existing 

access to the Manor and its route would not affect the parkland character around the 

buildings. It is concluded that there is less than substantial harm caused to the setting 

Nevertheless this still carries great weight and that needs to be put into the overall final 

planning balance.   

There are other important archaeological sites nearby – the Romano British settlement to 

the north of Coleshill; the medieval settlement at Gilson and the site of the medieval 

Coleshill Park north of Coleshill Hall Farm. In light of this the applicant has undertaken a 

preliminary trial trench survey of the site under the guidance of the Warwickshire 

Museum. That has revealed very little in the way of any interest and thus the Museum 

has withdrawn its holding objection. 

In light of these matters it is concluded that the overall impact of the proposal on local 

heritage assets would be less than substantial. As indicated above, this still however 

carries great weight in the final planning balance. 

v) Ecological Issues 

It is agreed that the site comprises semi-improved arable and grassland with species poor 

hedgerows and scattered trees. However the semi-natural broadleaved woodland to the 

east – the Coleshill Park Belt - is far more important in that it contains bluebells and the 

trees themselves provide bat roosts and foraging opportunities.  The access road will be 

routed through the very southern end of this woodland. The surveys show no water bodies 

on the site and no indications of badger or reptile habitats. The site however does fall into 

the risk zone of the River Blythe SSSI some 2.6 km to the east and there are locally 

designated wildlife sites at Smiths Wood (0.5km to the west) and the Cole End Local 

Nature Reserve (1.7 km to the east) which is connected downstream to the water course 

that passes west/east close to the line of the new access drive. The significant woodland 

belts to the east and north are also identified locally.  
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Following initial concerns expressed by the County ecologist, additional information was 

provided by the applicant. He has undertaken a Bio-Diversity Assessment which shows 

a loss for the main site and a small gain for the access road – a consequence of the 

drainage features introduced alongside its route. The County Ecologist agrees with this 

Assessment subject to conditions. Of note is the requirement to provide a Woodland 

Management Plan for the Coleshill Park Belt Local Wildlife Site with an extensive 

maintenance period of 30 years.  

It is agreed that the proposals can enhance the bio-diversity of the actual site through 

new planting of a variety of different trees and shrubs; that specific species mitigation 

measures can be introduced and that the specific details of the lighting installations can 

be agreed with ecological advice. Additionally all development involving works below 

ground level would be kept away from the root protection area of the eastern woodland 

belt. These matters can properly be dealt with through planning conditions and the County 

Ecologist agrees. 

As a consequence of these comments it is agreed that there would be no on site 

ecological harm caused. 

However the key issue with the proposal is the potential impact of the discharge from the 

lagoon whether planned or not, into the local watercourse, which as can be seen from 

above is upstream of identified nature conservation assets.  Two of these have 

hydrological connections with the River Cole and are located downstream of the proposed 

outflow – the Cole End Local Nature Reserve (1.62km distant) and the Whitacre Heath 

SSSI (6.5 km distant). The application site as a whole is within the Risk Zone for the River 

Blythe SSS1 (2.67 km distant), but it should be pointed out that the Cole does not flow 

into the Blythe. The riverbank outlet structure will result in a localised removal of riverbank 

habitat within the River Cole Local Wildlife Site.  It is of significant weight that Natural 

England does not object. They were explicitly asked to comment on the ecological impact 

of the changed discharge arrangements and they acknowledge that there would be likely 

to be no unacceptable impact.  

The EA neither objects.  It too was explicitly consulted on the proposed outfall and its 

Permitting system will enable ecological impacts to be reviewed again and indeed kept 

under review through the renewal procedures for that Permit. 

As a consequence of all of these matters, it is considered that there would be only limited 

ecological harm.  

vi) Other Matters 

As can be seen from the consultation section above there are no other outstanding 

technical issues. The proximity of the Esso oil pipeline has not attracted an objection and 

the Airport is satisfied with the addition of a planning condition in respect of measures to 

reduce the site becoming attractive to birds. However Members are asked to consider the 

potential impacts on the residential amenity of local residents and the impacts arising from 

the installation of the lighting structures. 

In respect of the former then there are no residential properties close to the site or the 

proposed access roads. Those on the Birmingham and Lichfield Roads would not 

experience any adverse impact because of separation distances; intervening woodland 

and the noise climate of the established road network in the area. A similar conclusion is 
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drawn in respect of the lighting proposed for the site given the amount of street lighting in 

the area and the glow that arises from the urban area of east Birmingham. 

c) The Harm side of the Planning Balance  

For the benefit of Members the full “harm” side of the planning balance therefore 

comprises the substantial “de facto” Green Belt harm; the limited actual Green Belt harm, 

the limited landscape and visual harm, the less than substantial heritage harm, the limited 

ecological harm and negligible harm to residential amenity. 

d) The Applicant’s Planning Considerations 

Given that the proposal represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt, it is 

necessary to understand the considerations that the applicant is putting forward as having 

sufficient weight to outweigh the total level of harm caused on the other side of the 

balance. He has identified the following matters. 

Firstly, there is the national significance of the proposal in locating a recreational attraction 

as a destination within the Borough with its tourist potential. 

It is considered that substantial weight should be given to this consideration. The proposal 

would meet the Development Plan policies NW17 and NW22 as well as the appropriate 

Sections of the NPPF – particularly Section 6. It would also align with the Council’s 

Corporate Plan priority of providing opportunities to improve health and wellbeing and to 

enjoy leisure and recreation.  In the wider context, The Destination Management Plan 

sets out objectives of increasing the “pulling power” of the Borough; developing new 

attractions and “supporting and accelerating tourism through external funding”. The 

proposal is one of the first of its type along with a similar development at Bristol and as 

such it is innovative and of regional and national significance.  The applicant points to the 

connections that can be made with the forthcoming Commonwealth Games.  

Secondly there is the economic benefit arising in the Borough as a consequence. The 

applicant has estimated that this may be in the region of an annual £20 million economic 

contribution to the region. The West Midlands Combined Authority estimates that 20% of 

surfers will be “tourists” and will make use of local overnight accommodation.  

It is considered that significant weight should be given to this consideration. 

Thirdly, there are the associated community benefits that would be incorporated into the 

proposal.  

It is considered that significant weight is given to this consideration. The Councils’ Leisure 

Facilities Strategy aims to provide “sustainable, high quality, well located accessible sport 

and leisure facilities to enable increased participation in sport and physical activity and to 

contribute to improved community health and wellbeing outcomes across the Borough”.  

More specifically the applicant points out that it will be a facility that will be available to all 

residents and that the outdoor heated swimming pool specifically meets one of the 

Strategy’s objectives together with this providing links with local Schools and Colleges.  

Finally there is the job creation opportunity with 100 new jobs becoming available. 

It is considered that this should be given moderate weight. Whilst new employment 

opportunities are welcome the range and type of employment here is not likely to widen 

the overall range of jobs in the Borough so as to introduce new skills.  
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In overall terms therefore it is considered that the matters put forward by the applicant are 

of significant weight.  

e) The Final Planning Balance 

Members will be familiar with this assessment in Green Belt cases. The proposal has 

been found to be inappropriate development. As such the Board will have to consider 

what weight it gives to the four considerations put forward by the applicant above – 

whether that is significant as concluded above, or not.  It will then be necessary to assess 

whether in the words of the NPPF, that “clearly outweighs” the cumulative Green Belt and 

other harm identified in (c) above.  

It is considered that it does for the three reasons. 

The overall combined level of actual harm identified in (c) above is limited, whereas the 

overall combined “benefit” on the other side of the balance is significant - (d) above. 

Secondly, and more significantly, the substantial benefit here is the location of a new and 

different, national recreational centre within the Borough. Members will know the benefits 

that accrue in the Borough as a consequence of the national and international golfing 

events held at the main courses in the Borough over recent years and more recently from 

the national cycle races that have been routed through the Borough. This development 

would add to the range of venues within the Borough enhancing its attraction. Members 

may wish to consider whether additional weight should be given to this in light of the 

promotion of the Brough as part of the recovery following the current COVID situation and 

the development’s links to the Commonwealth Games and to Coventry’s City of Culture.   

Thirdly, the applicant has undertaken a through and proportionate analysis of alternative 

sites, including those not in the Green Belt. The Board will be aware that it has to consider 

the application on its own merits – in other words at this location – however it can be 

confident that there are good planning reasons as to why this site has been selected. 

f) The Cumulative Issues 

As can be seen above the highway impacts of both proposals have been assessed 

together by the County Council. There is no objection to either of the proposals 

individually or cumulatively. The reason for this overall conclusion is that the County 

Council considers that the traffic generated by the respective proposals would not directly 

impact on peak hour traffic movements. They would have profiles illustrating fairly even 

traffic flows throughout the day and their peaks would particularly be at weekends.  

The recommended measures and conditions for each case are considered to be 

proportionate to the impacts of the traffic generation from the respective proposals.  

Moreover all parties agree that the measures are not of a scale as to resolve an existing 

problem - they are directly proportionate to the traffic patterns likely to be generated by 

each case. This is the proper approach. Should the “Wall” application not proceed, then 

the measures directly attributed to the “surf” application can still be implemented and vice-

versa. In this regard the cumulative highway impacts have been appropriately considered. 

In respect of the impacts on the openness of the Green Belt, then in both cases it has 

been concluded that there would be substantial “de facto” harm as both proposals are 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  However there would be limited actual 



3/16 
 
 

harm in respect of the surfing case, but substantial actual harm for the “Wall”.  This is not 

surprising given the different nature of the two developments.  As a consequence 

because of the nature of the proposed “Wall”, it is considered reasonable to conclude that 

the greater impact on openness here will be from that development. In terms of the 

cumulative impact, it should thus be afforded more weight in the assessment of that 

application, than the surf proposal. 

In looking at the “surf” application on its own merits, it can be seen from above that the 

final planning balance leads to it being supported as a stand-alone application. That would 

be the case whether the “Wall” application had been submitted or not. As it has, it would 

still not prejudice that final balance, as it has only a subordinate role in the cumulative 

impact on openness. 

Whilst not referred to earlier there is a need to look at the cumulative ecological impacts. 

This is because the two sites are adjacent to each other and share the same access 

arrangements.  The County Ecologist has examined both cases and is fully aware that 

the two sites adjoin each other. He is also aware of the “shared” access arrangements. 

The consultation responses show that there has been no “double counting” in this respect 

and that the differences between the impacts arising from the respective developments 

have been proportionately dealt with.  

Recommendation 

That the Council is minded to support the grant of planning permission subject to the 

plans referred to in Condition 2 to be updated to remove the “cabin in the woods” as well 

as the following conditions and that as a consequence, the case be referred to the 

Secretary of State under the 2009 Direction to see whether he wishes to call-in the 

application for his own determination. If not, then the Notice granting planning permission 

be delegated to officers. 

Standard Conditions 

1. Standard Three year condition 

Defining Conditions 

2. Standard Plan Numbers Condition – Location Plan (PO3); BIR/DR/SRAC/0100 

Rev6, 0110 Rev6, 0120 Rev5, 0130 Rev5, 0140 Rev3, 0220 Rev1 and 0225 Rev1, 

BIR/DR/WGARC/0120, 0131 and 0133, BIR/DR/WGCIN/0101, 0501, 0502, 0503 

and 0504, 22/02/1 Rev2, B2/02/2 Rev2, B2/02/3 Rev3, D7531/004, 005 and 

D/Tree/Fencing/001.  

Pre-Commencement Conditions 

3.  No development shall commence on site until a Written Scheme of Investigation 

for a programme of archaeological evaluative work has first been submitted to ad 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

Reason:  

In the interests of understanding the heritage assets of the site. 
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4. No development shall commence on site until the programme of work agreed 

under condition (3) has been fully completed and the associated post-excavation 

analysis, report production and confirmation of archive deposit have all been 

completed to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason:  

In the interests of understanding the heritage assets of the site 

5. No development shall commence on site until an archaeological mitigation stategy 

for the implementation of that development has first been agreed in wrting by the 

Local Planning Authority. That Strategy shall be informed by the results of the 

evaluation undertaken under condition (3). The development shall only proceed in 

line with the approved strategy.  

Reason:  

In the interests of understanding the heritage assets of the site. 

6. No development shall commence on site until a Bird Hazard Management Plan 

has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

The measures as set out in the approved Plan shall be adhered to at all times. 

Reason:  

In order to reduce the risk associated with a water body in close proximity to 

Birmingham Airport 

7. No development shall commence on site until a detailed surface water drainage 

scheme for the site based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment 

of the hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the 

approved scheme shall then be installed on the site. 

Reason: 

In the interests of reducing the risk of flooding.  

8. No development shall commence on site until a scheme for the draining down of 

the surf lagoon in an emergency or in unforeseen circumstances has first been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme 

shall include details on mitigation required to any receiving watercourses to avoid 

scour and erosion. Only the approved scheme shall be implemented. 

Reason:  

In the interests of reducing the risk of flooding and to protect water quality. 

9. No development shall commence on site until a detailed foul water drainage 

scheme has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. Only the approved scheme shall then be installed on the site. 

Reason:  
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In the interests of reducing the risks of flooding and pollution. 

10. No development shall commence on site until a Preliminary Phase One Ground 

Conditions Assessment has been undertaken and forwarded to the Local Planning 

Authority. It shall contain the measures proposed to remediate any contamination 

found. Development shall only proceed in accordance with any remediation 

measures as may be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason:  

In the interests of reducing the risks of pollution 

11. If during construction, contamination not previously identified on the site is 

identified, then no further development shall take place on site until further 

remediation measures are agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Continuation of the development shall only proceed in accordance with any 

approved remediation measures. 

Reason: 

In the interests of reducing the risks of pollution.  

12. No development shall commence on site until a Construction Management Plan 

has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

That Plan shall include: 

• The phasing of the development 

• The hours during which construction will take place 

• The hours when deliveries will be made to the site 

• Details of on-site security and security lighting 

• The means of preventing mud, waste and other debris being deposited on 

public highways 

• The means of dust suppression 

• Details of on and onsite contacts for the purposes of resolving complaints 

For the avoidance of doubt there shall be no burning of any materials on the site.  

The development shall proceed in accordance with the approved Management Plan 

at all times. 

Reason:  

In the interests of the amenities of the area and for highway safety reasons.  

13. There shall be no clearance of any part of the application site until an off-site 

biodiversity off-setting strategy has first been agreed in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. This shall include full details of the off-site mitigation site 

capable of generating the necessary credits; evidence of arrangements to secure 
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the delivery of the strategy and a management and monitoring plan for the 

maintenance of the strategy over a period of not less than 25 years from the date 

of the commencement of the development hereby approved. 

Reason:  

In order to secure bio-diversity mitigation proportionate to the onsite loss as a 

consequence of the development. 

14. No development shall commence on site including any site clearance work, until a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan has fist been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. This Plan shall include details 

concerning pre-commencement surveys for bats; badgers, breeding birds and 

appropriate working practices and safeguards for greater crested newts and other 

wildlife, that are to be employed during construction works on site.  It shall also 

include details of how root protection areas of all trees to be retained on site are to 

be safeguarded throughout the duration of the construction period. The agreed 

Plan shall be implemented in full and at all times during construction. 

Reason:  

In the interests of protecting wildlife and in particular any protected species.  

15. No development shall commence on site until a detailed Landscape and Ecological 

Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. This Plan shall include details of all new planting and 

specifications for its maintenance; details of the species to be introduced, their 

sourcing, details of habitat enhancement/creation and all maintenance 

management measures such as native species planting; wildflower grassland 

creation, woodland and hedgerow creation/enhancement, and provision of new 

habitats for protected and notable species. The approved Plan shall be adhered to 

at all times.  

Reason:   

In the interests of securing a bio-diversity gain over the whole site 

16. No development shall commence on site until full details of electric vehicle 

charging points to be installed in the car parking areas have first been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

Reason:  

In the interests of promoting sustainable development. 

17. No development shall commence until a scheme for the provision of adequate 

water supplies and fire hydrants necessary for fire-fighting purposes at the site has 

first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Only the approved scheme shall then be installed on site. 

Reason:  

In the interests of public safety 
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18. No development shall commence on site until full details of all facing, roofing and 

surface materials together with all boundary treatments to be used on the site have 

first been agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved 

materials and treatments shall then be used on site. 

Reason: 

In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 

19. No development shall commence on site until full details and specifications of all 

external light fittings and columns to be installed throughout the whole site has first 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only 

the approved details shall then be installed on site. In particular the details and 

specifications should show how they reduce the impact of the lighting on bat roosts 

and foraging areas.  

Reason:  

In the interests of the visual amenities of the area as well as to minimise impact on 

bio-diversity and in particular on bats 

20. No development shall commence on site until the design and specification of the 

outfall structure into the River Cole has first been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved design and 

specifications shall then be implemented on site. 

Reason:   

In the interests of securing appropriate drainage measures.  

Pre-Occupation Conditions 

21. There shall be no use of the site for the purposes hereby approved until written 

confirmation has been received from the Local Planning Authority that the 

measures approved under condition (6) have been fully installed. 

Reason:  

In the interests of public safety. 

22. There shall be no use of the site for the purposes hereby approved until the written 

confirmation has been received from the Local Planning Authority that the 

measures approved under conditions (7) and (9) have been fully installed 

Reason:  

In the interests of promoting sustainable development. 

23. There shall be use of the site for the purposes hereby approved until a Habitat 

Management Plan for the remaining Coleshill Park Belt Local Wildlife Site has first 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 

approved Plan shall be adhered to at all times. The Plan shall include: 

a) A description and evaluation of the features to be managed 
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b) Ecological trends/or constraints on site that might influence management 

c) The aims and objectives for management 

d) Appropriate management options for achieving these aims and objectives 

e) Prescriptions for management actions 

f) Preparation of a work schedule (including a five year project register; an 

annual work plan and the means by which the plan will be rolled forward 

annually 

g) Personnel responsible for the implementation of the Plan  

h) Legal arrangements to ensure its delivery for a minimum of 30 years 

i) Monitoring and remedial/contingencies measures triggered by monitoring 

Reason:  

In the interests of enhancing and maintaining the ecological value of an existing 

natural asset. 

24. There shall be no use of the site for the purposes hereby approved until a detailed 

maintenance plan written in accordance with CIRIA C753, for the maintenance and 

management of the approved surface water drainage system over the lifetime of 

the approved development, has first been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning Authority. The requirements of the plan shall be adhered to at 

all times. 

Reason:  

In order to reduce the risk of flooding. 

25.  Within twelve months of the first use of the development hereby approved, it shall 

be made available for community and school use as set out within an Agreement 

that shall first have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. That Agreement shall describe the facilities to be so used; 

hours of use, access by community and school groups, management 

responsibilities and the mechanism for review. The Terms of the Agreement shall 

be adhered to at all times. 

Reason:  

In order to enhance community use of the new facility in line with the Local 

Authority’s Recreation and Leisure facility objectives 

26.  There shall be no use of the site hereby approved until a Major Events 

Management Plan has been first submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. The Plan shall define what is understood by Major Events and 

outline how they will be managed in terms of the highway measures to be followed; 

overflow car park measures, the hours of operation, security arrangements, any 
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additional lighting to be installed, associated entertainment activities and public 

announcement systems to be installed. The Plan shall be adhered to at all times. 

Reason:  

In the interests of residential amenity and highway safety.  

27.  No part of the development hereby approved shall be brought into use until the 

car and vehicle parking areas as shown on the approved plan have been provided 

and completed in full on site to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning 

Authority 

Reason:  

In the interests of highway safety so as to prevent on-street parking. 

28.  No part of the development hereby approved shall be brought into commercial or 

community use until the Heads of Terms for off-site highway improvements at the 

A446 Stonebridge/Birmingham Road junction to include multi-modal 

improvements and improved pedestrian and cycle infrastructure have first been 

agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. Those Heads of Terms shall 

include the programme for implementation of these works and the mechanisms for 

their delivery and be broadly consistent with those submitted to the Council as 

“Draft Heads of Terms – Planning Application PAP/2019/0496” and thereafter shall 

be fully implemented in accordance within the agreed Heads of Terms”.  

Reason:  

In the interests of mitigating the highway impact of the proposals and in order to 

promote sustainable development. 

Notes 

 

1. The Local Planning Authority has met the requirements of the NPPF in this case 

through seeking resolution of the technical issues arising and in seeking evidence 

to address the final planning balance. 

2. Public Footpaths numbered M54, M57 and M58 should remain unobstructed at all 

times 

3. The details to be submitted under condition (7) above shall: 

• Demonstrate that overland flows from adjacent land will be intercepted through the 

use of a cut-off drain (or conveyance swale) and routed appropriately to an existing 

watercourse.  

• Demonstrate that the surface water drainage systems are designed in accordance 

with “The SUDS Manual” CIRIA Report C753 through the submission of plans and 

cross sections of all SUDS features. 
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• Limit the discharge rate generated by all rainfall events up to and including the 100 

year plus  40% (allowance for climate change) critical rain storm to the Qbar 

Greenfield runoff rate of 27.4 l/sec for the wave park and 11.9 l/sec for the highway 

access (inclusive of an allowance of 4.3 /’sec inflow from the development to the 

north of the proposal) 

• Demonstrate the provisions of surface water run-off attenuation storage are 

provided in accordance with the requirements specified in “Science Report 

SC030219 Rainfall Runoff Management for Developments” 

• Demonstrate detailed designs (plans, network details and calculations of the 

surface water drainage scheme including details of all attenuation and outfall 

arrangements.  Calculations should demonstrate the performance of the designed 

system for a range of return periods and storm durations inclusive of the 1 in 1 

year, 1 in 30 year and 1 in 100 year plus climate change return periods. The 

calculations should be supported by a plan of the drainage network with all 

manholes ad pipes labelled accordingly.  

• Provide plans and details showing the allowance for exceedance flow and overland 

flow routing. Water must not be directed toward properties nor flow into third party 

land. Overland flow routing should look to reduce the impact of an exceedance 

event.  

• Provide evidence to show an agreement with Severn Trent Water to connect to the 

existing sewer assets and to confirm any mitigation to the existing sewer which 

currently lies in close proximity to proposed surface ware drainage infrastructure.  

4. Any works within the channel of an Ordinary Watercourse will likely require Land 

Drainage Consent prior to construction from Warwickshire County Council as the 

Lead Local Flood Authority. This includes for example, any outfall structures and 

proposed culverts.  

 

5. Severn Trent Water advises that there is a public sewer located within the 

application site. Public sewers have statutory protection by virtue of the Water 

Industry Act 1991 as amended by the Water Act 2003 and you must not build close 

to, directly over or divert a public sewer without consent. Further advice can be 

obtained from Severn Trent Water Ltd. 

6. There is an Esso Petroleum Ltd Pipeline close to the site. Attention is drawn to its 

document “Special Requirements for Safe Working” and the covenants contained 

in the Deed of Grant.  
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