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(2) Application No: PAP/2019/0701 

Land Adjacent to Coleshill Manor, Off South Drive, Coleshill, B46 1DF 

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, for 

- The Wall (Developments) Ltd 

Introduction 

The receipt of this application was referred to the Board’s February meeting. That report 

is attached as Appendix A and it describes the proposal and sets out the relevant sections 

of the Development Plan as well as other material considerations to be considered in its 

determination.  

Additional Information 

Discussion with the Highway Authority and more detailed investigation into the actual 

route of the new access drive between the site and Manor 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 and a further 4.4 metres 

of hedgerow would 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. 

The revised plan is at Appendix B. 

The applicant has provided an addendum to some of the submitted documents as a 

consequence of this revision.  As a consequence, an updated Screening Opinion has 

been made under the 2017 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017. This 

concludes that the development project remains as being non-EIA development. The 

updated Opinion is at Appendix C.  

Additionally the applicant has submitted a report setting out what he considers to be the 

social and economic impacts of the development. A summary is attached at Appendix D 

with the full report being available on the Council’s website. The impacts in particular, 

focus on a Community Partnership Group and a Social Housing Commitment. The 

applicant has developed these further and has set out the aims and objectives in two 

Heads of Terms documents. These are attached as Appendices E and 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. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Members will be aware of the receipt of another application on adjoining land for a new 

surfing centre. It has the planning reference PAP/2019/0496. Members will have received 

an initial report describing the proposal at an earlier meeting and noted that it shares the 

proposed access arrangements for the “Wall” proposal. That remains the case with the 

proposed re-alignment of that road being consistent for both projects. 

Whilst this application for the “Wall” is to be treated on its merits, it will be necessary to 

assess any cumulative impacts. The main ones will be the joint impact on the openness 

of the Green Belt and the potential highway impacts of the two developments on the local 

highway network. 

Consultations 

Sport England - No comments to make 

Warwickshire County Council (Archaeology) – Objection as it requires a pre-

determination site evaluation.  

Environmental Health Officer – No objection subject to standard conditions 

Birmingham Airport – No objection subject to condition 

Severn Trent Water Ltd – No objection subject to conditions 

Highways England – No objection 

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

conditions 

Warwickshire Fire Services – No objection subject to a standard condition 

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. 

Natural England – No comments to make 

Warwickshire County Council (Footpaths) – No objection 

Warwickshire County Council (Highways) – 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 pedestrian and cycle infrastructure improvements between Coleshill 

and the site entrance. 

Esso Ltd – No objection 

Representations 

Coleshill Town Council – It objects because green spaces should be preserved 
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Coleshill Civic Society – It objects as it does not consider that the development is 

appropriate in the Green Belt and that it would not bring any economic benefit to the area. 

Three letters of objection have been received referring to the following matters: 

• Unbuilt land would be used for construction 

• A speculative development in the Green Belt  

• It’s far too big and too close to the motorways 

• It will add yet more traffic to Coleshill 

Two letters of support have been received referring to the following matters: 

• It will benefit the local area 

Observations 

a) The Green Belt 

The site is in the Green Belt. Here the erection of new buildings is deemed to be 

inappropriate development by the definition set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (the “NPPF”). As such there would be a presumption of refusal, as the 

development would be “harmful” to the Green Belt by virtue of its inappropriateness.  

The NPPF however does contain a number of exceptions under its definition. One of 

these may be relevant in this case. This is the one where the development is for “the 

provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change 

of use) for outdoor sport, recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds an allotments as long 

as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the 

purposes of including land within it”. It is thus necessary first to see whether the proposal 

is for “outdoor recreation” and if so, then whether it is “appropriate”. If it is, then the fit with 

the two conditions needs to be explored.  

The development is certainly an “outdoor” facility but the issue is whether the use is 

recreational or not. Notably the NPPF exception refers to “recreation” and not to “leisure”.  

There is no definition of “recreation” in the NPPF or in the Planning Act. Dictionary 

definitions include a number of phrases such as, “physical or mental activity pursued 

primarily for pleasure”; “refreshment of health or spirits by relaxation and activity” and 

“enjoying yourself when you are not working”.  A visit to the ”Angel of the North”  and a 

visit to the National Arboretum could well be seen as falling under the definitions set out 

above. On the balance of probability therefore it is considered these wide definitions 

would include the kind of activity being promoted here.  

The next issue is whether the built development is an “appropriate facility” for this 

particular outdoor recreational activity. In this case the development is “bespoke” and 

doesn’t neatly fit into what might ordinarily be perceived as a recognisable recreation 

facility. Its built development is thus very much a product of attempting to meet the 

objectives of the project. As a consequence of the applicant seeing it as a “landmark” and 

as a “national memorial”, it is almost certainly going to result in a unique built structure. 

So the design, appearance, layout and composition of the development will almost 

inevitably be appropriate to its function. As a consequence therefore it is considered that 
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when taken as a whole, the development would be an appropriate facility for this particular 

outdoor recreation. However whether that then makes the development “appropriate” in 

the Green Belt is another matter, as that is down to whether it satisfies the two conditions 

outlined in the NPPF. 

The first of these is that the development should “preserve the openness of the Green 

Belt”. Members will know that there is no definition of openness in the Green Belt but in 

planning terms it is generally taken to mean the absence of development. Planning 

Guidance does however point to four factors that should be considered.  

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

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

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

part of an area of land that is perceived as being 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 in this case that is accentuated because the proposal 

is large and of a design that is explicitly designed to draw attention to it. It doesn’t match 

any other feature or structure here. By fact and by degree it will impact spatially on this 

corridor of open land. 

The second is a visual element. This is a large scale development and designed to be 

seen from a wide area. Notwithstanding its location close to the urban edge of 

Birmingham, the motorway infrastructure here and the surrounding woodlands, it will 

visually impact on the wider area.   

The third is the activity associated with the proposal. Here the proposal is very largely 

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

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

Whilst this can be mitigated through appropriate landscaping, the scale and aspiration 

behind the proposal will inevitably result in a change in character of this presently open 

area of land 

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

permanent. 

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 the barrier which restricts the extension of the built up area of Birmingham. 

As the proposal is a unique development that cannot be described in land use terms as 

being residential or industrial, it is considered that to a degree this purpose would not be 

materially conflicted. The second is that the land should prevent neighbouring towns 

merging. In this case there still would be open land between the site, the M6 and the A446 

but the narrowness of this gap would begin to be narrowed. The third is that the land 

should safeguard the countryside from encroachment. In this case the countryside would 

be encroached because of the narrowing of this open corridor. The fourth purpose is to 

preserve the setting and special character of historic towns which does not apply here.  
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The final purpose is that the land assists in urban regeneration by encouraging the 

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

would conflict by preventing or restraining the redevelopment of urban land, because of 

the very particular and unique purpose of the proposal. In overall terms therefore it is 

considered that there is some conflict with some of the five purposes. 

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

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

in the Green Belt. 

Members will appreciate that this conclusion represents a definitional harm and that as 

such it does carry substantial weight on the harm side of 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. There has 

already been discussion above on openness that led to the conclusion that openness 

would not be preserved here. The main two elements that led to this conclusion above 

were the spatial and visual impacts. These cannot be mitigated as they would remove the 

underlying purpose of the proposal. Additionally these impacts would be permanent.  

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

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

definitional harm in the final planning balance. The actual harm to the Green Belt is 

equally substantial. 

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.  

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 Area. 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”. This proposal will have an impact on this 

general description because it will introduce further built development and associated 

activity as well as a new access road, thus increasing the proportion of urbanising 

elements. In this case the main structure is substantial in size. It will impact on the 

landscape and be an element that specifically attracts attention because of its unusual 

design. Despite it being a stand-alone feature, its impact is not localised and it cannot be 

absorbed into the landscape.  Similarly it will have a strong visual impact whether from 

drivers on the motorways and other roads; walkers on the public footpaths or by residents, 

particularly those in the Castle Bromwich residential blocks and to some degree from 

more distant locations. The development it must be remembered has been proposed 

specifically so as to be seen in the landscape and its design is deliberately proposed as 

being so very different from the surrounding structures. As a consequence it will have a 

significant visual and landscape impact - after all, that is its purpose. The issue is whether 

that is an adverse impact or not.  
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In order to assist in this assessment, Policy NW12 of the Core Strategy requires 

development to “positively improve the environmental quality of an area”. Additionally the 

NPPF at para 130 says that, “permission should be refused for development of poor 

design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality 

of an area” and in para 131 there is reference to giving “great weight” to “innovative 

design” where it helps to raise the standard of design more generally in an area. Using 

these as “tests” for that assessment, then it is considered that the impact is, on balance, 

not adverse. This is because of the design and that it will be seen amongst a backdrop of 

other “urban” features which are largely angular in appearance. It is unusual and eye-

catching, to the extent that it represents an addition in the wider landscape that 

commands public interest.  In these respects it is considered that the proposal would 

more than likely have a positive impact.  

ii)  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 this 

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 particular focus on 

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

skyline setting with the pronounced focus on the St Peter and Paul’s Church spire.  It is 

this feature that would be most impacted on by the development. However that is some 

distance away and there are intervening features such as the woodlands and a variety of 

urban influences particularly the pylons and the noticeable presence of the Castle 

Bromwich sky line with its residential blocks. It is not considered that the development 

would enhance the setting of Coleshill’s skyline. However it would not be fully preserved. 

This is because of its design and size impacting on the wider setting of more panoramic 

views particularly from the motorway vantage points to the south. However because of 

the separation that harm would be less than substantial. Nevertheless this has to carry 

great weight in the final planning balance. 

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 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 woodland “belts”. The setting would be altered because as 

indicated above, the “eye” is drawn to the development and other features would become 

subordinate in the visual appreciation of the setting. The main view of the Hall and its 

immediate setting however would not be changed and the development would not 

dominate it even although it may become a new focus point. As a consequence, the 

development would not wholly preserve the setting, but the impact would be less than 

substantial. Nevertheless this still carries great weight in the final planning balance. 
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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 geo-physical survey of the site. Members will have seen from the report on 

the “Surf” application that there were no significant underground assets found as a 

consequence of trial trenching for that site as agreed by the Museum. Given the findings 

from the geophysical survey and the trenching on the adjoining site, it is considered 

proportionate not to require a pre-determination survey. Conditions can be imposed for 

pre-commencement survey work. If that reveals underground assets, then work will have 

to cease.  

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

the road re-alignment, on local heritage assets would be less than substantial. As 

indicated above, this still however carries great weight in the final planning balance. 

iii) Ecological Impacts 

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 nett gain for the main site - largely as a result of the extensive parkland nature of the 

proposal - as well as 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 ecological harm 

caused. 

iv) Drainage Issues 

Notwithstanding some initial concerns from the Lead Local Flood Authority, the County 

Council has responded to additional information submitted by the applicant.  It is of 

significant weight that the County Council does not object. 

v) Highway Impacts 

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 

development on the local highway network as well as the main junctions on the strategic 

road network. As reported above, the “surf”” application was submitted before receipt of 

this “wall” 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. 
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Highways England has indicated that it does not consider that the “wall” proposal would 

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

In looking at the “wall” 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. This would include developments 

such as at Peddimore and UK Central. The Highway Authority has thus factored these 

developments into its analysis. It has also 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 £25k towards improving 

connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists from Coleshill to the site.  An outline of the Heads 

of Terms for this contribution is set out at Appendix G. This would meet the objectives of 

the Development Plan and the NPPF in promoting more sustainable modes of transport.   

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. 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 and has a scheme proposed for 

improvements to the A446 Stonebridge/Birmingham Road junction.  The request for a 

contribution would cover additional works beyond this in enhancing non-motorised access 

into the site from Coleshill. It is agreed that this is reasonable as it would accord with 

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 considered by the Highway Authority to be a necessary requirement 

in order to make the development acceptable in planning terms. 

The applicant has prepared a report dealing with the possible “distraction” to drivers using 

the highways nearby because of the size and nature of the proposal. It is of significant 

weight that neither of the two Highway Authorities has objected on these grounds – 

particularly Highways England because of the proximity to the M6 and M42 Motorways. 

The main reason for their position is that the feature would be visible from some distance 

away and thus it would not suddenly appear as a “surprise” to drivers and secondly, 

because the feature is not located at a point on the network where drivers have to take a 

decision about whether to leave the motorway or change lanes. In other words it does not 

add a point of confusion to the decision to be taken by the driver.  

As a consequence of all of these matters, 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. 

vi) Other Issues 

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

technical issues. The proximity of the Esso pipeline can be dealt with by Informatives 

attached to any planning permission.  Members are asked however to consider the 
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potential impacts on the residential amenity of local residents; the impact arising from the 

installation of external lighting and any security issues. 

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

proposed access road.  Nevertheless the main impact on residential amenity is going to 

be the visual impact particularly from the occupiers of the Castle Vale residential blocks 

on the other side of the Motorway. Whilst large, it is not considered that the proposal 

would be over dominant because it is not a “solid” built structure; the separation distances 

involved, the intervening motorway infrastructure and because the topography here is 

very open with wide ranging views.   The same factors will apply to other residential 

properties on the Birmingham Road, the Lichfield Road and other residential areas in 

Coleshill and Castle Vale.  However because of the increased separation distances the 

impact will be less. The overall level of harm on residential amenity is considered to be 

limited.  

The structure will be lit. The visual impact will thus be present outside of day light hours. 

Whilst the site itself presently is unlit there a variety of light sources in proximity to the site 

and there is a clear sky glow from the urban area on the other side of the M6.  In these 

circumstances the site would lie on the boundary between Zones E2 and E3 of the 

Institute of Lighting Professionals Environmental Light Zones. These describe both rural 

(E2) and suburban areas (E3). The overall principle in designing lighting schemes is that 

the outcome should not result in a worse situation – in this case a change from E2 to E3.  

Because of the scale of the proposal here and that the arch itself would be lit, it is 

considered that there would be a change of Zone at the site itself – from E2 to E3. 

However such is the nature of the surrounding area, particularly to the west and north 

that the lighting scheme would be absorbed into the wider E3 Zone. The overall level of 

visual harm therefore might well be considered to be moderate. However there are 

mitigating factors to take into account. Firstly, the lighting arrangements for the structure 

will be bespoke and thus designed into the appearance and design rather than be added 

later as a utilitarian requirement. As a consequence the design of the arrangements can 

be conditioned. Secondly, the Airport will be engaged in assessing the design of that 

arrangement. Finally, there is also some merit to an argument that the lighting scheme 

for the development would enhance the structure and draw it apart from the general urban 

character of the existing lighting environment. Overall it is considered that these factors 

would reduce the level of harm caused to limited. 

Regrettably it is necessary to draw attention to security issues being a material planning 

consideration in the determination of this application.  This is recognised in the NPPF – 

para 93 – as well as in the Development Plan – Core Strategy Policy NW10. The applicant 

is fully aware of this issue and has submitted a Crime Prevention Strategy. It is considered 

that these matters are best taken forward by means of a planning condition which will 

necessarily involve the Police and appropriate Agencies. The submitted Strategy would 

form the basis for that engagement.  

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” and actual Green Belt harm; the less than substantial 

heritage harm, the limited highway harm, the limited harm to residential amenity and the 

limited degree of harm caused by artificial lighting. 
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d) The Applicant’s Considerations 

The applicant’s considerations that are put forward on the other side of the final planning 

balance refer to a number of matters. 

The first relates to the view put forward by the applicant that the project will have “far 

ranging and long lasting economic benefits” – from the construction period through to the 

ongoing operation of the landmark attraction.  There are two main strands to this 

assessment - tourism and regeneration. The former revolves around the development 

becoming a “destination” and thus there would be boost to the local economy through 

profile and tourism. The second is where such “cultural attractions” have been shown to 

lead to inward investment and re-generation. The applicant cites the Angel of the North 

and The Dream in St Helens as two examples including evidence commissioned by the 

respective Local Authorities. The applicant too aligns the proposal with the 

Commonwealth Games to be held in Birmingham and to the Coventry being the City of 

Culture within roughly the same time span. There is also reference to the Government’s 

Industrial Strategy and to its focus on tourism through the Tourism Sector Deal; the match 

with the Warwickshire Visitor Economy Forward Plan (2018–2022) and to the North 

Warwickshire and Hinckley and Bosworth Destination Management Plan (2017 – 2022) 

as a “new attraction” drawing on “new visitor markets”.  The applicant considers that some 

200,000 people would visit in any year and that based on experience some 83% would 

be day trip visitors, 12% domestic overnight visitors with the balance being overseas 

overnight visitors.   In overall terms this is said to equate to some £9 million of expenditure 

in the Region as a whole throughout the wider economy with an estimated £2 million of 

this being directly attributable to the Wall.  

The second is the direct economic impact of the development. The applicant considers 

that the construction phase would generate 60 direct and indirect FTE jobs and 25 FTE 

direct and indirect jobs once operational. A proportion of these would be taken by North 

Warwickshire residents – 25% is estimated. This employment would also contribute to 

economic productivity measured as Gross Value Added (GVA). In terms of the 

operational phase of the proposal the applicant is suggesting an increase of £1.2 million 

GVA annually in the wider Regional economy and £800k in North Warwickshire. The 

figures for the construction phase are said to be £6million GVA for the Region sans £5 

million of the Borough.  Additionally business rates of £20k annually would come directly 

to the Borough.  

The third is the value of the development as a charitable investment. The Wall is made 

up of a million bricks. Each will represent an answered prayer which can be viewed by 

visitors. As people send in their answered prayers there is an option to make a donation. 

Once built it is considered that this would generate sufficient income to meet running costs 

as well as to provide income to invest in social housing and other charities. The 

construction of the Wall is to be funded by private donations and the applicant considers 

that if subsequent donations match the average so far achieved then in excess of £400 

million might be raised. Each year there would be donations to social housing projects, 

local charities and community groups. In respect of the social housing then there is a 

public commitment to fund a million bricks worth of social housing – enough for 100 

houses. There would be a 25/75 split between houses abroad and in the UK. Any further 

profits would go into UK charities. The 75 social homes in the UK would yield investment 

for construction; for jobs and for the additional spending power of the occupants as well 
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as Council tax payments. The applicant considers that such construction phase would 

involve 80 FTE jobs and almost £7 million GVA nationally with the operational phase 

introducing up to £150k in Council Tax nationally.   

These benefits carry substantial weight when they are treated together and particularly 

when they are viewed in terms of their Regional scope.  

They may be considered to carry less weight in respect of their impact on the Borough.  

There would be some proportion of them directly benefitting the Borough – probably 

mostly in terms of overnight accommodation; visits to other attractions and towns as well 

as the opportunity for new employment opportunities – but clearly the weight would be 

reduced. Additionally the link to economic regeneration within the Borough may be a little 

tenuous given the nature of the proposal and that there is no clear or obvious link to a 

substantial settlement within the Borough. At first sight too, substantial weight should be 

given to the housing benefit, but this should be treated with some caution as the numbers 

are small and any benefit would be dispersed throughout the UK as a whole. Likewise the 

donations to charities and community groups are not clear as to whether they are to carry 

significant benefit for the Borough.  

As a consequence, there has been active engagement with the applicant to better 

understand these overall benefits and this has resulted in the Heads of Terms documents 

at Appendices E and F.  In respect of the charitable investments, a Community 

Partnership Group is proposed which would donate 5% of annual net profit to local 

charities in the Coleshill area with local representatives sitting on a Board together with 

Trustees from the Wall.  In respect of the Social Housing delivery then the applicant is 

proposing that 5% of its profit each year would go to social housing projects in the 

Borough.  It is estimated that this would be around 20 homes over a ten year period. 

These clarifications are welcome and thus the local benefits and opportunity for local 

representation throughout the project’s lifetime, should carry significant weight. 

The Heads of Terms are explicitly referenced in the recommended planning conditions 

22 and 23, which have been drafted with reference to the statutory tests for planning 

conditions and are considered to provide a robust mechanism by which these local 

benefits will be secured and through which the Council will retain oversight. 

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  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 two reasons. 

Firstly there is the significant benefit in locating a new and completely different, if not 

unique national monument in the Borough. Members will know the benefits that accrue in 

the Borough as a consequence of the national and international golfing events held 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 thus enhancing its overall attraction. Members may wish to consider 
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whether additional weight should be given to this in light of the promotion of the Borough 

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.  

Secondly, there will be regional benefits directly attributable to the proposal, but there will 

also be the added local benefits which in the case of the charitable investments would not 

be likely to accrue otherwise and in the case of the social housing, will only assist the 

Borough in meeting its overall requirements. 

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 when combined. 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 scope 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 

harm in respect of the surfing case, but substantial actual harm for the “Wall”.  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 it and that in looking at 

the cumulative impact it should carry more weight in the assessment than the surf 

proposal. 

The final planning balance above for the Wall application leads to it being supported. That 

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

would still not prejudice that final balance as it has only a minor 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 because the differences between the impacts arising from the respective 

developments have been identified, it is considered that the impacts have been dealt with 

proportionately.  

Recommendation 

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

following conditions and that as a consequence, the case be referred to the Secretary of 
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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 – P712/SNUG/XX/XX/DR/A/001(D); 

1614/GA/100H, P712/SNUG/XX/XX/DR/A/0610, 0611, 0630, 0631, 0640, 0641, 

0650, 0651, 0652 and 0653. 

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 and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

Reason:  

In the interests of understanding the heritage assets of the site 

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 writing 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 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.  
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7. 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:  

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

8. 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. 

9. 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.  

10. 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.  
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11. 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.  

12.  Within six months of the commencement of development on site, a detailed 

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan shall be submitted to 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 Plan as may be approved in writing 

by the Local Planning Authority shall be adhered to at all times.  

Reason:  

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

13. No facing, roofing and surface materials and no boundary treatments shall be 

installed on site until full details 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. 

14. No external light fittings or columns shall be installed on the site until full details 

have 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.  

 

 



3/77 
 
 

 

Pre-Occupation Conditions 

15.  There shall be no public use of the site as hereby approved until 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. 

16. There shall be no public use of the site as hereby approved 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  

17. There shall be no public 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 (6) and (7) have been fully installed 

Reason:  

In the interests of promoting sustainable development. 

18. There shall be no public 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: 

j) A description and evaluation of the features to be managed 

k) Ecological trends/or constraints on site that might influence management 

l) The aims and objectives for management 

m) Appropriate management options for achieving these aims and objectives 

n) Prescriptions for management actions 

o) 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 

p) Personnel responsible for the implementation of the Plan  

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

r) Monitoring and remedial/contingencies measures triggered by monitoring 

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

natural asset. 

19. There shall be no public 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. 

20. There shall be no public use of the site for the purposes hereby approved until 

detailed Crime Prevention Strategy has first been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. This shall be based on the November 2019 

paper submitted at the time of the application but should show that the advice and 

guidance Police and Security Forces have both been actively engaged and 

included. 

Reason:  

In order to comply with the NPPF and the Development Plan 

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

the car and vehicle parking areas shown on the approved plan have first 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 

22. No part of the development hereby approved shall be open to the public, until 

Heads of Terms for a Community Partnership Group have first been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Those Heads of Terms 

shall describe  the setting up of such a Group, its aims and objectives, its 

constitution and the criteria to be used in the funding of local charitable projects 

within the Coleshill area and be broadly consistent with those submitted to the 

Council under Document reference “ Community Partnership Group: Heads of 

Terms (Turley)” dated 30 June 2020 and thereafter shall be fully implemented in 

accordance with the agree Heads of Terms. 

Reason: 

In recognition of the local social benefits that would arise from the development. 

23.  No part of the development hereby approved shall be open to the public, until 

Heads of Terms for a Social Housing Commitment have first been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Those Heads of Terms 

shall describe the aims and objectives under such a Commitment and the criteria 
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used to ascribe contributions towards the social housing in North Warwickshire 

and broadly be consistent with those submitted to the Council under Document 

reference “Local Social Housing Commitment: Heads of Terms (Turley)” dated 30 

June 2020, and thereafter shall be fully implemented in accordance with the 

agreed Heads of Terms.  

Reason:  

In recognition of the local social benefits that would arise from the development 

24.  No part of the development hereby approved shall be open to the public, until 

Heads of Terms for off-site highway works to the Birmingham and Stonebridge 

Roads in order to improve the connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists between 

Coleshill and the site have first been agreed in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. Those Heads of Terms shall include the programme for implementation 

of these works and the mechanisms for their delivery and broadly be consistent 

with those submitted to the Council under Document Reference “Footway/Cycle 

contribution: Heads of Terms (Turley)” dated 23 June 2020 and thereafter shall be 

fully implemented in accordance with 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 (6) above shall : 

• 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. 

• 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 4.3 l/sec.  

• 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 
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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.  

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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Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000 

Section 97 

 

Planning Application No: PAP/2019/0701 
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20/12/19 
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3 Representation Support 19/3/20 
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5 Representation Comments 10/1/20 

6 Representation Support 29/1/20 
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8 WCC Rights of Way Consultation 31/1/20 

9 Natural England Consultation 17/1/20 

10 WCC Fire Services Consultation 21/1/20 

11 WCC Flood Authority Consultation 27/1/20 

12 HS2 Ltd Consultation 27/1/20 

13 Highways England Consultation 28/1/20 

14 Severn Trent Water Ltd Consultation 28/1/20 

15 Birmingham Airport Consultation 31/1/20 

16 Environmental Officer Consultation 10/2/20 

17 Environmental Officer Consultation  11/2/20 

18 WCC Archaeology Consultation 12/2/20 

19 WCC Archaeology Consultation 28/2/20 

20 Applicant Letter 10/3/20 

21 WCC Archaeology Consultation 12/2/20 

22 WCC Archaeology Consultation 28/2/20 

23 Applicant Letter 10/3/20 

24 WCC Archaeology Consultation 18/3/20 
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25 WCC Archaeology Consultation 30/3/20 

26 WCC Archaeology Consultation 2/4/20 

27 Sport England Consultation 7/1/20 

28 Fisher German Consultation 5/5/20 

29 WCC Highways Consultation 18/2/20 

30 Applicant  E-mail 17/3/20 

31 WCC Highways Consultation 24/6/20 

32 WCC Infrastructure Consultation 7/4/20 

33 WCC Ecology Consultation 27/6/20 

34 Applicant E-mail 12/6/20 

35 WCC Ecology Consultation 16/6/20 

36 NWBC CD Consultation 1/5/20 

37 Applicant  E-mail 28/5/20 

38 Applicant E-mail 29/5/20 

39 Applicant Report 3/2/20 

40 Applicant Reports 22/5/20 

41 Applicant  E-mail 2/7/20 

 

Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 

report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the report 

and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents such as 

Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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(3) Application No: PAP/2020/0056 

Town Council Offices, North Street, Atherstone, CV9 1JN 

Demolition of existing building and construction of new 2 storey offices and 

meeting room, for 

Atherstone Town Council 

Introduction 

This application is referred to the Board under the adopted Scheme of Delegation 

because the recommendation is contrary to the receipt of an objection from the Highway 

Authority.  

The Site 

This is a single storey building on the south side of North Street some 15 metres away 

from the junction with Ratcliffe Street and North Street. It is located off the back of the 

footpath – surrounded by car-parks to the TNT Offices and the back yard areas of the 

buildings at Long Street.  

The general location is illustrated at Appendix A. 

The Proposal 

It is proposed to demolish the existing single storey old mortuary building – which has 

been in use as an office space and meeting room for the Town Council since its approval 

for office use in 2001 and to replace it with a new two storey block to provide a ground 

floor meeting room and a first floor office and storage space for records. No parking 

spaces exist to serve the existing arrangement and no parking spaces are now proposed. 

The access arrangement for pedestrians would remain off the footway accessed from 

North Street. The development would be at the back of the pavement and would be on 

the footprint of the existing building.  

The proposed layout is at Appendix B. 

In order to provide the maximum amount of internal space whilst reflecting some of the 

existing neighbouring designs, the building will be two storey with a pitched roof design.   

This is illustrated at Appendix C. 

The design of the building reflects the historic appearance of much of the recent 

developments that have been built within Atherstone's Conservation Area, namely stone 

headers and cills, sash windows; brick arched headers and the symmetrical fenestration 

proportions 

Background 

The building has previously been in use as a mortuary, which is still reflected in its current 

internal layout. It is in need of thermal upgrading and the space within the building is 

limited in size. It has been in use for some years as the Town Council’s Offices since the 

application was approved in 2001 from a previous store to offices. Prior to that the building 

was in use as a mortuary but has been used for storage since 1985.  
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Representations 

Neighbours, the Civic Society and the Labour Group on the Town Council have objected 

referring to the following matters: 

• It will intrude over the back of Listed Buildings in Long Street and Market Street as 
well as block out the historic pattern of the burgage plots which are still apparent. 

• Whilst the old mortuary does not enhance the quality or character of the 
Conservation Area, this proposal is not a sensitive development 

• The building’s style, design and materials are imprecise. It makes no positive 
contribution and no enhancement 

• There is no indication of the building materials to be used 

• There is no estimation of costs which would imply that the cheapest building 
materials would be used i.e. not reclaimed bricks, soft wood windows and doors 
and concrete pan tiles. The standard of building would be mediocre. 

• The public building should be worthy of a civic building 

• Little has been thought about regarding the accessibility to the public 

• Limited external space and no provision for mobility scooters, cycles and prams. 
With no consideration for the storage of rubbish bins. It is assumed that these items 
would be parked on the pavement outside and this would then become a safety 
hazard. 

• The proposed development would impact on the copper beech tree with a massive 
canopy spread near to this development. A full assessment of this tree needs to 
be undertaken to assess the likely demolition and construction of the building on 
the health of the tree. 

• There is no parking provision, there is a single yellow line indicating that parking is 
restricted at certain times of the day. It is not possible for councillors and members 
of the public to park. Parking standards would suggest parking for at least two cars. 
Councillors are often forced to park elsewhere and walk back to the building which 
some users of the building are unable to do.  

• DDA compliance is an issue, the meeting room downstairs cannot accommodate 
the number of councillors as well as officers and members of the public, especially 
if users have a restricted mobility, and the upstairs office facility would not be 
accessible for anyone with mobility issues. We consider the proposed building 
does not conform to regulations, Part M under Building control. The internal design 
is inadequate with opening doors and there is no lift and so there is no access to 
the upstairs. Office is less accessible for people with mobility issues.  

• Concerns over additional staff numbers and increased parking in the street. The 
street can become congested at times. 

• Lack of consultation with the public there has been no engagement in the public 
domain.  

• There are a number of viable alternatives in Atherstone including the refurbishment 
of the Arcade or bringing any other empty building into use. The Arcade already 
has the facilities and just needs a lift – it is centrally located. Need an appraisal of 
other options. 

• The cost of this proposal could be avoided as it is a waste of public money 

• The location is inappropriate for a civic building. 

• A building of this type should be a focal point for the town 

• Where will waste bins be placed? 

• Replacing the current building with same footprint is missing s chance to provide 
residents with a building to be proud of and as user friendly in line with DDA 
standards. 
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• The site has never been a suitable place for office base or meeting facility, it is 
remote from the main high street, it is not easy to find at the back of the town 
because of the one-way system. 

• The internal design offers no privacy for counselling. 

• The location is not fit for purpose it does not address concerns of public 
engagement, visitor parking or public expense.  

• Parking implications for surrounding residents at Jenkins Court, post office yard 
and Ratcliffe street and the car park at 'screatons' and the surgery as well as north 
street residents,  

• Not clear on the opening hours, or whether meetings are being held there. The 
issue of lighting or cycle racks is not described. 

• The property will now become two stories instead of one and will fill the whole of 
the site on our boundary.  This will have an overbearing impact on our two 
proposed properties.  Secondly the over development on this site completely 
negates your insistence for us to have an amenity area for our two dwellings. 

• It is more effective to use empty buildings, if a sequential test were applied then 
the arcade would be the preferred location.  
 

Consultations 

Warwickshire County Archaeologist – A building recording would be useful. 

Environmental Health Officer – No comments 

Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – Objection 

Development Plan 

The Core Strategy 2014 - NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW2 (Settlement Hierarchy), 

NW10 (Development Considerations), NW12 (Quality of Development), NW14 (Historic 

Environment), NW18 (Atherstone) and NW20 (Services and Facilities) 

Other Material Planning Considerations 

The National Planning Policy Framework 2019 – (the “NPPF”)  

The Atherstone Conservation Area Designation Report 

The Draft Atherstone Conservation Area Appraisal – 2006 

Observations 

The site is within the development boundary for Atherstone as defined in the Development 

Plan.  The principle of a new development which replaces an existing building for use as 

an office and meeting room situated in a sustainable location where the building can be 

accessed on foot is considered to be acceptable in principle. The matter of the setting of 

the Conservation Area, access and demolition also needs to be assessed. 

a) Demolition and the Historic Context  
 

The proposal requires the demolition of the Old Mortuary - a 20th century pre-war building 

dated in the period of 1900 – 1945, located on the south side of North Street and within 

the Atherstone Conservation Area. As such the Council is under a statutory duty to ensure 

that the character and appearance of that Area is preserved and enhanced. In order to 

make such an assessment, it is important to understand the significance of the Area in 
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heritage terms and then consider whether the demolition would adversely harm that 

significance.  

The significance of the Atherstone Conservation Area is that it covers an extensive area 

of the town centre, displaying the town’s architectural and historic evolution.  This 

particular part of the Conservation Area is in North Street and much of its significance lies 

in the limited re-development of the former burgage plots belonging to the Long Street 

buildings. The townscape here is relatively open and the land use is for parking with the 

occasional small scale development.  

The context of North Street from Friars Gate to Ratcliffe Road dates from the late 18th 

century and (formerly Dog Lane) through the former courtyard of the Swan Inn under the 

Swan Arch. The views in and out of the Conservation Area are noted for simplicity. There 

are similar existing single storey buildings in the vicinity of the Old Mortuary and limited 

brick walls adjacent to the highway. All are of limited intrinsic merit, dating mostly from 

the early-mid 20th century, the only benefit of the immediate context to the application 

site is that these existing buildings provide enclosure and continue to mark the historic 

boundaries to the burgage plots.  

Unfortunately, most of the area now comprises parking areas and visually plots have been 

lost and amalgamated. There is no exceptional historic merit in this immediate location 

and the immediate surrounding buildings. To the north side of North Street is a 1960’s 

housing development and many immediate buildings to the Old Mortuary are either 

considered as negative or neutral buildings within the Conservation Area.  

The existing building is essentially a building of utilitarian appearance and is out of place 

within the street scene. Any architectural features it may have once possessed have been 

diluted by the introduction of Upvc windows. Internally there is no evidence of any special 

design features. The demolition would enable the opportunity for complete redevelopment 

of the site, albeit limited in footprint and scale.  

The proposal for the re-build of the Old Mortuary will go some way to offer an 

enhancement to North Street without affecting the sense that the plots of land surrounding 

it resemble the former burgage plots. As such the demolition and re-build would not 

detract from the interest, distinctiveness and amenity of this area. Views towards existing 

landscaping would not be harmed, such as that of the Copper Beech tree at Beech House. 

The proposal for demolition and re-build is also of a significant distance from the Beech 

Tree in order that no harm would be caused on its root structure.  

The site is at the rear of the Listed Buildings at Long Street and is near to the setting of 

the Listed Buildings at Market Street. The Council is under a statutory duty to have special 

regard to the desirability of preserving Listed Buildings, its setting or any features of 

special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  The architectural significance 

of the Listed Buildings in the wider vicinity of the application site is high and these 

buildings add significantly to the character of this end of North Street.  

In terms of impact on the Listed Buildings at No. 102 and 108 Long Street and the Post 

Office at Long Street along with the undesignated Heritage Assets, then the proposal 

does not harm the setting beyond that of the existing mortuary building, particularly as the 

existing plot is retained and so any views of the former burgage plots remain 

undeveloped. Other Listed Buildings at Friars Gate, the Market Tavern and Beech House 
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on Market Street, are also set at a reasonable distance form the proposal in order that 

there is no direct harm to the setting of these buildings. St. Marys House is a Listed 

Building on the north side of North Street and the setting of this building is not harmed 

given there is some intervening landscaping and a high boundary wall. In these 

circumstances the proposal for demolition and re-build has no direct harm on the setting 

or of the architectural significance of the aforementioned Listed Buildings.   

Glimpses of these buildings would be retained, and the proposal is of a small scale being 

limited to two storeys in height such that the Listed Buildings retain their prominence in 

the setting. Overall there is no loss on the significance of the surrounding Listed Buildings. 

The proposal would not therefore fail to preserve the setting of the Listed Buildings given 

the distances involved and where their setting remains preserved and unaltered by the 

proposal.  

Overall, the demolition will not directly affect the characteristics of the historic environment 

described above but it would enable an opportunity to be taken to enhance the setting of 

the area without directly impacting on the architectural significance of the Listed Buildings 

or that of the character of the Conservation Area. The principle of demolition is therefore 

supported in this case, particularly as no other use for the Old Mortuary building would be 

feasible without  

substantial re-organisation and thermal upgrading, the condition of the Old Mortuary is 

not in good order. The building itself is redundant for re-purposing objectives. There is 

thus a substantial enhancement to the heritage assets of the town providing a public 

benefit in terms of enhancement and the continued provision of a public facility which 

serves the residents of the town.  

b) Principle of providing a replacement building  

The principle of the replacement building here has brought about issues on the impact it 

might have on other vacant town centre buildings. This is a matter highlighted in the 

objections namely that existing vacant buildings within the Town Centre should be 

considered as an alternative solution, rather than to redevelop the existing site. This is a 

material consideration as paragraph 86 of the NPPF requires that “Local planning 

authorities should apply a sequential test to planning applications for main town centre 

uses which are neither in an existing centre nor in accordance with an up-to date plan.” 

The purpose of the sequential test is to ensure that proposed main town centre uses 

which are not in an existing town centre are in the best locations. 

In terms of applying a sequential test here, then the objective would be to see if there 

were any matters which weigh against replacing the Town Council offices within the town 

centre. The Town Council has been asked to comment on this – particularly in respect of 

the re-use of existing vacant space within the Town Centre itself. The response is 

summarised below.  

It is understood that the Arcade was historically used as the Town Council offices prior to 

the uptake of the Old Mortuary Building in 2003. The Arcade required upgrading at the 

time and so the move to the Old Mortuary building was considered to be a more suitable 

option. By 2006, the Mortuary building was fully used and over the next few years 

alternative premises were seriously considered. These included Denham Court, the 

Magistrates Court building, Beech House, the former Telephone Exchange building,  the 

Old Surgery on the Market Place, the “Factory” on Station Street and more recently the 
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Partnership Building on Coleshill Road in 2018. By November 2017, the Town Council 

had to temporarily move its public meetings to a meeting room within North Warwickshire 

Borough Council Offices and this permitted space for two members of staff to work from 

the Old Mortuary building. The Town Council’s administration and its public meetings 

have worked over a split location ever since. 

In 2019 a series of accommodation options were again considered as the condition of the 

Old Mortuary had become more serious and its long term suitability needed to be 

considered. Four options were discounted as they would not provide the necessary 

meeting room space required by the Town Council and two further options were 

considered which were the Atlas Building on Station Street and the Old Post Office on 

Long Street. Furthermore an office appraisal was considered as to how the Old Mortuary 

itself maybe re-developed as a satisfactory alternative for accommodation.  

The Town Council carried out a feasibility study of the Old Mortuary stating that the logic 

behind this, was that the demolition and re-development of this site would improve an 

existing asset under the ownership of the Town Council and at the same time provide the 

much needed office space and an accessible meeting room. 

The matter before the Board is not to re-work or to review the outcome of past decisions 

of the applicant. It has to determine the application that has been submitted on its own 

planning merits - in other words does it accord with Development Plan policy.  In this case 

the site is on the edge of the town centre; it is in a sustainable location, the use has been 

here since 2003, the current arrangements for public meetings are already taking place 

at an edge of town centre site, there has been a reasonable range of alternatives 

considered and refurbishment of existing spaces will also incur costs. Core Strategy 

policy NW18 allows for improved community facilities in more sustainable buildings and 

policy NW20 seeks the retention of existing services which contribute towards the 

functioning of a settlement.  It is acknowledged that the site is not in the town centre itself, 

but given all of the above matters, it is considered that on balance the proposal can still 

be supported.  

c) Design and Amenity 
 

The proposal is supported from a design perspective and the specific finish in respect of 

materials, textures and colours along with architectural detailing can be dealt with by a 

condition as is normal practice. A good quality scheme can be achieved here which 

complements the existing buildings along the street scene, where similar two storey 

buildings have been provided in North Street in recent years. The use of boundary railings 

is characteristic of a townscape building. A planning condition can also be added to 

reserve the detail of refuse collection matters.  

There is likely to be no worse impact on the residential amenity of adjoining occupiers in 

terms of loss of privacy or loss of light beyond how the existing building is arranged, albeit 

a first floor would be introduced. The degree of fenestration is appropriate and there is 

substantial separation distances between the proposal and nearby buildings. The siting 

of the building causes no obstruction or access issues to the neighbouring uses along 

Long Street, Market Street, North Street or Ratcliffe Road. No objections have been 

received relating to loss of amenity.  

It is agreed that there may be DDA issues with the internal design – door sizes and 

gradients. However the main public space is at ground level and only staff would use the 
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upstairs office space. Nevertheless it is considered that from a planning perspective, this 

can be dealt with by condition. The principle of a two storey building is acceptable in the 

overall external design that is being proposed. Once internal DDA requirements are 

considered – e.g. door sizes; gradients, stair lifts - there would be scope to amend the 

internal layout and this might have an impact on external appearance. However this can 

be accommodated through subsequent amendments.  

d) Access and Highway safety 
 

The proposal makes no provision for parking and turning vehicles on the site. Members 

should be aware that there is no parking or turning facility presently on site and there is 

no capacity at all to make any such provision. This is why the Highway Authority has 

objected. 

The Board will fully understand that that Authority’s concern about the need for on-site 

provision is consistent with past responses for town centre developments. Members are 

therefore asked to give it weight. The issue is whether there are other considerations that 

would outweigh the objection.  

It is acknowledged that North Street is a one way route and that on occasions vehicles 

are parked along here, which has a single yellow line. The new building however would 

not be considered to intensify the existing use. This is limited to two members of staff and 

the needs of fifteen Councillors along with the general public. The proposed new office 

will not add any further parking demand; the building is not in full use all of the time, 

meetings are usually in the evenings and there are a number of public car parks in town 

with free space (especially in the early evenings when  the Council usually meets). These 

parks are within a reasonable distance from the site. Moreover Members will be fully 

aware that practically all new residential development in the town centre along with new 

office and retail space has not made on-site provision.  

The highway objection is of weight here. However in terms of assessing this in the final 

planning balance, the proposal does not change how the existing use operates in this 

location; this site is accessible for non-motorised users and there are nearby car parks. 

On balance and given other Board decisions in respect of sites in the locality, it is 

considered that the evidence to support an objection is not sufficiently demonstrable.  

Conclusion 

The proposal to replace an existing building covering the same front print, but of larger 

scale and massing is considered to be acceptable in the context of its setting as this part 

of the town requires enhancement and opportunities to improve the built form should be 

taken. No new amenity issues in terms of loss of amenity to residential or business 

occupiers would result from the proposal. In terms of vehicle parking then the site already 

operates within its existing site limitations and with no further material intensification of 

use the existing arrangements would continue to operate without material adverse 

impacts. Whilst the scheme is contrary to parking requirements, it is in  general 

accordance with polices NW1, NW12, NW14, NW18 and NW20 of the Core Strategy in 

that this a responsive proposal that enhances the existing built form at North Street and 

harmonises with its surroundings with the scheme not conflicting with sustainability 

policies of the Core Strategy or the NPPF.  
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Recommendation 

That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard Three Year condition. 

 

2. Standard Plan Numbers. 

 

3. No development shall commence on site until full details of all of the facing and 

roofing materials to be used; window details at a scale of 1:20 for the elevations 

and at a scale of 1:5 for the sections, details of the eaves and verge and rainwater 

goods together with the means of refuse/waste collection shall have first all been 

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

approved materials shall then be used on site. 

REASON 

In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 

4. No additional opening shall be made other than shown on the plan hereby 
approved, nor any approved opening altered or modified in any manner, unless 
details have first been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
REASON 

To protect the privacy of the occupiers of adjoining properties and in the interests 

of preserving the character and appearance of the conservation area. 

5. No development other than demolition shall commence on site until details are first 

submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authorty to show 

compliance with disability access legislation. Only the approved details shall then 

be implemented on site.  

REASON 

To ensure that the development meets DDA requirements 

      6.  A Construction management plan condition.  

REASON 

To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties during the 

construction period. 

Notes 

1. The submitted plans indicate that the proposed works come very close to, or abut 
neighbouring property.  This permission does not convey any legal or civil right to 
undertake works that affect land or premises outside of the applicant's control.  
Care should be taken upon commencement and during the course of building 
operations to ensure that no part of the development, including the foundations, 
eaves and roof overhang will encroach on, under or over adjoining land without the 
consent of the adjoining land owner. This planning permission does not authorise 
the carrying out of any works on neighbouring land, or access onto it, without the 
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consent of the owners of that land.  You would be advised to contact them prior to 
the commencement of work. 

 

2. You are recommended to seek independent advice on the provisions of the Party 
Wall etc. Act 1996, which is separate from planning or building regulation 
controls, and concerns giving notice of your proposals to a neighbour in relation 
to party walls, boundary walls and excavations near neighbouring buildings.  An 
explanatory booklet can be downloaded at 
www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/partywall. 
 

3. The proposed development lies within a coal mining area which may contain 
unrecorded coal mining related hazards.  If any coal mining feature is 
encountered during development, this should be reported immediately to The 
Coal Authority on 0345 762 6848.  It should also be noted that this site may lie in 
an area where a current licence exists for underground coal mining.  Further 
information is also available on The Coal Authority website at: 
www.gov.uk/government/organisations/the-coal-authority 
Property specific summary information on past, current and future coal mining 

activity can be obtained from: www.groundstability.com 

4. Radon is a natural radioactive gas which enters buildings from the ground and can 
cause lung cancer. If you are buying, building or extending a property you can 
obtain a Radon Risk Report online from www.ukradon.org if you have a postal 
address and postcode. This will tell you if the home is in a radon affected area, 
which you need to know if buying or living in it, and if you need to install radon 
protective measures, if you are planning to extend it. If you are building a new 
property then you are unlikely to have a full postal address for it. A report can be 
obtained from the British Geological Survey at http://shop.bgs.ac.uk/georeports/, 
located using grid references or site plans, which will tell you whether you need to 
install radon protective measures when building the property. For further 
information and advice on radon please contact the Health Protection Agency at 
www.hpa.org.uk.  Also if a property is found to be affected you may wish to contact 
the North Warwickshire Building Control Partnership on (024) 7637 6328 for further 
advice on radon protective measures. 
 

5. In dealing with this application, the Local Planning Authority has worked with the 
applicant in a positive and proactive manner through pre-application discussions, 
seeking to resolve planning objections and suggesting amendments to improve 
the quality of the proposal. As such it is considered that the Council has 
implemented the requirement set out in paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 

  

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/partywall
http://www.groundstability.com/
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 2000 

Section 97.  Planning Application No: PAP/2020/0056 

 

Background 

Paper No 
Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent 
Application Forms, Plans and 

Statement(s) 
4.2.2020 

2 Atherstone Civic Society Consultation reply 15.4.2020 

3 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 12.3.2020 

4 Case Officer to Applicant e-mail 18.3.2020 

5 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 28.4.2020 

6 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 7.5.2020 

7 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 22.5.2020 

8 Case Officer to Agent e-mail 27.5.2020 

9 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 27.5.2020 

10 Agent to Case Officer Revised Plans 28.5.2020 

11 Cllr. Chambers Representation 1.6.2020 

12 Resident Representation 2.6.2020 

13 Cllr D Downes Representation 2.6.2020 

14 Resident Representation 2.6.2020 

15 Resident Representation 3.6.2020 

16 Resident Representation 4.6.2020 

17 Resident Representation 4.6.2020 

18 Resident Representation 4.6.2020 

19 Resident Representation 4.6.2020 

20 Agent to Case Officer e-mail 4.6.2020 

21 Resident Representation 5.6.2020 

22 Resident Representation 5.6.2020 

23 Cllr J Chambers Representation 6.6.2020 

24 Resident Representation 8.6.2020 

25 Resident Representation 9.6.2020 
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26 Resident Representation 10.6.2020 

27 Atherstone Town Council Supporting Information 11.6.2020 

28 Resident Representation 12.6.2020 

29 Resident Representation 12.6.2020 

30 Resident Representation 15.6.2020 

31 Resident Representation 15.6.2020 

32 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 19.6.2020 

33 Applicant to Case Officer e-mail 22.6.2020 

34 WCC Highways Authority Consultation reply 24.6.2020 

35 Resident Representation 26.6.2020 

36 Case Officer to Agent e-mail 8.7.2020 

37 Resident Representation 9.7.2020 

38 Case Officer to Agent/ Applicant e-mail 9.7.2020 

 

Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 

report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 

 

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the report 

and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents such as 

Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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Appendix A: 
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Appendix B: 

 

The proposed layout is illustrated below: 

 

 



3/129 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The existing layout of the building comprises the open yard area, which allows for access into the 

buiding. The new proposal would build on the open yard area.  
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Appendix C: 
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(4) Application No: PAP/2020/0295 

 

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, for 

Caesarea Development Holdings Limited 

Introduction 

This report introduces Members to this recently submitted planning application. It will 

describe the proposal as well as outline the relevant planning policies of the Development 

Plan applicable to its determination along with other material planning considerations. A 

full determination report will follow at a later date and that will update the Board on the 

consultations responses that are received. 

The Sit 

This comprises two rectangular parcels of land – one to the north of and the other to the 

south of Marsh Lane in Curdworth. They both are situated on the west side of the A446 

at the Hams Hall round about junction of that road with Marsh Lane. The parcel on the 

north side extends all the way westwards to the M6 Motorway cutting, whereas that to the 

south whilst fronting the A446, only extends partly to the Motorway, excluding Spring 

Farm to the west. Together the parcels amount to just over 9 hectares in area – about 

two-thirds being on the north side of Marsh Lane.  

The general location is illustrated at Appendix A. 

The two parcels are agricultural fields with hedgerow boundaries together with sporadic 

trees. The northern parcel does have a slope from north to south whereas the southern 

one is largely flat. The southern field contains a pylon in its northwest corner which 

supports a high voltage wire which crosses the south-east corner of the northern parcel 

of land.  

The village of Curdworth is on the other side of the M6 Motorway being around 400 metres 

from the western most boundary of the site. Croft Cottage is to the south of Marsh Lane 

on the village side of the motorway some 100 metres from the site boundary.  

To the east of the Hams Hall round-about is the Hams Hall Distribution and Manufacturing 

Park some 600 metres from the site. On the eastern side of the A446, north of the 

roundabout there is a cottage fronting that carriageway and a materials recycling site 

further to the north.  Junction 9 of the M6 and M6 Toll is 600 metres to the north.  

There are no public footpaths affecting either parcel of land but there is one – the M21 – 

on the west side of the Motorway which runs north/south between the Motorway and the 

village. 
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The line of HS2 passes to the east crossing the road access to the Hams Hall estate 

some 500 metres to the east.  

The Proposals 

The development as described in the header to this report is wholly confined to the 

northern of the two parcels of land described above. This is an outline application with 

only details of the access into this northern parcel included. All other matters such as the 

layout and the appearance of the HGV parking area would be reserved for later approval. 

The whole of the southern parcel would become a bio-diversity enhancement area with 

new woodland planting together with conservation grassland and no built development 

proposed.  

The applicant has provided a summary and this is attached at Appendix B.  

A purely illustrative indication of the possible layout of the HGV parking area is attached 

for information at Appendix C and a more detailed plan of the Marsh Lane access is at 

Appendix D.  This shows the nature of the engineering solution here to prevent HGV 

egress from the site into Curdworth as well as changes to the Hams Hall roundabout into 

Marsh Lane. A couple of cross sections have been submitted and these are at Appendix 

E.  

A number of supporting documents accompany the application. 

A Planning Statement sets out the background evidence to support the “need” for the 

proposals as well as setting out the applicant’s assessment of these against relevant 

Development Plan policy. 

The applicant’s case is set out at Appendix F. In short it sets out the national picture in 

respect of HGV parking which prompted a Government response with the very recent 

HGV parking survey and the consequential Ministerial Statement – referred to below. 

These highlight seven particular problem areas in the country. The only one in the West 

Midlands is the “Hams Hall to Dordon (around Birch Coppice)” area.  The applicant has 

undertaken a survey of lorry parking in this general area in order to better understand the 

local situation This describes the existing situation locally in and reports on those local 

issues and problems being caused by HGV parking. He then outlines the benefits 

associated with having a secure HGV parking area. He concludes by outlining the process 

he has followed in selecting this particular site.  Appendix H deals with the issue of the 

site not being at Hams Hall. 

An Archaeological Assessment based on a desk top study of the Historic Records for the 

area and an on-site geo-physical survey concludes that the site has negligible to low 

archaeological interest.  

An Ecological Appraisal describes the sites as being dominated by arable land with poor 

semi-improved grassland and scrub at the margins which are all of low to medium-low 

ecological value. The boundary hedgerows and trees would largely be retained and these 

can be enhanced by perimeter landscaping. The proposals to enhance the southern 

parcel as wholly a wild ecological area would provide a net gain in bio-diversity overall. 

Low levels of bat activity were recorded but effective mitigation and lighting controls 
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should minimise the risk of adverse impacts. No other protected or notable species would 

cause a statutory constraint on the proposed development.  

A Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal describes the two parts of the site as being 

strongly influenced by large scale transport infrastructure and nearby industrial 

development and features (overhead lines, pylons and the Minworth STW works). Overall 

the Appraisal concludes that in this setting, the development would have very limited and 

localised landscape effects.  Visually the sites are considered to be well contained due to 

a combination of the surrounding topography, motorway infrastructure and trees. 

Curdworth is said to be visually separated and effectively concealed from the site by 

intervening higher ground. Views are therefore limited to the immediate surrounding 

roads. The development would result in very limited and localised visual effects for a small 

number of receptors and thus would not impact beyond a small surrounding area.  The 

Appraisal also looks at Green Belts issues, concluding that the surrounding urbanising 

influences lessen the contribution of the site in terms of its role as countryside and towards 

openness.  It therefore is a “low –performing” site in terms of its contribution to the Green 

Belt and as such, the development would not prejudice the overall purposes of the Green 

Belt.  

A Noise Impact Assessment concludes that there would be no change in overall road 

traffic noise as a result of the development; that day time background noise levels would 

not be exceeded and that during night the expected levels would still be below 

background levels.  

An Air Quality Assessment, including dust impacts concludes that the proposed 

development would have a negligible impact on nearby receptors and thus would comply 

with air quality guidance. 

A Lighting Report concludes that there would be no significant adverse effects due to the 

surrounding light levels and because the lighting on site can be designed so as to reduce 

its impact on nearby receptors. 

A Flood Risk Assessment concentrates on the northern parcel of land. That is within Flood 

Zone 1 which is classified as “less vulnerable” in terms of the probability of fluvial flooding. 

It also is shown as being at very low risk of surface water flooding. SUDS features on site 

would attenuate flows arising from the development through geo-cellular storage tanks 

prior to discharge into the highway sewers or to be pumped to a STW public sewer 800 

metres to the south-east of the site.  Foul water would discharge via a pump and rising 

main to the STW foul sewer 550 metres to the north-west.  

A Transport Assessment repeats the case made in the Planning Statement in respect of 

the evidence to support the “need” for the proposal. It does however also assess the 

highways impacts arising from the proposals. In this respect it looks at the capacity of the 

off-site junctions; the design of the access arrangements into the site, alterations to the 

Marsh Lane “limb” of the Hams Hall roundabout and mitigation measures to restrict 

access through Curdworth west of the site. Appendix G is a summary taken from that 

appraisal. 

A Statement of Community Involvement outlines the arrangements undertaken by the 

applicant in consulting the local community prior to the submission of the application. It 

describes a meeting between the applicant and the Parish Council and subsequent 

actions – 560 letters circulated to local residents; a dedicated project website, letters to 
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community representatives including the MP, a dedicated information telephone line and 

online advertising through social media. There was a high rate of feedback with 280 

comments and enquiries received. It is said that 40% of respondents agreed that there is 

a local HGV parking shortage and had noticed on-street parking in the area. However the 

Statement concludes that the overall response was mixed with the majority of negative 

replies concentrated at addresses in Curdworth and Water Orton – half of which asked 

for the HGV parking area to be at Hams Hall. The other main concerns were local highway 

impact and Green Belt intrusion. The applicant’s response to these matters is at Appendix 

H. 

A Design and Access Statement describes the background to the production of the 

illustrative layout at Appendix C.  

Development Plan 

The Core Strategy 2014 – NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW3 (Green Belt), NW10 

(Development Considerations), NW11 (Renewable Energy), NW12 (Quality of 

Development), NW13 (Natural Environment), NW14 (Historic Environment), NW16 

(Green Infrastructure) and NW22 (Infrastructure) 

Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – ENV4 (trees and 

Hedgerows); ENV9 (Air Quality), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design), 

ENV14 (Access Design), TPT1 (Transport Considerations) and TPT3 (Access and 

Sustainable Travel) 

Other Material Planning Considerations 

The Submitted Local Plan 2018 – LP1 (Quality of Development); LP3 (Green Belt), LP15 

(Historic Environment), LP16 (Natural Environment), LP25 (Transport Assessment), 

LP31 (Development Considerations) and LP32 (Built Form 

The National Planning Policy Framework – (the “NPPF”) 

National Planning Practice Guidance 

Department of Transport Circular 02/2013 

National Survey of Lorry Parking 2018 

Strategy for Lorry Parking in England 2009 

Written Ministerial Statement 2018 – National Survey of Lorry Parking 

Observations 

As can be seen, the site is in the Green Belt and thus Members will first need to conclude 

whether the proposal is appropriate or not appropriate development according to the 

definitions set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. If it is found to be 

appropriate development, the Board will nevertheless still need to establish if there is any 

significant demonstrable harm arising from the proposals. If it is found to be inappropriate 

development, then in addition to looking at other harms that might arise, the Board will 

need to address the material planning considerations put forward by the applicant to see 

if they clearly outweigh the cumulative harms caused such to amount to the “very special 

circumstances” needed to support the application. 
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A number of potential impacts will need to be assessed to establish whether significant 

demonstrable harm is likely to be caused and consultation responses from the relevant 

Agencies will help guide any conclusions here. 

Members may wish to visit the site and this can easily be achieved as both parcels of land 

are visible and accessible from Marsh Lane using the gated access “pull-ins”.  

Given the current restrictions, a formal site visit is not recommended. 

Recommendation 

That the report be noted and that Board Members are requested to visit the site. 
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www.northwarks.gov.uk/privacy 
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