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 Agenda Item No 4  
 
 Planning and Development 

Board 
 
 3 September 2018 
 
 Planning Applications 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

can be seen from public land.  They should however not enter private land.  If 
they would like to see the plans whilst on site, then they should always contact 
the Case Officer who will accompany them.  Formal site visits can only be agreed 
by the Board and reasons for the request for such a visit need to be given. 

 
4.2 Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers 

dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site 
alone, or as part of a Board visit. 
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5 Availability 
 
5.1 The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before 

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

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

meeting, is due to be held on Monday, 8 October 2018 at 6.30pm in the Council 
Chamber at the Council House. 

 
6 Public Speaking 
 
6.1 Information relating to public speaking at Planning and Development Board 

meetings can be found at: www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/. 
 
6.2 If you wish to speak at a meeting of the Planning and Development Board, you 

may either: 
 

 e-mail democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk; 
 telephone (01827) 719222; or 
 write to the Democratic Services Section, The Council House, South Street, 

Atherstone, Warwickshire, CV9 1DE enclosing a completed form. 

http://www.northwarks.gov.uk/
http://www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/
mailto:democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk
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Planning Applications – Index 
 
Item 
No 

Application 
No 

Page 
No 

Description General / 
Significant 

1 CON/2018/0026 5 Land at M42, Junction 11, Stretton-en-
le-Field,  
Part full/part outline planning application 
for the development of land 

General 

2 PAP/2017/0219 23 Black Swan Inn, Watling Street, 
Grendon,  
Demolition of former public house and 
erection of drive thru' coffee shop (use 
class A1/A3) with access, drive thru' lane, 
car parking, signage, plant, bin store and 
other associated works 

General 

3 PAP/2017/0539 36 Angel Ale House, Church Street, 
Atherstone,  
Erection of 6 dwellings 

General 

4 PAP/2017/0561 51 Charity Farm, Main Road, Baxterley,  
Retrospective application for change of 
use for extra caravan storage and 
erection of CCTV camera 

General 

5 PAP/2017/0602 71 Land 160m South Of North Warwicks 
Sports Ground, Tamworth Road, 
Polesworth,  
Outline - residential development up to 
150 dwellings, open space, landscaping, 
drainage features and associated 
infrastructure.  Detailed approval is 
sought for principal means of access, with 
all other matters reserved 

General 

6 PAP/2017/0659 
 

& 
 
 
 

PAP/2017/0660 

97 Co-op Late Shop, New Street, Dordon,  
Demolition of existing convenience store 
and construction of 2 no: 3 bed and 9 no: 
2 bed dwellings, associated parking and 
access 
 
Cuckoo’s Rest, Whitehouse Road, 
Dordon 
Demolition of existing public house and 
construct new convenience store (Use 
Class A1) with separate A1/A2 Use unit 
(Shop/professional services) parking and 
access 

General 

7 PAP/2018/0065 157 The Boot Inn Public House, Watling 
Street, Grendon,  
Change of use from public house (A4 
use) to a mixed use development 
comprising of a convenience store (A1 
use), business offices (A2/B1) and 
community use (D1/D2) including building 
works and extensions. 

General 

 



4/4 
 

8 PAP/2018/0321 173 Land to the Rear of The Elms, Austrey 
Road, Warton,  
Outline application for demolition of 
existing buildings and erection of up to 9 
dwellings, with access arrangements.  
Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and 
Scale to be Reserved Matters. 

General 

9 PAP/2018/0377 
 
 
 
 

& 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DOC/2018/0051 

194 Ashleigh, Coventry Road, Fillongley,  
Variation of condition no: 2 of planning 
permission PAP/2015/0687 
(APP/R3705/W/16/3245303) relating to 
Plot 3 - increase in ridge height, Plots 1-5 
various elevation & internal layout 
amendments; in respect of Residential 
development of 5 new dwellings, 1 
detached garage and associated 
highways, landscaping and external 
works.  Demolition of the ""Ashleigh"" 
garage and morning room 
 
Approval of details required by conditions 
3, 4 and 12 of planning permission 
APP/R3705/W/16/3145303 dated 29/7/16 
in respect of facing materials, 
landscaping and lighting details  
 

General 

10 PAP/2018/0477 245 Copperfields, Dog Lane, Nether 
Whitacre,  
Alteration to previously approved scheme 
PAP/2018/0058 residential conversion to 
increase height of building and design 

General 
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General Development Applications 
 
(1) Application No: CON/2018/0026 
 
Land at M42, Junction 11, Stretton-en-le-Field,  
 
Part full/part outline planning application for the development of land, for 
 
IM Hill Top Estates Ltd 
 
Introduction 
 
This application has recently been submitted to the North West Leicestershire District 
Council and the Borough Council has been invited to make representations as a 
neighbouring Local Planning Authority.  
 
This is an application for major development accompanied by a substantial amount of 
supporting information. This report will provide a summary of the proposals, but 
Members are advised to view the whole application and its documentation on the 
planning pages of the North West Leicestershire District Council’s website. The 
planning reference is 18/01443/FULM.  
 
The Site 
 
This is an area of 97 hectares of agricultural land at Hill Farm immediately west of 
Junction 11 of the M42 Motorway with boundaries to both the A444 and the B5493. It is 
relatively flat and has little in the way of surrounding development.  
 
This location is right at the northern extremity of North Warwickshire. The closest 
settlement is No Man’s Heath some around 600 metres from the western application 
site boundary.  
 
The site is illustrated at Appendix A. 
 
The Proposals 
 
The header to this report summarises the proposals, but in essence it is for a 
distribution campus similar in concept to the Birch Coppice development in the Borough. 
 
Whilst the application is split into part outline and part detailed, it is perhaps easier to 
deal with the proposal as a single development.  
 
The applicant has provided an Executive Summary of the proposal and for convenience 
this is attached at Appendix B. Apart from describing the proposal in general terms it 
also outlines the planning case that is being put forward.  
 
The plan at Appendix C illustrates the full extent of the development proposal. 
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Development Plan 
 
The Core Strategy 2014 – NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW2 (Settlement 
Hierarchy); NW9 (Employment), NW10 (Development Considerations), NW12 (Quality 
of Development) and NW13 (Natural Environment) 
 
Austrey Neighbourhood Plan – AP3 (Views) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2018 
 
National Planning Policy Guidance 
 
The Submitted North Warwickshire Local Plan 2018 – LP1 (Sustainable Development); 
LP2 (Settlement Hierarchy), LP6 (Amount of Development), LP11 (Economic 
Regeneration), LP14 (Landscape), LP16 (Natural Environment) and LP31 
(Development Considerations)  
 
Observations 
 

a) Introduction 

This is a substantial development proposal right on the “door-step” of North 
Warwickshire where the rural character of the Borough is its overriding appearance and 
concern. Clearly North West Leicestershire will determine the application primarily 
against its own Development Plan, but that determination has to include an assessment 
of “other material planning considerations”. Those will definitely need to include the 
potential harmful impacts of the proposal on the wider setting and other communities 
including those of North Warwickshire.  
 
In this regard the main recommendation set out below is to seek an early meeting with 
the developer so that he can better understand the Borough Council’s concerns. 
 
Those concerns are likely to be widespread. 
 

b) The Economic Impact 

The applicant’s case here is set out in more detail at Appendix D.  This clearly argues 
the case based on need and the shortage of large sites in which to accommodate that 
need both in the West and East Midlands. From the Borough’s perspective then the 
proposal, if it is approved, is unlikely to prejudice the content of the Submitted Local 
Plan. That Plan explicitly focuses on the B2 allocation in connection with the MIRA site 
and not on additional large scale other employment provision. The proposal here is 
materially different to the scope of the MIRA allocation.  Indeed it could be argued that 
an approval at Junction 11 might remove some of the immediate pressure on the 
Borough to promote large scale distribution sites.   
 
The proposal will increase opportunities for employment for North Warwickshire 
residents. Whilst welcome, this does have other impacts – increased travel to work 
movements and queries about the skills that might be offered. Moreover an approval 
could lead to increased pressure for housing, so as to accommodate the additional 
employment provision and to reduce commuting distances. 
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At the present time therefore, the Borough’s position is recommended to be one of 
taking a neutral stance on the principle of the development. 
 

c) Highways and Access 

The highway impact of the proposal is a major concern for the Borough.   
 
As Members are aware the site is poorly served by public transport links and much of 
the surrounding highway network, apart from the M42 and A444, is rural in character.  
 
The primary access to the site would via a new three arm roundabout about 100 metres 
to the west of an improved Junction 11 onto the Motorway.  There would also be a 
secondary access in the form of a priority controlled T-junction with a ghost right hand 
turn lane, at the far south western end of the site off the B5493. All existing access 
points into the site would be closed.  
 
Road Safety Audits recommend appropriate overtaking warnings and carriageway 
makings along the B5493 in the vicinity of the new secondary access in light of the 
straight lengths of road here and the average speed of existing traffic – 55 to 59 mph. 
 
Additionally changes will be required at Junction 11 and the design of the new 
roundabout to prevent queueing between the two junctions.  
 
In terms of trip generation then it is estimated that there would be 6783 additional traffic 
movements generated over a twelve hour period – from 0700 hours. This would be 
made up of 5667 light vehicle movements and 1116 heavy goods vehicle movements. It 
is anticipated that 12% of the light traffic generated would use the B5493 in North 
Warwickshire with there being no use of the B5493 in the Borough by the HGV traffic 
generated. Impacts on the wider highway network including Junction 10 of the M42 and 
the Redgate junction of the A444 with the A5 are said to show no material adverse 
capacity impacts.   
 
It is anticipated that bus services would be extended into the site but there are no firm 
proposals at this stage. 
 
Car and HGV parking provision is said to satisfy Leicestershire County Council 
requirements.  
 
Members are expected to have several concerns in order to limit any adverse impacts 
arising from the traffic generated by this proposal – ensuring that the layout and road 
junctions are designed such that HGV movements are not feasible along the B5493; 
that “rat-running” of lighter vehicles through the local rural highway network with its 
villages is controlled, that there are sufficient HGV parking spaces on-site to prevent on-
street parking on the main roads in the Borough and that there is provision made for 
extending bus services.  
As a consequence until these matters are resolved the proposal would not be 
considered to satisfy Core Strategy Policy NW10. 
 

d) Landscape and Visual Impact 

As indicated above the site is in a wholly rural landscape. The North Warwickshire 
Landscape Character Assessment identifies the No Man’s Heath to Warton Lowlands 
as the closest landscape character area to the application site. This describes that area 
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as being a well ordered agricultural landscape with scattered farmsteads and nucleated 
hill top villages, connected by a network of minor roads. It is a distinctly rural landscape 
with the only notable urban influence being the Motorway.  The section of this area most 
affected by the development is that alongside the B5493 from No Man’s Heath towards 
the Motorway junction which presents an open landscape with wide views. Moreover 
the change in levels over the site means that the higher existing ground levels are along 
this southern boundary. 
 
In general terms the proposal will introduce a substantial built form of development 
within this distinctly rural open landscape. The massing, scale and rectangular buildings 
together with its associated lighting will have a landscape impact. Extensive perimeter 
landscaping and mounding, the lowering of levels – even along the southern edge - and 
the use of sympathetic materials and variable ridge heights will reduce this impact. 
However there will be a material change to the landscape when viewed from within the 
Borough along the length of the B5493, which essentially marks its southern boundary.  
 
Members may be familiar with a similar situation along the A5 Watling Street at the 
Magna Park estate just outside Lutterworth.  The change in the landscape along this 
stretch of road will be adverse with a high degree of change.  Residents too will have 
their existing views foreshortened. Mitigation will not enable the proposed development 
to become absorbed within the landscape. The residual landscape impact will still be 
adverse – a conclusion also reached by the developer.  
 
The same conclusion arises with the impact on visual amenity.   
 
At the present time therefore the very scale and nature of the proposal gives rise to an 
objection in landscape and visual terms. The adverse impacts acknowledged above will 
not satisfy Core Strategy policy NW12 as the proposal would not “positively integrate” 
with the character, appearance and environmental quality of that part of North 
Warwickshire most affected. It would neither satisfy policy NW13 as it would not protect 
or enhance the quality, character and local distinctiveness of the natural environment of 
those parts of the Borough most affected.  
 

e) Other Impacts 

The proposal will be lit. Members are familiar with the effects of modern lighting 
technology and how this can reduce significant visual impacts – e.g. at Baxterley. It is 
acknowledged that different levels of lighting are needed throughout the site and that 
impacts can be reduced through having the right number of lighting columns and the 
correct angle for the luminaries. However there will always be a residual impact in that 
there will be a “glow” from the site even if the light sources are screened and not visible. 
This factor adds to the concerns expressed above in respect of the changes to the 
landscape and visual amenity. 
 
The other issue here is the likely impact from noise emissions. Fortunately for North 
Warwickshire’s perspective there is little in the way of a resident population close to the 
site. Nevertheless Members are fully aware of the impact of noise from further afield, 
rather than just around the perimeter of a site. There are two matters that need 
addressing with this proposal. The first is to ensure that the service yards are located 
within the site and not around the perimeter as is presently proposed along the southern 
boundary with the B5493.  Not only are they then screened by other buildings but all of 
the potential activity associated with the use of the buildings is located centrally.  
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Members will be aware of the changes sought recently at Hams Hall to ensure that this 
arrangement was brought into use. It is essential here too. The second matter is to 
ensure that noise is mitigated at source. Hence air conditioning and refrigeration plant 
and particularly their exhausts should be fitted with baffles from the start and all loading 
bays should have electric pick up points.   
 
Until satisfied on these matters the proposal would not accord with Core Strategy Policy 
NW10. 
 

f) Conclusions 

It is considered that the main thrust of the Council’s representations here should relate 
to the actual and potential adverse impacts likely to be caused by the proposal.  
 
As a consequence it is recommended that these concerns be forwarded to North West 
Leicestershire and that the developer be asked to meet with Council representatives in 
order to amplify these concerns. It would be appropriate that North West Leicestershire 
representatives were also invited.  
 
Recommendation 
 

a) That North West Leicestershire District Council be informed of this Council’s 
initial objections and concerns as expressed in this report and that 

b) Representatives of the Council meet the applicant together with representatives 
of the North West Leicestershire District Council in order to further discuss these 
concerns. 
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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: CON/2018/0026 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 NWLDC Letter 7/8/18 
 
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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(2) Application No: PAP/2017/0219 
 
Black Swan Inn, Watling Street, Grendon, CV9 2PY 
 
Demolition of former public house and erection of drive thru' coffee shop (use 
class A1/A3) with access, drive thru' lane, car parking, signage, plant, bin store 
and other associated works, for 
 
Wellesley Capital Investment Limited 
 
Introduction 
 
This application was referred to the last Board meeting but determination was deferred 
such that Members could meet with the applicant in order to discuss a number of issues 
that arose during the debate on the item. This meeting took place on 16 August and 
note is attached at Appendix A. The previous report is attached at Appendix B. The note 
of the site visit is at Appendix C. 
 
The Meeting 
 
As can be seen from the note of the meeting, the proposal is to remain in principle as 
submitted. The last report summarised the recent history of these premises and this 
was re-emphasised at the meeting. There had only been the one interest expressed in 
the site over the last few years and that was from Costa. Its proposals could only 
function with the redevelopment of the site, as its purpose was wholly reliant on the 
circulatory system required for a “drive through” operation.  As a consequence the 
existing buildings could not be re-used or adapted. The applicant wished to retain the 
proposed design and appearance of the new building on the site, but would be 
amenable to reviewing the facing materials to be used. 
 
The majority of the meeting was taken up with highway and amenity issues. 
 
The applicant indicated that the proposed use would be unlikely to generate more 
traffic. As a drive through operation its whole business case was based on “diverting” 
existing traffic already using the A5. To this end, survey information was submitted 
relating to two similar developments – at Didcot and at Banbury.  This showed that 85% 
of customers were already travelling by car.  The applicant indicated that the Grendon 
site was very unlikely to be any different. 
 
The main issue however was the turning movement off the A5 and then into the site. 
The Highway Authority was particularly concerned about the potential for customers to 
queue to enter the site if the existing access onto Boot Hill was to be used. That queue 
could potentially lead back to the A5 because of the short distance of the existing 
access to the A5. As a consequence, the Highway Authority has agreed to a revised 
scheme with the access coming off Penmire Close, thus moving the right hand turning 
movement further along Boot Hill and further away from the A5. This recommendation 
has been followed by the applicant in the current proposal. From his point of view he 
has a proposal that carries the support of the relevant Highway Authority. 
 
The issues to do with impact on neighbouring residential amenity, particularly affecting 
the residents of Penmire Close were also discussed. This is specifically a bungalow 
development occupied by the elderly. There were concerns with amenity because of the 
introduction of the site’s circulatory route passing at the rear of two of the gardens here 
and the hours that are proposed for opening. The applicant points out that the site has a 
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lawful A4 use and that this has to be treated as the “base-line” here in terms of 
assessing impacts. Moreover there are permitted changes of use allowed from A4 uses 
which do not require the submission of planning applications. In view of the particular 
circumstances here, the applicant has offered to review the design of the bin store such 
that it a solid structure with a roof; that the existing boundary wall be enhanced with an 
acoustic fence and that the opening hours of the premises be from 0730 rather than the 
originally proposed 0630. 
 
At the Board meeting a question was asked about the scale of use likely to be seen at 
the site. From the information now received in respect of the other two sites referred to 
above, then the average hourly use was 32 customers an hour.  Between 0600 and 
0700 this was 15 an hour; between 0700 and 0900 it was 29 and between 0800 and 
0900 it was 32. 
 
Observations 
 
Rather than repeat matters addressed in the previous report, it is intended to focus on 
the discussion at the meeting. 
 
Members heard at the last meeting that both the Tamworth and District Civic Society 
and the Atherstone Civic Society considered that the building should be retained in 
order to maintain local character and distinctiveness. However it is very unlikely that the 
Council could defend a refusal reason based on the wish to retain the existing building. 
It is not a Listed Building; nor is it close to another such building; it is not in a 
Conservation Area and neither is it recognised on any local list as a non-designated 
heritage asset. Moreover the recent history and marketing of the site is also of 
significant weight as is the continuing deterioration in its repair. Moreover the only 
expression of interest has been for the proposed use and that requires the 
redevelopment of the site.  It is in these circumstances that it is recommended to 
Members that the redevelopment of the site should be supported in principle.  
 
It is agreed that the proposed building does not reflect any detail from the existing public 
house as it is a “company” brand and style that is being proposed here. The building is 
appropriate in terms of scale and massing and it is also set back from the A5. The offer 
from the applicant to review materials is welcome and this should result in a building 
that better suits the neighbourhood – e.g. brick built with some contrasting render. Again 
there is little in the way of a reason for refusal given the very diverse appearance on 
existing built form along the A5 corridor here. 
 
This therefore leaves the Board with reviewing the two main issues.  
 
It is material to the case that the proposed use is unlikely to generate significant levels 
of additional traffic given the nature of the proposal and the evidence provided by the 
applicant of similar sites. This lessens the likelihood of a highway refusal reason being 
supported at appeal.  The highway concern has always been the turning movements 
into the site. The applicant has followed the advice of the appropriate Highway Authority 
in proposing a solution that improves on the existing situation by moving that turning 
movement as far as possible away from the A5.  
 
This happens to utilise Penmire Close.  Further discussion with the Highway Authority 
by officers confirms that this is the best solution in highway terms. It is also pointed out, 
quite reasonably, that re-use of the existing use with the existing access arrangements 
could continue and that any other form of redevelopment here would almost inevitably 
also result in the Highway Authority preferring site access off Penmire Close – 
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particularly for other uses such as a retail outlet or for residential development.  Hence 
even if this proposal is not developed out, any other redevelopment scheme would still 
very likely take access off Penmire Close.  In all of these circumstances, Members are 
advised that there is not the evidence available to demonstrate significant highway harm 
being caused by this proposal.  
 
Members are advised that there is more weight to concerns being expressed about the 
impacts on residential amenity. In terms of the impacts arising from noise, then the 
Council is not on strong ground. The Environmental Health Officer has no objection; the 
lawful use of the site is an A4 use which can involve lengthy opening hours together 
with entertainment and music and the wall alongside the A5 was acknowledged at the 
meeting to act as a significant noise mitigation measure. There is an existing tall wall – 
some two metres in height - comprising the boundary of the site with the rear gardens of 
the closest bungalows which would act in a similar way.  However, the applicant 
recognises the particular circumstances here and has therefore offered to review the 
design of the bin-store; consider supplementing the wall with an additional acoustic 
fence on the application site side of that wall and significantly, to reduce the early 
morning opening to 0730 rather than the 0630 as originally proposed. Given this 
background, the Board is advised that there is not the substantial evidence available to 
secure a refusal reason. Moreover, as pointed out above, a preferred use might be a 
retail outlet or a residential scheme, but both of these would be likely to give rise to 
noise and disturbance at some time.  
 
It is considered that there is more weight to the issue to do with potential misuse or 
inadvertent use by customers entering Penmire Close. Customers might be tempted to 
use the residents own parking areas or indeed the road itself, rather than the site car 
park.  To deter this, the applicant has offered to look at design alternatives so as to 
reduce this possibility. At the time of preparing this report those options had not been 
submitted. In any event they would have to be passed by the County Council. As a 
consequence the recommendation below recognises this position. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This is a case where the planning merits of dealing with a redevelopment scheme are 
perhaps “neutral”, but the concerns expressed are not straight forwardly translated into 
refusal reasons which could demonstrate the significant harm needed to successfully 
defend them at appeal. Members are advised that the proposal is sustainable 
development in respect of both the NPPF and the Development Plan and thus should 
be supported in principle.  
 
As a consequence it is perhaps important to seek ways of minimising potential adverse 
impacts. The meeting with the applicant has resulted in a significant change – in the 
early morning opening – and there are offers to review other matters. These are all very 
welcome. 
 
The key issue is perhaps that of the option for the re-design of the site access.  This is 
probably technically possible but will require the approval of the Highway Authority. It is 
acknowledged that there has already been delay in working with that Authority on this 
case, but the recommendation below is presented in a balanced way so as to aim to 
assist the applicant and to address some of the concerns of the community. 
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Recommendation 
 
That the Board is minded to grant planning permission subject to the conditions set out 
in Appendix B as amended by the matters raised in this report, and that provided the 
Highway Authority agree to an amended site access which reflects the concerns 
expressed in this report, that the case be delegated to officers to clear. If there is no 
agreement from the Highway Authority then the matter be referred back to the Board. 
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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/2017/0219 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 Tamworth & District Civic 
Society Objection 2/8/18 

2 Atherstone Civic Society Objection 6/8/18 
3 Grendon resident Objection 3/8/18 
4 Grendon resident Objection 3/8/18 

 
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/2017/0539 
 
Angel Ale House, Church Street, Atherstone, CV9 1HA 
 
Erection of 6 dwellings, for 
 
Arragon Properties 
 
Introduction 
 
This application was referred to the July Board meeting but determination was deferred 
in order that Members could meet with the applicant to discuss a number of issues 
arising from the debate following a site visit. 
 
That visit was undertaken on 4 August and a note is attached at Appendix A.  The 
meeting was held on 16 August and a note is attached at Appendix B. A copy of the 
previous report is at Appendix C. 
 
The Meeting 
 
In particular Members raised the following matters with the applicant – the ongoing 
concerns about the small scale of the units and the impact on the amenity of future 
occupiers.   
 
As can be seen from the note, the applicant provided some comparisons with existing 
developments in the town. In terms of the size of the units, then the current proposal 
amounted to 61.64 square metres for the two bed room units. Developments already 
approved at The Angel were 58.69 square metres for the same type of unit. In terms of 
density then the approved Angel development was 58 units per acre; at Phoenix Yard it 
was 65 per acre and for this development it was 55 per acre. As a consequence it was 
agreed that the present proposal was not out of character with neighbouring approved 
developments. 
 
There had been no change to the design of units since the last meeting as the applicant 
argued that exactly the same arrangements had been approved elsewhere in the town; 
that the waiting list for this type of unit was growing and that there had been no negative 
feedback from tenants.  
 
In short the applicant pointed out that in his view the proposal represented “town centre 
living” and should be seen as such.  
 
Observations 
 
The site visit and meeting have helped clarify a number of matters and the 
recommendation remains as before. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That planning permission be GRANTED and that the conditions to be included are 
delegated to the Head of Development Control. 
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