
(8) Application No: PAP/2012/0008 
 
Arley Working Mens Club, Spring Hill, Arley, CV7 8EF 
 
Outline application for 10 new bungalows and associated roads, for 
 
Mr Colin E Teagles  
 
Introduction 
 
Receipt of this application was reported to the February Board meeting when 
the site was described together with a summary of the proposals. The key 
planning policy issues were also identified. It is not proposed to repeat this 
here, and thus a copy of that report is attached at Appendix A for 
convenience. 
 
Background Information 
 
The previous report indicated that background information had been 
submitted with the application and this has been supplemented as a 
consequence of further discussion with the applicant. These matters are 
described below because they address the evidence base needed in respect 
of the key planning policy issues raised by that earlier report. 
 
a) The Club 
 
The last Secretary of the Club has confirmed that the membership had been 
decreasing since he began in 1995. As a consequence the financial situation 
became one of moving into debt. The function room was advertised and 
marketed for social functions unrelated to the Club but these too were 
insufficient. The present applicant acquired the freehold in 2007, with the Club 
leasing the premises back. He then invested in the building through 
refurbishment and repair of much of the building. This included new heating 
and generally upgrading the infrastructure. Notwithstanding this, the situation 
did not improve and the Club did not renew its lease in 2009. There were 
approaches made to the owner in respect of alternative redevelopment 
proposals – for a private house; a nightclub and for a car dealership. It is said 
that none of these were financially attractive to the owner. The owner has 
confirmed that no marketing has been undertaken to dispose of the premises 
as a Social Club because he considers that there is no market for such a use 
citing the change in entertainment and social habits of the current generation 
and the nature and scope of facilities in the area around. Additionally extra 
investment is again needed to open the building for such a renewed use 
because it has to be brought up to current standards to meet all of the 
appropriate regulations. There has however been interest from property 
interests including a Housing Association, all of whom are seeking vacant 
possession but subject to a residential planning permission.  
 
The applicant points out that there are alternative drinking facilities in the 
locality, and that community rooms are available in Arley. He points out that 



weddings and similar functions now regularly take place in other venues 
which are more attractive for such functions and that concerts and the like are 
catered for outside of Arley.  
 
 
 
 
 
b) The Housing Needs Survey 
 
This was undertaken in 2011 in conjunction with housing officers of the 
Council and drew on the results of a similar survey carried out in 2008. The 
findings show a wide and significant housing need in Arley ranging from flats 
to family houses as well for a mix of different tenures. For the purposes of this 
application it did show a need for ten two bedroom bungalows – three for 
social rent and seven for shared ownership. In respect of the comments 
received from residents then, there was a noticeable reference to the need for 
bungalow accommodation either as a direct housing need or from people 
wanting to “down-size” thus freeing up larger property. 
 
c) The Provision of Affordable Housing 
 
As indicated in the first report there is no mechanism identified for the delivery 
of the affordable housing proposed within the application. The applicant has 
since confirmed that he wishes to sell the freehold with the benefit of planning 
permission and that is why the application is in outline. Without confirmation of 
a known interest in the site, the way to achieve the provision of affordable 
housing would have to be by condition seeking measures to ensure 
affordability in perpetuity and that occupation is based on locality criteria. The 
discharge of the condition would be through a Section 106 Agreement. This 
procedure has worked elsewhere in the Borough. The applicant is not averse 
to the imposition of such a condition. 
 
d) The Financial Appraisal 
 
The applicant has provided a financial appraisal. This is said to show that the 
ten units are the minimum necessary in order to make the scheme viable if 
affordable units are to be provided. This is supplemented with appraisals 
based on different scenarios – one being eight bungalows but all affordable, 
and a second being the provision of just four bungalows across the frontage 
of the site. These two options show that such schemes would not be viable. 
The applicant also refers to current Government policy in its draft NPPF which 
encourages mixed tenures even for Rural Exception Sites. 
 
Consultations 
 
Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – No objection subject to 
standard conditions relating to the position and dimensions of the access. 
 



Warwickshire Police – No objection but recommends that in order to reduce 
the risk of crime, certain design measures are introduced at the detailed 
stage. A request is also made for a financial contribution of £5660 on order to 
fund “capital projects”. 
 
Environmental Health Officer – No objection subject to a ground investigation 
report and associated risk assessment being undertaken, the scope of which 
should be agreed by the Council, together with an appraisal of remediation 
measures if appropriate. 
 
Severn Trent Water Ltd – No objection 
 
Environment Agency – No objection 
 
Warwickshire Museum – No objection subject to a condition requiring a 
programme of archaeological work has been agreed in line with a brief to be 
first agreed following advice from the Museum. 
 
Council’s Valuation Officer – The appraisals that have been undertaken are 
realistic and the conclusions reached on viability are reliable. 
 
Council’s Housing Officer – Supports the development in principle 
 
Representations 
 
The applicant himself has supplied five supporting letters from residents in 
Spring Hill saying that the proposals would improve the area and provide 
needed housing. 
 
Objections have been received from residents in Spring Hill. The reasons are 
that it is considered too many units are being provided on the site and that 
those at the rear of the site would not meet the present building line. 
 
A further objector writes to say that the village has “deteriorated” in the past 
twenty years with a loss of services and empty homes. Any affordable homes 
should be located on the former Miners Welfare site. This Working Men’s Club 
site should be used for a new Surgery. Services should be improved before 
more housing is built.  
 
This is echoed in a further objection who says that the proposed development 
is not needed and is in the wrong location. There is too much traffic and the 
utility services will not cope. It is also on Green Belt land. It should be returned 
to open countryside or to a community field.  
 
Further representations relate to increased traffic; questioning the adequacy 
of the drainage system, an approval for bungalows could be superseded for 
houses in the future,  
 
Further objections refer to the illustrative layout commenting on numbers; the 
building line, the need for on-site garaging, that they should all be “life-time” 



homes, and that there is no reference to the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
There is also much criticism of the internal design and layout of the 
bungalows. Confirmation is also sought that these if approved, would be taken 
off the number/target for new homes as set out in the draft Core Strategy. 
 
Observations 
 
This section of the report will follow the outline set out in the first report where 
the key planning policy issues were set out. 
 
a) The Community Facility 
 
The proposal will result in the loss of a community facility. The general 
approach of the Development Plan is to safeguard such facilities, unless there 
is evidence to suggest otherwise. Here the facility is a large former Working 
Men’s Club which provided drinking and social entertainment and activities. 
Members will be familiar with the loss of this type of establishment over recent 
years and the widening range and scope of competing facilities in attracting 
and diverting the general public away from this form of “club”. There is now a 
significantly wider range and scope of facility available to and catering for, a 
wide range of different market areas. The loss of membership here and the 
subsequent financial loss are not unexpected. Notwithstanding attempts by a 
new owner after injecting capital into improving infrastructure and 
appearance, membership did not increase and neither did new opportunities 
open up. The evidence submitted with the application supports this general 
outline. The marketing undertaken and the interests expressed all suggest 
that there is unlikely to be a reasonable prospect of the facility coming back 
into community use.  
 
As reported above there are other alternative premises offering equivalent 
facilities in the nearby area, with other facilities also available for functions 
and events particularly in Coventry and Nuneaton.  
 
The costs just to refurbish the building to bring it to present standards for use 
as a facility open to and providing entertainment on a regular basis, are 
significant. These have been verified by the Council’s own valuation officer as 
being a reasonable estimate. In short this is a large and outdated building 
which has little prospect of being re-used for its original purpose. 
 
Given the general background described above, it is considered that the 
prospects for the re-use of the premises as a social club are very unlikely. 
Neither has there been any submitted “public” interest expressed from 
voluntary groups or other voluntary organisations either to take over or to re-
use the space. In all of these circumstances it is accepted that the loss of this 
facility is not a matter that would carry significant weight in the assessment to 
be undertaken about redeveloping the site. 
 
b) Housing Need 
 



There is a local housing need in Arley. This was established by the previous 
Housing Needs Survey and has now been endorsed by the recent and very 
up to date survey. This carries substantial weight. It clearly shows a large 
housing need which can in part be met through this development proposal. 
The number, type and tenure of property being proposed matches that need. 
The Housing Officer supports the development proposal.  
 
 
It is however necessary to comment further on the fact that the proposal is for 
eight affordable units out of a total of ten proposed. It is thus not wholly an 
affordable scheme. Moreover new open market housing in the Green Belt is 
not something that is supported in national or Development Plan policy. The 
applicant is saying that there are considerations here that are significant 
enough to warrant the inclusion of two bungalows as a very special 
circumstance. The first is the cost of demolition and clearance together with 
the costs associated with ground conditions surveys, archaeological 
investigations and bat surveys. This is not a green field site and there is thus 
an unusual cost associated with its development if it is to be viable at all. 
Secondly, these units will add value to the site. If it were to be developed 
wholly for affordable units, then more than ten units would be needed. This 
may meet one planning objective – the provision of affordable homes, but 
would adversely impact on another – namely retaining the openness of the 
Green Belt. Here a higher density development with two storey housing would 
not be a good Green Belt outcome. The applicant is saying that this is the 
best balance – all bungalows in order to achieve openness, but still provide a 
material impact on reducing housing need. Thirdly, the draft NPPF issued by 
the Government openly calls for mixed tenures including market housing, 
even on Rural Exception Sites, if that makes them viable and thus will deliver 
more houses overall.  
 
These arguments all carry weight and are accepted in the circumstances of 
this particular case. Overall there is thus the evidence base to support this 
proposal from a housing perspective. 
 
c) The Green Belt 
 
The observations as set out above are leading to the likely support of this 
proposal. However before a formal recommendation of approval can be 
made, there is a need to look at the impact of this proposal on the Green Belt.  
 
This proposal will perpetuate built development on this site and thus it could 
be said that the proposal would not meet the objectives of retaining land 
within the Green Belt. In this case there would be an extension to the village 
of Arley, thus not preventing the spread of development. However, here the 
base-line is that there is a building already on the site. It is large, both in 
footprint and volume. There is a lawful use on the land for a 
community/entertainment facility. That use also depends on adjoining land 
being used for car parking. As a consequence the base-line is that lawful use; 
a brown field site not open countryside, which is occupied by a building and 
use that materially impacts on the openness of the area. Whilst the proposal 



will have less footprint in total than the existing, and take on a different 
character, it will still have an impact on openness because there will be 
buildings across the site. Openness can not be said to have materially 
increased as a consequence of the proposal. It is agreed that the visual 
impact and overall impression might well be “better” or “improved”, but the 
criterion in respect of Green Belts is “openness”. The proposal is thus not one 
that is overly convincing on this basis.  
 
There is however a mitigating factor that does carry weight. This is that the 
site is on the edge of the settlement. It has frontage development to one side 
and on the opposite side of the road. It is thus not an isolated site or one that 
is dislocated from the settlement. Because of the long established nature of 
the Club being on the site, there is also some weight to the view that, 
irrespective of the line of the Green Belt boundary, the site is already part of 
the built up area of Arley. It is considered that these factors do add weight, but 
that there still remains no overall substantive reduction in openness as a 
consequence of the proposal. 
 
d) Conclusion 
 
So with the conclusions as set out above not all leading in the same direction, 
the Board will have to balance these issues. In essence the question is 
whether the public “planning” benefit is better served by the proposal rather 
than not. It is suggested that it is. There is little benefit to retaining the existing 
premises and little prospect of the lawful use becoming viable. Alternatives 
exist locally. The site is unsightly. There is evidence of a local housing need 
and this proposal matches that need impart. The amount of development is 
needed to deliver that need. There will be an impact on openness because it 
will not be improved, but there will be less impact on the overall objective of 
retaining this land in the Green Belt if it is developed in the manner proposed. 
Overall it is considered that the housing need and particularly that of 
delivering affordable homes is overriding. In short there is greater benefit in 
making that provision now. Looking at it another way, this provision in effect 
becomes a replacement but different community facility. 
 
e) Other Considerations 
 
It will be seen from this report that there is little comment from the consultation 
responses which would lead to the need to consider a refusal. Matters can be 
dealt with by condition. 
 
It is however necessary to look at the comments made by the representations. 
These refer amongst other things to the illustrative layout and to the bungalow 
design which as Members will appreciate are not to be considered at this 
time. If permission is granted and a developer becomes interested, then that 
developer will then submit his own detailed proposals. The matters raised by 
the representations will therefore be considered at that time. Hence the very 
detailed criticisms and comments received in some of the objections are not 
relevant to this particular application. 
 



However issues raised that are relevant now are the number of units being 
proposed and the consequential impact, as that will almost certainly result in 
development behind a built frontage. This will be the case if ten units are 
agreed. However, officers are satisfied that ten is the minimum number 
necessary to make the scheme viable; that the footprint of the lawful building 
presently on the site is a “fall-back” position, that that too is “back-land” 
development, and that the impact on the adjoining residential premises can be 
dealt with at the detailed stage. However Members do need to be aware that if 
this proposal is to be permitted there will development at the rear of the site. 
Again, the issue is whether this is a reason that is of so much weight that it 
denies removal of these premises and the provision of affordable houses. A 
further theme from the objections relates to the view that there are already 
empty houses in Arley, and thus new building is not “needed”. It is not denied 
that there are such houses. However, this proposal directly addresses an 
explicit housing need identified through an up to date survey. It proposes 
bungalows which are specifically mentioned in that survey. Members will 
know that the former Miner’s Welfare Site in Ransome Road, referred to in the 
representations benefits from an outline planning permission for 37 dwellings - 
of which 15 are to be affordable. All of these 37 dwellings are to be family 
sized houses. As a consequence that site will be developed. The reference to 
the Surgery has been resolved with the grant of permission for the new 
Medical Centre at Station Road in Old Arley. 
 
It is not considered that these representations are of sufficient weight to 
warrant refusal of this current application. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That outline planning permission be granted subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

i), ii) and iii) Three standard outline conditions 
iv) Standard Plan Numbers condition – Location Plan received on 

12/1/12. 
v) The maximum number of dwelling units to be constructed on this 

site shall be 10, and none shall be more than one storey in height. 
 

Reason: In order that the development reflects the very special 
circumstances surrounding the case and in order to improve 
openness hereabouts. 

 
vi) No work whatsoever shall commence on site until a scheme for the 

provision of eight affordable bungalows, as part of the development 
hereby approved, has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. These affordable bungalows shall 
meet the definition of affordable housing set out in the saved 
policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. The scheme 
shall include: the type and tenure of these eight bungalows; the 
timing of their construction and its phasing in relation to the 
occupancy of the other two “market” bungalows, the arrangements 



for the transfer of the eight bungalows to an affordable housing 
provider, the arrangements to ensure that such provision is 
affordable for both first and subsequent occupiers of the eight 
bungalows, and the occupancy criteria to be used for determining 
the identity of occupiers of the eight bungalows and the means by 
which such occupancy criteria shall be enforced. 
 
Reason: In the interests of securing affordable housing provision on 
the site so as to meet the very special circumstances surrounding 
the approval of the permission here as a Rural Exceptions Site 

 
vii) Only one access is to be provided onto Spring Hill. The centre of 

this vehicular access into the site shall not be less than 22 metres 
from the western edge of the site where it meets the public 
highway. It shall not be less than five metres wide and provided with 
a bell-mouth. 
 
Reason: In the interests of traffic and highway safety 
 
 
 

viii) No development shall commence on site until such time as a 
ground investigation and risk assessment has been completed in 
accordance with a scheme to assess the nature and extent of any 
contamination in, on or under the site. The scope of the scheme 
should be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to 
the investigation taking place. 
 
Reason: In the interests of reducing the risks from contamination. 
 

ix) The report of the findings of the investigation undertaken in 
response to condition (viii) shall include a survey of the scale and 
nature of contamination at the site and the risk assessment must 
include assessment of the potential and actual harm to human 
health, property, controlled water, protected habitats and sites of 
historic importance. The report shall also include recommendations 
for remedial measures proportionate to the contamination 
discovered. A remediation statement shall be submitted to the Local 
Planning Authority setting out these measures. No work shall 
commence on these measures until they have been agreed, varied 
or added to by the Local Planning Authority in writing. 
 
Reason: In the interests of reducing the risks from contamination. 
 

x) Following completion of the measures agreed under condition (ix), a 
Verification Report shall be submitted to the Authority evidencing 
the full completion of these measures. No work shall commence on 
the development of the development hereby approved until this 
Report has been agreed by the Authority in writing.  
 



Reason: In the interests of reducing the risks from contamination. 
 

xi) If, during development, contamination not previously identified is 
found to be present at the site, then no further whatsoever shall be 
carried out, until the developer has obtained the written agreement 
of the Authority for further measures in order to remediate that 
contamination. The Verification Report referred to in condition (x) 
must ne updated to accommodate these additional measures. 
 
Reason: In the interests of reducing the risks from contamination. 
 

xii) No development shall commence on site until the applicant, or their 
agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation which has first been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
Reason:  In the interests of the potential archaeological value of the 
site. 

 
xiii) No development shall commence on site until the applicant, or their 

agents or successors in title, has undertaken a bat survey in order 
to establish the presence of bats in the buildings to be demolished. 
The survey shall include recommended mitigation measures 
appropriate to the findings of that report. The survey shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In the interests of protecting the ecology of the site 

 
xiv) No bungalow hereby approved shall be occupied until such time as 

the measures referred to in condition (xiii) above have first been 
fully implemented to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning 
Authority. 
Reason: In the interests of protecting the ecology of the site. 

 
Notes 
 
The development plan policies relevant to this proposal are saved core 
policies 1, 2, 6, 8 and 12 together with saved policies ENV2, ENV6, ENV11, 
ENV12, ENV13, ENV14, HSG2, HSG3, COM2 and TPT6 of the North 
Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. 
 
Justification 
 
The site is in the Green Belt and the proposal is one of inappropriate 
development. The Council is satisfied that sufficient evidence has been 
submitted in the form of the identification of material planning considerations 
to warrant them being considered as the very special circumstances 
necessary to override the presumption of refusal. The evidence leads to the 
proposal being treated as a Rural Exceptions Site. The evidence relates to an 



up to date and relevant Housing Needs Survey; a lawful and extant 
community facility on the site, the provision of affordable housing to meet the 
identified housing need, evidence to support the loss of the current facility and 
equivalent provision in the locality, a financial appraisal indicating that the 
proposal provides the minimum quantum of development necessary to make 
the scheme viable, and a neutral impact on the openness of the Green Belt. 
There are no adverse comments from the various technical consultations. 
Concerns from local residents about the detailed design and layout of the 
bungalows are matters to be dealt with at the detailed stage of this 
development. They do not affect the principle of the development. There will 
be an impact on the street scene here and there will be development in depth. 
However it is considered on balance that the greater public benefit lies in the 
redevelopment of the site. The existing premises have no reasonable 
prospect of continuing and the proposal meets an identified and much needed 
housing requirement. As such it is considered that the proposal does accord 
with saved core policies 1, 2 , 8 and 11, together with saved policies ENV2, 
ENV6, ENV11, ENV12, ENV14, HSG2, HSG3 and COM2 of the North 
Warwickshire Local Plan 2006, and Government Guidance in PPS 1, PPG2 
and PPS3. 
 



 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local 
Government Act, 2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0008 
 
Backgroun
d Paper No Author Nature of Background 

Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 9/1/12 

2 Assistant Director (Housing) Consultation 11/1/12 

3 Head of Development 
Control Letter 16/1/12 

4 K Stain Objection 13/1/12 
5 Warwickshire Museum Consultation 25/1/12 
6 Severn Trent Water Consultation 18/1/12 
7 Mr Sheppard Representation 23/1/12 
8 Applicant E-mail 25/1/12 
9 S Baird Representation 26/1/12 
10 Environment Agency Consultation 26/1/12 

11 Environmental Health 
Officer Consultation 26/1/12 

12 Warwickshire Police Consultation 27/1/12 
13 Agent Letter 27/1/12 
14 W Harris and S Graham Representation 25/1/12 
15 Mr & Mrs Gibson Representation 25/1/12 

16 Head of Development 
Control Letter 30/1/12 

17 A Cullimore Objection 31/1/12 

18 Warwickshire County 
Council Highways Consultation 1/2/12 

19 A Ellis Objection 1/2/12 
20 Applicant Letter 2/2/12 
21 Agent Letter 6/2/12 
22 R Ellis Objection 8/2/12 
23 Agent Letter 14/2/12 
24 Valuation Officer Consultation 23/2/12 

 
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. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



         
 APPENDIX A 
 
General Development Applications 
 
() Application No PAP/2012/0008 
 
Arley Working Mens Club, Spring Hill, Arley  
 
Outline application for 10 new bungalows and associated roads, for Mr 
Colin E Teagles  
 
Introduction 
 
This application is reported to the Board at this time for information purposes 
only. A determination report will be prepared for a later meeting. Its referral to 
Board is at the discretion of the Head of Service given that the application is 
being treated as a Rural Exceptions Site, and thus has significant policy 
implications. 
 
The Site 
 
This is a rectangular area of land, just under 0.4 hectares in extent, on the 
south side of Spring Hill, about 100 metres east of its junction with Lamp 
Lane. There is open countryside to the rear and to the east of the site with 
residential development to the west fronting Spring Hill. The existing site 
comprises a large building being the former Club house together with a 
detached dwelling – the former steward’s house. In total this amounts to 
around 950 square metres of floor area and has sections of two and single 
storey height. The Club ceased trading in mid-2009 and has been vacant 
since that time. The building is located to the west of the site with the 
remainder being put over to hard surfacing as a car park to accommodate 
over 150 cars. The site is open on three sides with very little in the way of tree 
or hedgerow boundary cover. Access is directly to Spring Hill. There is 
frontage residential development on the opposite side of Spring Hill.  
 
The site commands extensive views across open countryside to the south as 
the land here falls away from Spring Hill.  
 
The site location is shown at Appendix A. 
 
The Proposals 
 
It is proposed to demolish the existing club house and dwelling so as to 
redevelop the complete site as a small residential cul-de-sac providing ten 
bungalows. This would provide a density of around 27 per hectare. The 
application is in outline, and thus there are no layout or design proposals. 
However an illustrative layout has been submitted in order that the community 
can visualise what the site might look like. This is attached at Appendix B and 
shows ten bungalows amounting to around 750 square metres of floor area.  



 
The proposal is for ten bungalows, seven of which are to be “affordable” with 
the remainder as open market units. It is suggested that five of the affordable 
units could be socially rented with two as shared equity accommodation. At 
present there are no measures proposed as to how this affordable provision 
might be provided. 
The application is accompanied by supporting documentation including a 
Housing Needs Survey for Arley; a Design and Access Statement, a Financial 
Appraisal, a Ground Condition Survey and Supporting Letters and 
Documentation. 
 
Development Plan 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – Core Policies 1 
(Social and Economic Regeneration), 2 (Development Distribution), 6 (Local 
Services and Facilities), (Affordable Housing) and 12 (Implementation) 
together with Policies ENV2 (Green Belt), EMV6 (Land Resources), ENV11 
(Neighbour Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design), 
ENV14 (Access Design), HSG2 (Affordable Housing), HSG3 (Housing 
Outside Development Boundaries), COM2 ( Protection of Land for Existing 
Community Facilities), TPT6 (Vehicle Parking) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
Government Planning Policy – PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), 
PPG2 (Green Belts) and PPS3 (Housing) 
 
Draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) - 2011 
 
The Council’s Draft Core Strategy 2011 – Policies NW1 (Settlement 
Hierarchy), NW3 (Affordable Housing), NW4 (Sustainable Development), 
NW5 (Quality of Development), NW11 (Services and Facilities) 
 
The New Homes Bonus  
 
Observations 
 
The application is in outline and thus the Board’s remit is to decide on the 
principle of this development. A number of planning policy considerations will 
need to be worked through as a consequence, and it is considered useful if 
they are identified at this time in this preliminary report. The site is wholly in 
the Green Belt, outside of the development boundary for New Arley as 
defined by the Local Plan; it involves the loss of a community facility, it 
involves the provision of affordable housing, and there is the normal range of 
planning considerations that need to be taken into account – access, drainage 
etc. 
 
Essentially the application is for inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
which happens to involve the loss of a community facility, and these are the 
main planning issues here. When the determination report is brought to the 



Board, it will fully explore both issues. In respect of the second, then it will be 
necessary to assess whether is a continuing need or demand for the facilities 
provided at the former club; whether they can be provided elsewhere in Arley, 
whether there is a cost involved in the refurbishment of the existing premises 
to bring it back into use and what the prospects are to retain a viable facility. 
The resolution of these questions will then provide a pointer as to whether the 
loss of the facility is something that can be supported in principle. If it is, then 
the first issue will need further exploration. 
 
This revolves around the Green Belt issue. As the development is for 
residential development, it is as a matter of fact a proposal for inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt. The presumption is thus that planning 
permission be refused. However here, the applicant is arguing that there are 
material planning considerations of such weight that they amount to the very 
special circumstances necessary to override that presumption. The basis of 
that argument is that this should be treated as a Rural Exceptions Site. 
Government advice is set out in PPG2 in a case such as this. It says that, 
“The release, exceptionally, for small-scale, low cost housing schemes of 
other sites within existing settlements, which would not normally be 
considered for development under such policies, would be a matter for the 
judgement of the planning authority, having regard to all material 
considerations, including the objectives of Green Belt policy and the evidence 
of local need”. Hence, the Board will need to examine the evidence base 
behind the amount and type of housing provision proposed; whether it is 
small-scale, whether its location adjoining a development boundary is suitable 
and whether its development would adversely affect the objectives of retaining 
the site in the Green Belt, and whether it impacts any more on the openness 
of the Green Belt than the present lawful use. If it satisfied on these matters, 
then the Board will need to assess where the overall balance lies – in other 
words, do the material planning considerations outweigh the presumption of 
refusal. 
 
As indicated above, the Board will also have to establish that the site could be 
appropriately developed in terms of limiting highway and drainage impacts, as 
well as not intruding on the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the receipt of the application is noted at this time and that a full 
determination report is prepared in due course, once consultation has taken 
place. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local 
Government Act, 2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0008 
 
Backgroun
d Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms and Plans 09/01/2012 
 
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. 



APPENDIX A 
 

 
 



APPENDIX B 
 

 
 
 
 



 
(9) Application No: PAP/2012/0020 
 
Application for the Approval of Reserved Matters following outline 
planning permission 2011/0529, in respect of appearance, landscaping, 
layout and scale, together with discharge of conditions 15 
(landscaping); 17 (drainage) and 21 (lighting), all for  
 
WM Morrison Supermarkets Ltd 
 
Introduction 
 
Outline planning permission was granted in 2009 for the construction of a 
retail store on this car park and adjoining land in Coleshill. This was 
subsequently amended in December 2011 in respect of the proposed access 
arrangements. The current application now seeks approval for several matters 
reserved by the 2011 permission.  
 
The Board’s attention is drawn to the fact that its remit here is solely to look at 
the merits or otherwise of the details submitted, and it is not to re-open the 
debate concerning the principle of having the store at this site in Coleshill. 
 
The receipt of the application was reported to the Board’s February meeting. 
At that time Members expressed some concerns about the appearance of the 
new building and requested that representatives of the Board meet with the 
architects to secure some changes. That meeting has taken place and the 
plans now reported to the Board reflect the outcome from that meeting. Re-
consultation on the amendments has also been completed.  
 
For convenience the previous report is attached at Appendix A. 
 
The Site 
 
Members will be familiar with this site. For the purposes of this current 
application, attention is drawn to the surrounding developments – the recently 
erected three storey brick built housing block to the north; the three storey 
housing bocks behind the site to the east, and to the open Memorial Park to 
the south. It is also important to draw attention to the skyline of Coleshill and 
to the fact that the land rises quite sharply as one drives up the Birmingham 
Road and into the town.  



 
The Proposals 
 
The matters included in this current application are: 
 

i) Approval for the appearance of the store. The latest plans are 
shown at Appendix B. At the meeting referred to above, Members 
expressed the view that the building could better “read” as a whole 
if some adjustments were made and requested alterations to the 
design of the service area; the porch entrance, and the coloured 
cladding.  

 
ii) Approval for the layout. This reflects explicitly what was approved in 

late 2011 under the amended proposals. Members at the meeting 
with the architect requested that there be no trolley parks in front of 
the building, and this has been adhered to. 

 
iii) Approval of the scale. This reflects what was approved in late 2011. 

 
iv) Approval of landscaping. Interestingly, the car park layout has been 

slightly adjusted to show increased green areas under the trees on 
Park Road. The area in front of the retaining wall around the site is 
to be heavily planted with a variety of shrubs, particularly along the 
Birmingham Road frontage and at the junction with Park Road.  

 
v) Approval of the drainage arrangement. As previously indicated the 

solution here is to incorporate underground storage tanks – see 
Appendix A.  

 
vi) Approval of lighting. Four 8 metre columns are proposed within the 

car park with three wall mounted lanterns.  
 
Development Plan 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – Core Policy 11 
(Quality of Development) and policies ENV11 (Neighbour Amenity), ENV12 
(Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design) and ENV15 (Conservation) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
Government Planning Policy – PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), 
PPS5 (Planning and the Historic Environment) and the draft National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 
Consultations 
 
Severn Trent Water Ltd – No objection 
 
County Forester – No objection, subject to detailed consideration of root 
protection measures being given at the appropriate time. 



 
Warwickshire Police – No objections 
 
Fire Services Authority – Draws attention to condition 18 on the outline 
permission requiring details relating to water supplies for fire fighting to be 
agreed. 
 
Representations 
 
Twelve letters of objection have been received at the time of preparing this 
report. All of these repeat objections to the principle of a supermarket in this 
location and do not refer to matters which are in fact related to the actual 
application submitted. 
 
One letter of support has been received which says that the design is 
“impressive”, and requesting that work starts as soon as possible. 
 
Observations 
 
Much of what has been submitted with this application reflects matters already 
seen in earlier plans and documents and thus need not give rise to concern. 
The most significant issues are the appearance of the building and the 
proposed landscaping and it is these matters that the Board needs to 
concentrate on.  
 
The scale of the building; its location and the ground levels all match that 
which has previously been seen, and accords with the conditions as set out in 
the 2011 permission. The appearance of the building has been modified as a 
consequence of Member involvement which has led to improvements through 
detailed changes. The design of the building results in a “light” building that 
sits well in the site and leads to a building which will be set down at a lower 
level than the existing eastern end of the car park. It would not be prominent 
in that it would not be tall or “massive”. The alterations made include a more 
pronounced entrance porch; reduced amount of cladding on the front 
increasing the glazing and a better approach to signage. Importantly the 
service area has been provided with a mansard roof which better reflects the 
Park Road frontage.  
 
Overall this is now a design that can be supported. In looking at the 
elevations, Members are reminded that the service area is well set back from 
the frontage and thus will not be readily seen from the Birmingham Road or 
the car park itself. Given that the layout of the site is approved, the current 
appearance sets out a reasonable solution for the site. 
 
At the time of preparing this report there have been no adverse comments at 
all on the proposed design and appearance from the consultations undertaken 
both initially and again on the amendments, from any local resident or their 
community representatives. 
 



In terms of the landscaping proposals then the additional green space found 
in the car park is welcome. The critical matter as far as Members have been 
concerned here is the way in which the site retaining wall is to have its visual 
impact reduced. Firstly the wall is divided up with a series of pillars and 
allowance is made at its western end for some insets, the contents of which 
are to be agreed with the local community. Railings are also added. There is 
to be heavy landscaping along the Birmingham Road frontage and crucially 
around the western end of the car park where the wall would be at its tallest 
and most prominent on the main entrance into the town. The proposed 
landscaping is acceptable in that it delivers on the objectives that were set by 
the Board. The matter raised by the County’s Forester will be taken into 
account when the tree protection measures are submitted at a later date – his 
advice however has already been relayed to the applicant. 
 
As indicated above, the drainage arrangements reflect the proposals already 
seen. The car park lighting is kept to a minimum with just four columns 
strategically placed in order to secure complete coverage but without light 
“spillage” outside of the site. 
 
Recommendations 
 
A) That plan numbers 11236/PA10 received on 12 January 2012; plan 
numbers PA11F; 12B and 13D all received on 6 March 2012 are all approved 
in discharge of condition 1 (i), (ii) and (iii) of planning permission 2011/0529 
dated 20 December 2012. 
 
B) That plan numbers 01A received on 12 January 2012 and plan number 
02B received on 28 February 2012 are approved in part discharge of 
condition 15 of planning permission 2011/0529 dated 20 December 2012. 
 
C) That plan number 211669 SK D01 P2, and the Drainage Strategy 
Statement (Revision A) from the Elliott Wood Partnership received on 12 
January 2012 are approved in full discharge of condition 17 of  planning 
permission 2011/0529 dated 20 December 2012. 
 
D) That plan numbers 11236/PA14 and LS19852 received on 12 January 
2012 are approved in part discharge of condition 21 of planning permission 
2011/0529 dated    20 December 2012. 
 
Notes 
 
The Development Plan policies relevant to these decisions are saved Core 
Policy 11 together with saved policies ENV11, ENV12, ENV13 and ENV15 of 
the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 
 
Justification 
 
These details follow the grant of permission for this retail store. The design 
and appearance of the building is appropriate to the location in that it takes on 
a “light” appearance and is well set down within the site. It will not be overly 



prominent. The landscaping detail complements the design with substantial 
new planting around the perimeter. Other details have the approval of 
technical consultees. The details accord with saved Development Plan 
policies ENV11, ENV12, ENV13, ENV15 and Core Policy 11 of the North 
Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local 
Government Act, 2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0020 
 
Backgroun
d Paper No Author Nature of Background 

Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 12/1/12 

2 Head of Development 
Control Letter 25/1/12 

3 J Ellis Representation 29/1/12 
4 I Dunn Objection 27/1/12 
5 Severn Trent Water Ltd Consultation 27/1/12 
6 Agent Letter 31/1/12 
7 C Clemson Objection 31/1/12 
8 Mrs Smith Representation 1/2/12 
9 C Armstrong Objection 31/1/12 
10 R Sneyd Objection 1/2/12 
11 P Farrell Objection 30/1/12 
12 Warwickshire Police Consultation 3/2/12 
13 Agent Letter 9/2/12 
14 County Forester Consultation 3/2/12 
15 C & J Pearson Objection 12/2/12 

16 Head of Development 
Control Letter 14/2/12 

17 D Axe Support 15/2/12 
18 C Doyle Objection 21/2/12 
19 Agent Letter 28/2/12 
20 P Doherty Objection 1/3/12 
21 Fire Services Authority Consultation 5/3/12 
22 D Lewis Representation 6/3/12 
23 P Pickering Objection 6/3/12 
24 Agent Letter 2/3/12 

 
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. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 



 



 







 
 



 
 (10) Application No: PAP/2012/0051 
 
Bretts Hall Recreation Ground, Bretts Hall Estate, Ansley Common, 
CV10 0PQ 
 
Installation of one 8m column for CCTV camera and installation of 
electrical feeder pillar for electricity to the column, for  
 
Ms Alethea Wilson - North Warwickshire Borough Council 
 
Introduction 
 
The application is referred to Board as the site is on Council owned land and 
the applicant is the Councils’ Leisure Services Division. 
 
The Site 
 
The site is a recreational ground, and is accessed from Brett’s Hall Estate via 
an access route. The recreational site is rather isolated in its location, behind 
a large allotment site and the housing estate.   

The Proposal 
 
The proposal is for the installation of one, 8 metre high column to be located 
close to the entrance of the playground and towards the top end of the access 
route to allow for surveillance in these areas. The proposal requires the 
installation of a feeder pillar to be sited outside No. 70 Brett’s Hall Estate. The 
column and feeder unit will serve a mobile CCTV camera to be used as 
required.  
 
The 8-metre high column is required only to serve an infra-red mobile CCTV 
camera and does not incorporate a lighting arrangement; the infra-red 
capability of the CCTV camera prevents the need for assisted lighting in this 
area.   

Background 
 
The Community Safety Partnership has identified the need for a CCTV 
column at this site in response to anti-social behaviour that has been 
experienced by the local residents. Problems such as increased letter, broken 
bottles, noise late into the evening and damage to the recreational ground has 
prompted the requirement for the column on which to mount the mobile CCTV 
camera which will have a view of the recreational ground and the access 
routes to and from it.  
 
The recreational ground is not illuminated and there is no residual light from 
the surrounding area - although no illumination is required for the infra red 
camera to work effectively. During the evenings it is difficult to see what 
activities are going on and to identify how many people are there, as the 



recreation ground has multiple formal and informal access routes it can make 
it difficult for Police and partners to engage with those present or to take 
action as it is possible for perpetrators to leave the site via one of the access 
routes.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The installation of the 8 metre column and feeder pillar will enable a mobile 
CCTV camera to be used as required. The effective use of infra-red 
technology will assist police to identify perpetrators and take appropriate 
action against individuals and groups and will thus deter anti- social 
behaviour, criminal damage and the fear of crime, and will encourage the 
correct use of the recreational ground by young people and local residents. 
The installation of the column to serve the infra-red mobile CCTV camera is 
recommended by the Police Architectural Liaison Officer.  
 
 
Development Plan  
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 - Core Policy 11 

(Quality of Development); 
ENV1 (Protection and 
Enhancement of the Natural 
Landscape), ENV5 (Open 
Space),  ENV11 (Neighbour 
Amenities) and ENV12(Urban 
Design). 

 
 
Other Relevant Material Considerations 

Government Advice: 
Planning Policy Statement 1:  Delivering Sustainable Development  

Consultations 
 
 
NWBC Environmental Health – No comments 
 
Ansley Parish Council – No objection, we fully support the need for this 
proposal. 
 
 
Observations 
 
The siting of the column lies just outside of the Development Boundary for 
Ansley Common - the feeder unit lies within the Development Boundary. The 
location of the column is in close proximity to the opening of the recreational 



area and toward the top end of the access route between No. 66 and 67 
Bretts Hall Estate. There is no objection in principle to the column in this 
location, because the development is clearly one that is required here.  

 
 
 
The main considerations here are whether the column and feeder unit are 
appropriate in terms of their design, siting, given the area of open space and 
the close proximity of the residents, and whether there exists an amenity 
issue to neighbouring residents in respect of intrusion from the CCTV camera. 
 
In terms of design, then the column is a standard feature of street furniture 
and is not inappropriate. The height of the column is acceptable. The feeder 
unit serves as the power supply to the column and is not considered to be an 
inappropriate design along the street scene. In order for these features to 
blend in with the street scene and countryside beyond then a powder coated 
dark green finish will help in the context of the area rather than a galvanised 
finish.  
 
The siting of the column covers the areas of vulnerability and the camera 
would be directed at the access routes and the recreational ground. In its 
location it does not cause an obstruction to pedestrians. The feeder unit is 
located outside No. 70 Bretts Hall Estate on a parcel of grass and this would 
not cause an obstruction to pedestrians. 
 
In terms of neighbour’s amenity and the potential intrusion of a CCTV camera, 
then the camera is mobile so would not be a permanent feature. The nearest 
neighbours to the mobile CCTV are Nos. 66 and 67 Bretts Hall Estate, it is not 



felt that the neighbours would have their privacy compromised by the 
installation since it would only provide surveillance to the areas of vulnerability 
such as the access routes and the recreation ground and would not be 
directed toward neighbouring gardens or windows. In this respect the 
proposal would not be considered to result in a harmful impact on the privacy 
of neighbouring occupiers. No neighbour’s representations have been 
received.  
 
 
 
 
It is considered that any experiences of anti-social behaviour and noise 
disturbance would be resolved by the proposal and would assist in reducing 
the fear of crime. It is highly significant that the Police support the proposal 
and has recommended it be put in place. It is considered that it would be 
unreasonable to refuse the application on grounds of siting, design, or 
residential amenity.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That this Board recommends to Council that planning permission be 
GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 
 
1.  The development to which this permission relates must be begun not 
later than the expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
 
REASON 
 
To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
and to prevent an accumulation of unimplemented planning permissions. 
 
2.  The development hereby approved shall not be carried out otherwise 
than in accordance with the specification sheet and the 1:500 block plan and 
the 1:1250 site location plan received by the Local Planning Authority on 31 
January 2012. 

 
REASON 
 
To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the 
approved plans. 
 
3.  The column and feeder unit hereby approved shall be coloured to BS 
4800 range dark green and thereafter maintained to such an approved colour 
at all times. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 
 



Notes 
 
Planning policies are as outlined above 
 
Reasoned Justification 
 
It is not considered that the column or feeder unit represents a material impact 
on the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers or on the street scene. The 
CCTV camera is a mobile feature and surveillance would be directed toward 
the vulnerable areas such as the access routes and the recreation ground and 
not towards the neighbouring properties. By virtue of the design and location 
of the column and feeder unit, these structures would not appear any different 
from standard street furniture and would not compromise the context of the 
area or cause an obstruction. The proposal is not therefore considered to be 
contrary to the saved Development Plan Policies ENV1, ENV5, ENV11 or 
ENV12 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan, 2006. 
 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local 
Government Act, 2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0051 
 
Backgroun
d Paper No Author Nature of Background 

Paper Date 

1 The Applicant  Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 31/1/2012 

2 Environmental Health Representation 7/02/2012 
3 Clerk to Ansley PC Representation 27/02/2012

 
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. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 



 
(11) Application No: PAP/2012/0070 
 
Land adjacent to Austrey House Farm, Orton Lane, Austrey, CV9 3NR 
 
Erection of a 60metre high meteorological wind monitoring mast for a 
period of twenty four months, for 
 
Mr Stuart Barber (Gaoh Energy Ltd) 
 
Introduction 
 
This application is reported to the Board following requests from Ward 
Councillors citing concerns over the visual impacts and wider development 
concerns. 
 
The representations received relate to the time of preparing this report. If 
others are received before the meeting, they will be reported verbally. 
 
The Site 
 
The site lies to the north of Orton Lane/Austrey Lane and to the west of 
Norton Lane/Orton Hill. To the north-west is the settlement of Austrey, to the 
south-east is Orton-on-the Hill, and to the south-west is Warton. There are no 
public footpaths immediately across or adjacent to the site, but some are 
noted within a 1 kilometre radius. The land concerned is presently in 
agricultural use, used for production of arable crops. 
 



 
 



Austrey House Farm lies immediately to the west, with further dwellings along 
Orton Lane, some 700 metres or more distant, as it leads into Austrey. There 
are further residences along Orton Hill to the north-east, some 570 to 970 
metres distant, including Orton House Farmhouse – a Grade II Listed 
Building. The Church of St Editha lies to the south on the edge of Orton-on-
the-Hill – this is Grade I Listed. 
 
The landscape is generally flat and open to the west and south-west, with the 
land rising relatively sharply towards the east and north here. The farmland is 
generally devoid of boundary features with just the ad-hoc tree along ditch 
courses. There is a small plantation to the south. 
 
The Proposal 
 
It is proposed to erect a 60 metre high meteorological wind monitoring mast 
for a period of twenty four months. 
 
Background 
 
This application follows the issue of Screening and Scoping Opinions relating 
to the potential for a wind farm at this location. The proposal for the current 
temporary monitoring mast is not considered to constitute EIA Development 
under the 2011 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations as its impacts 
are not considered to be significant. However should an application be 
submitted at a later date for a larger wind “farm”, then it is considered that that 
application would require the submission of an Environmental Statement. 
 
Development Plan 
 
North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 (Saved Policies): ENV1 (Landscape 
Character), ENV3 (Nature Conservation), ENV10 (Energy Generation and 
Energy Conservation), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design) 
and ENV16 (Listed Buildings). 
 
Other Relevant Material Considerations 
 
Government Advice: PPS22 (Renewable Energy) and the draft National 
Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Consultations 
 
Ministry of Defence – no objection to the proposed mast 
 
Warwickshire Wildlife Trust – raise no objection subject to conditions to 
ensure siting away from hedgerows and the use of bird deflectors 
 
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council – no objections raised to the 
proposal 
 
Representations  



 
Austrey Parish Council – no response received at the time of writing although 
they have noted their intention to reply following their meeting on 14 March 
2012. 
 
Shuttington Parish Council – object due to the size and visibility of the mast, 
as well as concerns over the heritage impacts. 
 
Polesworth Parish Council – no response received at the time of writing 
 
Twycross Parish Council – object due to the effect on views and heritage, and 
landscape character impacts. 
 
Neighbour notifications were sent on 17 and 21 February 2012, and a site 
notice was erected on 20 February. It is also known that a local action group 
(SSWAT) has circulated letters to approximately 1,200 residences in the 
locality (Appendix A). 
 
At the time of writing, a total of 162 objections have been received from 147 
different addresses. These cite common concerns in respect of: 
 

 The impact on landscape character and visual amenities of the area, 
particularly in respect of views and footpaths for both residents and 
visitors 

 
 The impact on local wildlife, particularly migratory birds and bats 

 
 The impact on heritage assets, most notably the Grade I Church in 

Orton-on-the-Hill 
 

 Aviation impacts, both hobby aircraft and military. 
 
Other concerns relate to proximity to dwellings, loss of agricultural land, noise 
from the guy ropes in high winds, the highway capacity for the construction 
and use of the proposal, the requirements for security fencing, the 
requirement for a construction track, effect on livestock and Twycross Zoo, 
and the effect on nearby woodland. 
 
Many of the objections raise objection on the basis that this proposal is a 
potential pre-cursor to a wind farm at this location. Indeed many object to the 
associated impacts with such turbines. As noted above, the Council has been 
formally approached in respect of such development but only to agree the 
scope of environmental reports and studies necessary to accompany any 
such application. Members should note this does not mean that an application 
will be submitted at all, particularly when planning permission is just one of 
many factors which influence whether development proposals are actually 
pursued. Should an application be made in the future, that is the appropriate 
time to discuss the merits of such a proposal; and in any case the outcome of 
this application does not set a precedent for a wind farm. 
 



Some of the objections also encourage the Council not to consider this 
application; some encourage consideration of Parliamentary bills which have 
not yet been taken forward as legislation. Members will be aware that 
legislation requires consideration of all applications submitted, and on the 
basis of the legislation applicable at the time of decision. There are 
suggestions that an alternative site should be found, but this is not a valid 
reason to decline to consider this proposal. Some also cite the effect on 
property value, but Members will also be aware this is not a material planning 
consideration. 
 
One letter of support has been received considering the impacts to be 
temporary and not significant; and recognises that in the wider picture wind 
farms are one of many methods of electricity generation, of which this location 
may save it being proposed in a less suitable location. A further ‘neutral’ letter 
has been received requesting that the Council consider those impacts as 
outlined above. 
 
 
 
Observations 
 
There are considered to be four main issues to consider, and these are similar 
to the common concerns under the above objections. 
 

(a) Landscape character and visual amenity 
 
The Landscape Character Area (LCA) here is of mixed farmland located 
within a distinctive bowl landform, punctuated by scattered farmsteads and 
hill-top villages with prominent church spires. It is noted as a visually open 
landscape, although the M42 cuts centrally through the area providing a 
notable urban influence. There is little roadside planting associated with 
the motorway and therefore wide open views are possible both from and 
towards it. In the lower lying areas alongside the watercourses, small fields 
are used for grazing and are enclosed by low hedgerows, particularly 
notable to the south of Austrey. On higher land, towards the distinctive 
escarpment upon which the proposal would be sited, the field pattern is 
less intact with larger, intensively managed arable fields with few 
hedgerows, although remaining lines of hedgerow trees hint at the 
historical pattern. The human influence for modern agricultural practices is 
thus evident. From elevated locations, distant wooded ridgelines and 
hilltop masts are visible. 
 
The introduction of a tall narrow mast and guy ropes will run somewhat 
against the generally rural grain of the LCA. However the context of the 
proposal must be fully appreciated. Visually, the proposal will fall against 
the general backdrop of the sky when viewed at medium to long distances, 
with no antennae or dishes attached which would otherwise increase its 
prominence. The ability to view the Birchmoor telephone mast (38 metres), 
Austrey Microwave Relay Station to the north-west (Appendix B), Hopwas 
Hill transmitter at Tamworth (305 metres) and Sutton Coldfield transmitter 



(245 metres) means that masts are not wholly alien to the surrounding 
terrain. With the number of public footpaths in the area limited, with none 
passing immediately adjacent to the site (the closest is around 750 metres 
to the north), and there being no specific parkland or other designations, 
the impact on views into and out of the LCA is limited.  
 
It is clear from supporting documents that this mast is to monitor wind 
speeds and direction in order to determine the site’s suitability for any 
future wind energy proposal. Paragraph 32 of the Technical Annex to the 
PPS22 Companion Guide states “measurements from anemometers help 
to determine whether or not a candidate site is suitable and, if it is, the 
measurements help to determine the best position for the wind turbines 
within the site’s boundary. The masts should be approximately as tall as 
the hub height of the planned turbine. However, often when the mast is 
erected it is not known either if the site is suitable for wind farming or 
which turbine type would be most suitable.” Whilst merely explaining the 
possible reasons for pursuing such a temporary mast, the direct 
relationship of this Companion Guide to PPS22 should be noted. PPS22 
itself lends significant weight to proposals for renewable energy, and 
ENV10 of the Local Plan reflects this. Whilst not a renewable energy 
proposal per se, it is clear from the above quotation that a mast will better 
inform any such application in line with these strategic objectives. Hence 
whilst the full significant weight is not afforded here, considerable weight 
is. 
 
The temporary nature of the mast is also a material consideration. A 
maximum period of 24 months is sought. In the local area, the mast at 
Birchmoor and the bulkier mast at Austrey Relay Station are both clearly 
visible. Both these examples are permanent – the proposal is not. The 
harm to the LCA is thus time limited. Indeed the permanent transmitter 
masts outlined above are of similar style and of greater height, yet these 
are not considered to cause unacceptable harm. 
 
The land will remain in agricultural use, with the loss of active arable land 
temporary. Concerns in respect of security fencing (if at all necessary) are 
not considered significant, especially when the landowner has the right to 
erect a 2 metre fence without the need for planning consent here. No 
temporary tracks are proposed, with the method of construction possible 
across crop stubble. 
 
On balance it is acknowledged there will be some interim effect on visual 
amenity, but it is not of a type or scale to bring about permanent harm to 
the intrinsic qualities of the existing landscape, which will remain 
unaltered. 
 
(b) Ecology and wildlife 
 
Warwickshire Wildlife Trust has considered the proposal in terms of 
impacts on birds and bats. The site does not lie adjacent or close to 
statutory ecological constraints. The Trust has also spoken to the RSPB 



and confirmed that neither party are aware of any specific bird migratory 
route in this locality. The River Anker, like many watercourses, holds 
potential for migrating species, but no specific evidence suggests that the 
numbers are significant at county or regional level, unlike that observed 
within the Tame and Blythe Valley. For this proposal, it is considered that 
concerns relating to potential bird strike will be resolved by use of bird 
deflectors. This approach was considered appropriate for a similar site 
actually in the Tame Valley – a regionally important migratory bird route 
that was situated adjacent to a SSSI. Natural England, the Trust and the 
RSPB concurred with that view. As this site has a much lower significance, 
it is considered there is no reason for objection here. 
 
There is a nearby hedgerow which may offer potential for bat foraging, but 
the connectivity of this hedgerow to other foraging habitats is poor. 
Nevertheless, the Trust advises a precautionary approach by requiring the 
siting to be no less than 50 metres from this feature. Accounting for the 
spread of the guy ropes, two to three times this distance can be achieved.  
 
(c) Heritage 
 
The proximity to the Grade I St Editha’s Church in Orton-on-the-Hill is the 
primary focus here. Consideration partly hinges into that discussed under 
landscape character above. Views from the Churchyard are partially or 
totally obscured to the north-west by trees in immediate or close proximity. 
The only clear views of the site will be from the far western corner of the 
grounds, and that view will be across an adjacent residential property. The 
setting of the Listed Building is therefore not considered to suffer 
significant harm, especially in the physical and temporary context of the 
proposal. 
 
(d) Aviation 

 
The MoD has been consulted as their view can affect the principle of 
development.  However they raise no objection to this proposal, 
particularly given the proposal is static and thus does not cause a shadow 
effect on military radar. Fixed obstructions are recorded by the MoD so 
that flight paths and manoeuvres can account for them. The site is also 
beyond the safeguarding zone for East Midlands Airport and the same 
considerations are applicable here. 

 
(e) Other matters 

 
The nearest residents are 570 metres from the site. The only moving part 
of the proposal is a small vane and anemometer at the top of the mast, 
akin to a church spire. Noise concerns relating to the guy ropes in high 
winds are thus not a concern, particularly when those ropes would have to 
‘knock’ against another part of the structure to cause an issue. In turn, 
these observations raise no concern for the welfare of livestock, horses or 
animals at the nearby Twycross Zoo. 

 



Any loss of agricultural land is minimal, temporary and not subject to local 
policy protection. There is no concern as to the highway capacity for the 
construction phase and occasional visits to the structure;  

 
Recommendation 
 
That the application be Granted subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The development hereby approved shall be discontinued on or 
before 31 March 2014, whereupon associated equipment shall be 
removed and the ground restored to its original condition within 3 
months. 
  
REASON 
 
To ensure that the use does not become permanently established on the 
site. 
 
2. The development hereby approved shall not be carried out 
otherwise than in accordance with the 1:50000 and 1:5000 location 
plans received by the Local Planning Authority on 10 February 2012; 
and the mast layout as shown in Figure 1 of the Design and Access 
Statement received by the Local Planning Authority on 7 February 2012. 
  
REASON 
 
To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with 
the approved plans. 
 
3. The guy ropes supporting the mast shall be fitted with bird 
diverters/reflectors as per a detailed scheme to be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to works 
commencing. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the protection of migratory birds and minimising the 
risk of collision with the development hereby approved. 
 
4. The mast shall be sited at least 50 metres away from the 
nearest linear feature. This measurement shall be taken from the 
nearest point where a guy ropes is affixed to the ground. 
  
REASON 
 
In the interests of minimising the risk to EU protected species. 
 

Notes 
 



1. The Development Plan policies which are relevant to this Decision are 
as follows: North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 (Saved Policies): ENV1 
(Landscape Character), ENV3 (Nature Conservation), ENV10 (Energy 
Generation and Energy Conservation), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), 
ENV12 (Urban Design) and ENV16 (Listed Buildings). 

 
Justification 
 
The proposal is considered to have a limited and short term impact on the 
surrounding landscape character, with its temporary nature ensuring no net 
harm is brought about here. The slim design and appearance minimises the 
impact on visual and neighbouring amenity, and appropriate conditions can 
address concerns in respect of wildlife. It is also noted that significant weight 
is afforded to renewable energy schemes under PPS22, and this is 
considered to afford further support to this proposal which merely looks to 
inform the potential for such energy generation. The proposal is therefore in 
accordance with saved policies ENV1, ENV3, ENV10, ENV11, ENV12 and 
ENV16 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 and national policies as 
set out in Planning Policy Statement 22. There are no other material 
considerations that indicate against the proposal. 
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Flyer delivered to residences in Austrey, Warton, Orton-on-the-Hill and 
Norton-Juxta-Twycross 

 



 
 



Flyer delivered to residences in Austrey, Warton, Orton-on-the-Hill and 
Norton-Juxta-Twycross 
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Austrey Microwave Relay Station, north-west of the proposed site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
(12) Application Nos: PAP/2012/0078& PAP/2012/0084 
 
Land at South Street, Rear of Atherstone Garage, Atherstone, CV9 1DR 
 
Demolition of existing buildings and erection of retirement living 
housing for the elderly, 46 flats, (1 & 2 bed Cat II type accommodation), 
communal facilities, landscaping and 22 car parking spaces with vehicle 
access from South Street., for 
 
McCarthy & Stone Retirement Lifestyles Ltd 
 
Introduction 
 
These applications have just been received. They are reported here for 
information at this time, but a determination report will be brought to Board in 
view of there being a draft Section 106 Agreement attached to the application, 
and in view of the interest taken by the Board in previous proposals here, 
given the significance of this re-generation scheme in the town 
 
The Site 
 
This is a roughly rectangular site located at the rear of the former Atherstone 
garage amounting to 0.29 hectares. It fronts South Street between a recently 
constructed three storey block of apartments at the junction of South Street 
and Woolpack Way, and a frontage of terraced properties to the south. On the 
opposite side of South Street is a further three storey frontage residential 
development; the junction with Grove Road and further terraced property. To 
the north-west is the bowling green at the rear of the Conservative Club which 
fronts Long Street. To the south-east is the rear of residential property in 
Welcome Street. Some of this is in the form of three storey blocks. The land 
here is higher than the site which generally is on lower land than the 
surrounding area. The application site backs onto the existing garage 
premises on Long Street. The site presently is commercial in use and there 
are industrial type buildings here together with large areas of hard-standing. 
 
The Proposals 
 
In essence these are to clear the site and to construct one three storey block 
of residential apartments. The form of this block is effectively in the shape of 
an “I”. 
 
There would be one long South Street frontage from where all vehicular 
access would be gained via an arched entrance within that frontage, and a 
corresponding block to the north with an intervening block. In total this built 
form would provide 46 apartments – 30 with 1 bedroom and 16 with 2 
bedrooms. Communal facilities include a resident’s lounge; laundry, guest 
suite, and CCTV coverage. The access would lead to a car parking and 
service area – 22 car parking spaces are to be provided. Communal amenity 



space would be on the other side of the central block facing the bowling 
green.  
 
The general layout and position within the surrounding area is illustrated in 
Appendix A.  
 
The applicant has indicated that the approach taken in the design of the 
building is to reflect the general character of the surrounding area and to pick 
up much of the detail local to the town. A Design and Access Statement 
accompanies the application to explain and justify this approach.  
 
Illustrations of the proposed appearance are attached at Appendices B and C. 
 
The application is accompanied by a number of documents. These include the 
Design and Access Statement as referred to above; a Planning Statement, a 
Traffic and Impact and Parking Statement, a Summary of Community 
Involvement, a Drainage Survey, an Affordable Housing Statement, a 
Geotechnical and Ground Contamination Report, an Archaeological 
Assessment, a bat survey, a habitat survey and a site appraisal. There is also 
some information on the operation and management of the applicant’s 
housing schemes, explaining that they operate a minimum age restriction of 
60 for a single person and 55 for a second person or partner living in the 
same apartment.  A house manager would also be resident on the site.  
 
Members are invited to read these documents all of which are available on the 
web site or to request a copy from officers. However one is “singled out” as it 
relates to one of the priority planning policy objectives of the Development 
Plan – namely the provision of affordable housing. There is no affordable 
housing as defined by the Development Plan, being provided in this proposal. 
The applicant is offering an off-site contribution in lieu, of £75,000. The 
applicant’s affordable housing statement explains the background and 
reasoning for this, including a financial appraisal of the viability of the 
proposed scheme.  
 
Background 
 
Members will be aware that planning permission was granted in 2008 for the 
redevelopment of the whole of the former Atherstone garage site extending 
from South Street right through to and including the Long Street frontage. 
That permission was renewed last year and it runs until 2014. It would provide 
40 residential units in a series of three storey blocks – one facing South 
Street, one fronting Long Street, and four separate blocks between them (one 
three storey; one two and a half storey, and the remaining ones at two storey). 
Additionally the permission includes two office units providing 285 square 
metres of floor space, and a total of 40 car parking spaces. Vehicular access 
would be divided between South and Long Street, but with no connections. 
This consent included a Section 106 Agreement contributing £260,000 as an 
off-site affordable housing provision. 
 



The proposal could be considered to be an Urban Development Proposal 
under the terms of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2011.  
However it falls under the threshold identified in those Regulations and given 
that planning permission exists for the residential redevelopment of the site, it 
is not considered that the current proposals would give rise to any serious 
environmental impact over and above those known about at the time of 
consideration of that planning permission. The increase in the number of units 
proposed; consequent traffic impact and the impact of the Conservation Area 
are all matters that have been specifically addressed by the applicant in the 
current application and are thus not considered in themselves to warrant an 
Environmental Statement. It is appreciated that this site is also smaller than 
that for which the current permission pertains, but this is a single issue that 
will be addressed as part of the determination process. 
 
The whole of the application site is within the Atherstone Conservation Area. 
The Conservative Club is a Grade 2 Listed Building. 
 
The size of the site and the amount of demolition could involve triggering 
referral to the Secretary of State under Circular 1 of 2001. However this 
referral is discretionary. At the time of the 2008 permission, the Council 
considered that the proposals were a substantial enhancement to the 
Conservation Area and with little adverse impact on the setting of the 
adjoining Listed Building. It enjoyed overall support from the Council’s 
Heritage Officer and the Civic Society. As such there was no referral. As there 
is now a current fresh application to consider, the question of referral will have 
to be addressed again at the appropriate time. 
 
The site is presently in commercial use and historically it has always been 
used for industrial purposes – including use as a tannery. The site therefore 
has the potential to be contaminated. This background was considered by the 
Council at time of the 2008 consent, and has been addressed again by the 
applicant in his supporting documentation accompanying the application. 
 
Development Plan 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – Core Policy 1 
(Social and Economic Regeneration); 2 (Development Distribution), 3 (Natural 
and Historic Environment), 8 (Affordable Housing), 11 (Quality of 
Development), 12 (Implementation) and policies ENV6 (Land Resources), 
ENV8 (Water Resources), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenity), ENV12 (Urban 
Design), ENV13 (Building Design), ENV14 (Access Design), ENV15 
(Conservation), ENV16 (Listed Buildings), HSG2 (Affordable Housing), HSG4 
(Densities), HSG5 (Special Needs Accommodation), ECON3 (Protection of 
Existing Employment Sites), TPT 1 (Transport Considerations), TPT3 (Access 
and Sustainable Travel), TPT6 (Vehicle Parking) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
Government Policy - Circular 5/2005 (Planning Obligations); PPS1 (Delivering 
Sustainable Development), PPS3 (Housing), PPS5 (Planning for the Historic 



Environment), PPG13 (Transport) together with the draft National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) 2011, and the 2011 Ministerial Statement (Planning 
for Growth)  
 
Council Documents – Draft Core Strategy (2011); SPD (Affordable Housing), 
draft Atherstone Conservation Area Appraisal 
 
Other Matters – New Homes Bonus 
 
Observations 
 
Even although this report is for information, it is worth stressing immediately 
that Development Plan policy supports the residential re-development of this 
site and the recent planning permission is clearly a planning consideration of 
substantial weight. The recent permissions too have inevitably involved the 
demolition of buildings in the Conservation Area, and this too should carry 
substantial weight. Notwithstanding this position, there are a number of 
planning issues which the Board will need to focus upon when it comes to 
determine this particular application. They arise directly from these proposals. 
They are: 
 

• does the built form and approach to the design preserve or enhance 
the character and appearance of the Conservation Area  hereabouts 

• does the proposal harm the setting of the adjoining Listed Building 
• is the demolition work still justified within the context of the proposed 

urban form 
• should the proposal be considered separately from the larger site given 

the extent of the current permissions 
• does the proposal meet a local housing need or requirement 
• how does the proposal accord with Development Plan affordable 

housing provision 
• is the draft Section 106 contribution proportionate and reasonable 

 
Additionally, the Board will need to explore other planning issues relating to: 
 

• Access provision 
• Car parking provision 
• Land contamination 
• Bio-diversity and ecology issues 

 
All of these matters will be discussed when the determination report is brought 
to Members. In the interim, if Members have any other matters that they 
consider should be examined, then it would be helpful to know of these at an 
early stage. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the report be noted at the present time. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local 
Government Act, 2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0078 
 
Backgroun
d Paper No Author Nature of Background 

Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 13/2/12 

2    
 
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. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 
(13) Application No: PAP/2012/0087 
 
Rear of 73, Coleshill Road, Water Orton, B46 1QF 
 
Certificate of lawfulness application for confirmation that the vehicle 
hardstanding, gate and ramp are within permitted development rights, 
for 
 
Mr D Goulding  
 
Introduction 
 
This is not a planning application. The Council is being asked to verify the 
applicant’s claim that the works as described above are permitted 
development and thus are lawful. The Council’s remit here is solely to 
consider the requirements associated with permitted development rights, not 
the planning merits. In other words, the works will be determined to be 
permitted development or not, as a matter of fact. 
 
The Site 
 
This is a plot of land at the rear of 71 and 73 Coleshill Road, Water Orton. It is 
within a wholly residential area – see the attached location plan. A new house 
has been constructed in this location.  
 
The site adjoins a private track which has a junction with the Coleshill Road to 
the south. The track also hosts a public footpath – the M38 – which runs from 
the Coleshill Road, past the site and onto Overton Drive to the north. 
 
Background 
 
Planning permission was granted for the erection of a dwelling on this land in 
2007. A copy of the decision notice is attached at Appendix A and a copy of 
the approved plan is at Appendix B. The dwelling has been constructed to the 
dimensions as shown on the approved plan; it is in the position shown on that 
plan and has the appearance of the approved design. 
 
The Proposal 
 
The applicant is claiming that three separate operational works completed at 
the site are “permitted development” under the terms of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995, as amended, and as 
such are lawful. He is requesting that the Council issue a Certificate under 
Section 191 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to that effect.  
 
The applicant’s case is that these works are operational development falling 
within the terms of Parts 1 and 2 of Schedule 2 to the 1995 Order.  
 



The works relate to a hard-standing – see Appendices C and D; a gate – see 
Appendix E and a ramp – also Appendix E.  
 
 
 
 
 
Consultations 
 
Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority object to the use of the 
private drive as a vehicular access to the new dwelling on highway and traffic 
safety grounds. 
 
However it understands the remit of the Borough Council here in the 
determination of the Certificate application, accepting that the response it has 
made is not material to the determination of the application.  
 
Representations 
 
At the time of preparing this report, seven representations had been received. 
These refer to the access to the house being along a public footpath which 
would greatly affect the character and environment of the neighbourhood; that 
the original permission had no vehicular access, there is no private right of 
access, that which might be claimed is to be challenged, that vehicular access 
would be illegal, and that there are highway and traffic safety issues. 
 
The representations also refer to the original grant of the planning permission 
for the dwelling, and to the detail of what is shown on the approved plans. The 
general thrust of their case is that that permission was granted solely on the 
basis of there being no vehicular access, and that these works can not 
therefore now become lawful as a consequence. 
 
Observations – The Application 
 
a) Introduction 
 
As Members are aware, planning permission is required for the carrying out of 
development. That permission can be granted through a Development Order 
or through the submission of a planning application to the Council. The route 
to be taken depends upon whether the development concerned is defined by 
the Order.  
 
In this case, officers are satisfied that the works being considered here do 
constitute “development” under the terms of the 1990 Act because they 
amount to engineering and building operations. As such, the relevant Order is 
the General Permitted Development Order. Schedule 2 to that Order defines 
what developments are granted planning permission by that Order and what 
are not. 
 



The lawful use of the site at which these operational developments are 
located is residential. As such the relevant sections of Schedule 2 are Parts 1 
– that relating to development within the curtilages of dwelling houses, and 
Part 2 – that relating to minor operations.  
 
The 2007 planning permission did not remove permitted development rights 
under these two Parts and hence they still pertain to these premises. The 
applicant is in effect saying that he can therefore benefit from these rights. As 
the dwelling is substantially complete, the owner can take advantage of these 
rights. 
 
Prior to looking in detail at the details, it is relevant to determine what 
definition is to be used for the track that adjoins the site. This is because the 
Parts of the Order referred to above contain references to a “highway”, and to 
a “highway used by vehicular traffic”. The track here is privately owned; it is 
not owned by the Warwickshire County Council. It also happens to “host” a 
public right of way – the M38 public footpath. For the purposes of this report, 
officers consider that the track is a “highway” but not one used by vehicular 
traffic. 
 
It is now proposed to take each of the described works in turn. 
 
 
b) The Hard-Standing 
 
This is shown in Appendices C and D. This shows paving to the side (the 
south) of the house (Appendix C) and between the house and plot’s boundary 
with the track (Appendix D). The relevant section of the Order is Class F of 
Part 1 to Schedule 2. The paving here is on the balance of probability, very 
likely to be used for purposes incidental to the use of the dwelling as a 
residence and thus Class F remains relevant. The paving to the side of the 
house is permitted development because it is to the side of the house, not in 
front of its front elevation or its principal elevation. This is considered to be 
that facing the track – it has the main front door entrance and it is marked 
“front elevation” on the approved plan. The remaining section is in front of the 
principal elevation – between it and the track. The question of whether this is 
permitted by the Order depends on whether that track is a “highway”; the area 
of the paving and drainage arrangements. As said above, it is considered that 
the track is a highway; the area is greater than the five square metres set out 
in the Order but it does have a porous edge. This would add up to this section 
of paving also meeting the Order requirements, and is thus permitted 
development.  
 
As a consequence it is considered that the hard-standing is permitted 
development by virtue of Class F of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the 1995 General 
Permitted Development Order as amended. 
 
c) The Gates 
 



This is shown at Appendix E, and illustrates a wooden gate inserted into the 
curtilage boundary with the track. The relevant section of the Order here is 
Class A of Part 2. The determination rests on the status of the track and the 
height of the gate. The track as indicated above is not considered to be a 
highway used by vehicular traffic and thus as the gate is less than two metres 
high, it meets the terms and conditions of the Order. 
 
As a consequence it is considered that the gate is permitted development by 
virtue of Class A of Part 2 to Schedule 2 of the 1995 General Permitted 
Development Order as amended. 
 
d) The Ramp 
 
This is shown at Appendix E and shows a ramp outside of the gate. It is 
considered that this is an engineering operation and is therefore defined as 
development. Because this appears to be outside of the curtilage of the new 
house, Part 1 rights of the Order to not apply. Part 2 (Class B) however will be 
relevant. The ramp here can be considered to be a form of access provision. 
However the access is not made to a trunk or classified road, and it has been 
provided in connection with other works which as considered above are 
themselves permitted development – the gate and paving. As a consequence 
the ramp too is considered to be permitted development.  There is one further 
issue however, as the provision of an access under the Order is qualified by 
Article 3 (6) of the same Order. This would remove those permitted 
development rights if the access were to a trunk or classified road, which it is 
not, or the access would create a visual obstruction, which it does not. 
Moreover this Article is written in connection with a “highway used by 
vehicular traffic” which is not the case here. 
 
As a consequence it is considered that the ramp is permitted development by 
virtue of Part 2 to Schedule 2 of the 1995 General Permitted Development 
Order as amended. 
 
e) Conclusion 
 
Some time has been spent in exploring the exact wording of the appropriate 
Order in this case. Additionally, legal advice has been taken on the 
conclusions reached above, and it is confirmed that the works as set out 
above are permitted development and thus that a Certificate can be granted 
to that affect. 
 
Observations – Other Matters 
 
As reported above, the representations received in respect of this application 
relate to matters outside the scope of the application and thus the remit of the 
Council in the determination of the application. In essence those 
representations refer to two matters. The first is the possibility of the track 
being used for vehicular access to the new house, and the perceived dangers 
to users of the public footpath. Secondly, that if there is now vehicular access 
to the dwelling then there would be a breach of planning control, because the 



house was approved without such access. Officers must stress again that 
these representations are not relevant to the determination of this application. 
Its determination rests solely on whether the works as described are permitted 
development or not. That is wholly governed by the definitions and conditions 
contained in the relevant Development Order. It is accepted that the 
consequence of retention of these works may well be that vehicular access is 
gained to the dwelling. However, the planning remit here is not to do with 
possible consequences. The application relates solely to operational 
development and it should be determined wholly with reference to the relevant 
considerations. 
 
In the circumstances of this case however, it is considered that responses 
need to be made in respect of the two matters that run through the 
representations. They will now be dealt with in turn. 
 
Those objecting to the possible use of the track by vehicular traffic have 
recourse to other means to forward their concerns. The first is to challenge 
legally whether or not there are private rights of access to the site over the 
track. This is a matter that should be taken up with the Land Registry along 
with the evidence to substantiate that challenge. The second is to request the 
County Council as the Highway Authority whether it has any legal recourse in 
respect of the use of the public footpath under the Highways Act 1980, and 
relevant legislation. Members should be aware that the determination of the 
current application is not dependant upon the outcome of any investigations 
that objectors might pursue, and that a determination on the lines 
recommended below, does not pre-empt any decision of the Land Registry or 
the Highway Authority in their respective areas of interest. It is understood 
that local residents are considering joint action in these respects and are in 
the process of taking their own legal advice. 
 
On the second matter, it is agreed that the approved plans do not show 
paving over the area that it now covers; the gate or the ramp. The 
development has proceeded with the addition of these features. However it is 
a matter of fact that permitted development rights can be implemented here 
as the dwelling is now substantially complete. It benefits from these rights as 
with any other residential property. If the Board agrees that the Certificate can 
be granted as recommended, then these additional works are verified as 
being lawful, and no breach will have occurred. Neither has there been a 
breach as a consequence of a change of use. The approved use is 
residential. The use with the additional works will remain as residential. As a 
consequence there will be no breach of planning control. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That a Certificate under Section 191 of the 1990 Act be Granted in respect of 
the works as described above for the reasons set out in this report. 
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(14) Consultations by Warwickshire County Council 
 
Middleton Hall Quarry, Bodymoor Heath Lane, Middleton 
 
Two applications, one to change the use of land for a construction 
waste recycling facility, and the second for a wood recycling facility, 
both for 
 
Parkstone Environmental Ltd 
 
Introduction 
 
These two separate applications have been submitted to the Warwickshire 
County Council as Waste Planning Authority. It will determine them in due 
course. As part of that process the Borough Council has been invited to make 
representations. 
 
The Site 
 
Middleton Hall Quarry is a former sand and gravel extraction site with its 
associated processing area, located to the north of Bodymoor Road and to 
the east of the A4091 Tamworth Road in the Tame Valley. The River Tame 
and the Dosthill Lakes are further to the east. The Aston Villa Football Club’s 
training ground is to the west. 
 
The application sites for these two proposals are within the former processing 
area connected with the quarry. The location for the construction waste facility 
(just over three hectares in area) is an area to the east of the site where the 
former batching plant was located. The proposed wood recycling facility (three 
hectares in area) would be to the west where there are still some remaining 
buildings. There are existing bunds around the general former processing 
area and both of these current proposals are within these structures. There is 
also quite significant existing tree cover 
 
The plan at Appendix A illustrates both locations. They are around 900 metres 
from the junction of the quarry track with the road. 
 
The Proposals 
 
The construction waste facility is proposed to recycle inert demolition and 
construction waste – uncontaminated soil, subsoil, brick and concrete rubble. 
There would be no buildings associated with the use, only associated plant 
and machinery. Hours of operation would be from 0700 to 1800 during the 
week; 0800 to 1300 on Saturdays with no Sunday working. Recycled waste 
would be exported, but non-recyclable waste would be disposed of in the 
quarry landfill site. 
 
The wood recycling facility in essence revolves around the recycling of 
wooden pallets. These would then be separated into different grades for re-
use as board mill; compost, bio-mass, animal bedding and equestrian 



products. There are no buildings proposed – just plant and machinery. The 
same hours of operation would apply here as set out above.  
 
The applicant argues that the proposals are in line with and compliment 
current permissions at the site and thus will benefit the overall restoration of 
the site as well as meet waste recycling objectives. He argues that hours of 
operation and access arrangements are no different to the extant permissions 
and that the volume of HGV traffic would still be less than that when the site 
was in use for minerals extraction.  
 
Background 
 
Middleton Hall Quarry had been a sand and gravel extraction site since the 
1960’s, but that operation ceased in 2008. The site is being restored through 
landfill and as a wetland nature reserve. The approved land-filling operations 
comprise an area of around 13 hectares to the north of these two current 
application sites, and involves the importation of inert materials and the final 
restoration of the land 1.2 metres above original ground level. The period to 
complete this infilling operation is until 2021. The permission for the extraction 
of minerals and the land filling operation was conditioned in respect of working 
hours. The proposed working hours for both the construction waste and wood 
recycling facilities – as set out above - are the same as these approved hours. 
 
The wetland restoration is continuing and Members will be aware that recent 
permission has been granted to the RSPB for a visitor’s centre, car parking 
and an improved access. The access works involved improvement of the 
existing access onto Bodymoor Heath Lane.  
 
There is a current permission for use of part of the site – to the north of the 
current application sites – for a materials recycling facility which expires in 
2022, or on cessation of the landfill operation, whichever is the sooner. This 
consent follows an original temporary consent granted in 1996, and the facility 
has moved around the site depending on the rate of infilling. 
 
There are no current permissions for wood recycling and this proposal is 
therefore for an additional use. 
 
Development Plan 
 
RSS for the West Midlands – Policies WD1, WD2, WD3 and EN1, together 
with the evidence base 
 
Saved Policies of the Waste Local Plan for Warwickshire – Policy 1 (General 
Land Use), Policy 6 (Materials Recycling Facilities) and 13 (Proposed 
Facilities) 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – Core Policy 1 
(Social and Economic Regeneration), ENV1 (Landscape Character), ENV2 
(Green Belt), ENV3 (Nature Conservation), ENV4 (Trees and Hedgerows), 



ENV6 (Land Resources), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), ENV14 (Access 
Design).  
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
Government Advice – PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), PPG2 
(Green Belts), PPS10 (Planning for Sustainable Waste Management) 
The draft National Planning Policy Framework 
 
The EU Waste Framework Directive 2008; the EU Landfill Directive, The 
Waste Strategy for England 2007.  
 
The Warwickshire Waste Development Framework (Preferred Option and 
Policies) – Policies CS1, CS2 and CS5. 
 
The North Warwickshire Draft Core Strategy 
 
Observations 
 
Both applications are for inappropriate development within the Green Belt and 
thus there is a presumption that planning permission will be refused unless 
there are material planning considerations of such weight to override this 
presumption. The applicant is arguing that substantive and overriding weight 
should be placed on the current waste strategy of the Government in 
promoting the recycling of waste streams and to reduce the amount of waste 
going to land-fill. This strategy is reflected in emerging Development Plan 
policy where the County Council outlines criteria for the consideration of 
waste recycling applications.  
 
It is argued that Green Belt policy is also of substantial weight, and that the 
achievement of Green Belt objectives is not just consequent on the retention 
of agricultural land but also on all land within the designation in order to retain 
its openness. That is its most important attribute and thus new commercial 
development, regardless of whether it would be visible to the public at large is 
inevitably going to reduce that openness. Moreover given that restoration 
plans are on-going and in place, it is considered that the site objective for the 
Middleton Hall Quarry should be to achieve that outcome without perpetuating 
the site as a development site.  
 
The issue is which of these approaches should carry more weight. 
 
In this case, it is considered important to treat the two applications separately. 
The reason for this is because there is an extant materials recycling 
permission for this site. This is a material consideration that will clearly 
influence consideration of one of the proposals.  
 
The existing materials recycling facility is extant. It expires in 2022. Hence 
even if the County Council refused permission for the current application, 
such a use could continue at the site in any event. In view of this, and 
because the hours of operation and the traffic generation now proposed are 



equivalent to that of the extant use, it is concluded that it would not be 
reasonable to object to the current materials application provided that the 
existing permission is revoked or that it is extinguished through a Section 106 
Undertaking. In essence this is an application to re-locate a lawful and extant 
use within the quarry area. It would also be subject to a 2022 end date. This 
position is different to that recently expressed by the Council at Dunton. There 
the extant consent had expired and the proposal there was to re-introduce an 
inappropriate use.  
 
This conclusion can not be reached in respect of the proposed wood recycling 
facility. This would be an additional facility; thus adding traffic, adding to the 
potential for adverse environmental impacts, adding new development thus 
reducing openness, perpetuating the site as waste site rather than as a site 
now being restored in line with Green Belt objectives, and importantly not 
contributing to the eventual land fill and restoration of that site.   
 
Recommendations 
 
That the Council has no objection to the construction waste recycling facility 
given the extant lawful use at the quarry site, subject to the extinguishment of 
the current permission; an end date of 2022 or the completion of the land fill 
operation whichever is the sooner and the imposition of conditions to reduce 
adverse environmental impacts. 
 
That the Council objects to the wood recycling facility for the reasons given in 
this report namely that it represents the addition of new development 
unrelated to the restoration of the site and is inappropriate within the Green 
Belt.  
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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. 



(15) Consultation by Warwickshire County Council 
 
Faraday Avenue, Hams Hall 
 
Establishment and Operation of a temporary wood processing facility 
for a period of five years for 
 
E.ON Climate and Renewables UK Biomass Ltd and R Plevin and Sons 
Ltd 
 
Introduction 
 
This application has been submitted to the County Council as Waste Local 
Planning Authority and the Borough Council has been invited to make 
representations as part of the consultation process.  
 
The Site 
 
The application site is located on the eastern half of the site where Power 
Station “B” used to be located at the Hams Hall complex. It amounts to 6.5 
hectares of land. The site remains undeveloped with it largely being a flat hard 
surface, but the foundations of the former power station are still in place. The 
remainder of the complex – where the “A” and “C” power stations were once 
located - is now a national distribution and manufacturing park. The “B” power 
station was to the north-west of that complex. Access would be obtained from 
the first roundabout when entering the Hams Hall Distribution Park. This limb 
serves the Birmingham Airport car park and a large electricity substation.  
 
The location plan is attached at Appendix A. 
 
The Proposal 
 
The site would be used for a period of five years for the processing of up to 
100,000 tonnes a year of non-hazardous wood. The facility would include 
chipping and screening plant, small temporary buildings, plant to remove 
metals, loading shovels and ancillary development. The bulk of the site would 
be used for the storage of wood waste. An indicative layout is at Appendix B, 
but the photographs of one of the applicant’s other sites are attached at 
Appendix C as they best illustrate an operational site.  
 
The proposed operations are set out in a short report at Appendix D.  
 
The applicant’s case essentially comprises the support and encouragement 
given to this type of waste recovery operation in national and local planning 
guidance. The overall waste strategy of reducing reliance on land fill and 
recovering and recycling waste are familiar to Members. Moreover the advice 
in respect of the general location requirements for a waste facility such as that 
being proposed here is also repeated. The include proximity to the main 
sources of waste; proximity to and easy access to the strategic highway 
network, a location away from environmentally sensitive and residential areas, 



together with site availability and one being capable of delivery. The applicant 
considers that this site is appropriate, suitable and available. Moreover given 
the temporary time period sought and the fact that no permanent buildings or 
structures are proposed, he argues that there would not lasting adverse 
impact either on the Green Belt, or on prejudicing the future use of the land. 
He argues that a similar circumstance was accepted recently with a temporary 
consent on the land for car storage. 
 
It is also pointed that the E.ON Ltd is presently committing to a range of 
renewable energy generation and that they have a substantive bio-mass 
power station under construction at Sheffield with an application for a second 
at Bristol. There is an existing bio-mass power station in Lockerbie. It is said 
that this current application will assist in setting up a wood fuel supply chain. 
 
A number of reports have been submitted with the application.  
 
A landscape report concludes that the site is representative of a former 
industrial landscape and because of its enclosed nature will result in there 
being no material impact. Reference is made to the mature woodlands around 
the site and the large “sheds” to the south east. As the application is for five 
years there is said to be no lasting adverse impact. Mitigating measures such 
as limiting the height of wood stockpiles and ensuring appropriate lighting are 
recommended. 
 
A noise report concludes that the noise environment would be acceptable 
given the surrounding uses, the ambient noise levels, the distance to 
residential property together, and the inclusion of mitigating measures such as 
an acoustic fence at the northern boundary. 
 
An ecology report concludes that the site is of little significant ecology value 
and thus there is unlikely to be a material impact on wildlife, provided 
measures are taken to ensure appropriate lighting and planting. 
 
A transport report concludes that HGV generation would be 132 two-way trips 
a day, but that this would have no adverse highway impact given the nature 
and capacity of the existing highway network. 
 
Development Plan 
 
West Midland Regional Strategy – its evidence base 
 
Warwickshire Waste Local Plan – saved policy numbers 1 (General Land 
Use), 6 (Materials Recycling Facilities) and 13 (Proposed Facilities) 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – Core Policy 1 
(Social and Economic Regeneration), 2 (Development Distribution), ENV2 
(Green Belt), ENV6 (Land Resources), ENV10 (Energy Generation and 
Conservation), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), ENV12 (Urban Design), 
ENV14 (Access Design), TPT1 (Transport Assessment), TPT6 (Vehicle 
Parking) 



 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
The Landfill Directive 1999;  The Waste Strategy 2007; The Government’s 
Review of Waste Policy 2011, PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), 
PPG2 (Green Belts), PPS10 (Sustainable Waste Management), PPG13 
(Transport) and PPS23 (Planning and Pollution Control) 
 
The draft National Planning Policy Framework 
 
Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy – Preferred Option: Policies CS2, CS3 
and CS5 
 
Draft North Warwickshire Core Strategy 
 
Background 
 
The planning permission for the redevelopment of the former Hams Hall 
complex as a manufacturing and distribution complex did not include the site 
of the former “B” power station. As a consequence the current application site 
is not within the area covered by the consent. It is wholly in the Green Belt. 
 
Planning permission has been granted in the past for the temporary use of the 
land as a transhipment car park in association with the transfer of motor cars 
from their manufacturing base for onward travel via the Rail Freight Terminal 
at Hams Hall. This permission has now lapsed. 
 
Consultations 
 
The Environmental Health Officer reports that he has concerns about noise 
and dust arising from the proposals given its scale.  
 
In respect of noise, he indicates that if this proposal had been neighbouring 
residential property there would be an objection. Here though there is an 
industrial environment, but even so he considers that given that neighbouring 
premises do not have air conditioned and sealed double glazing for offices 
and staff rooms facing the site, he considers that further noise attenuation 
measures are necessary on site – the height of the stockpiles – suggested at 
ten metres - need to be substantially reduced and extra bunding/screening 
should be added.  
 
The main concern however is possible dust emissions. This is a large 
operation proposed on a large open site. The applicant’s premises in Retford 
have given rise to a significant number of complaints even though it is in a 
more isolated location than Hams Hall. It is therefore essential that conditions 
are attached to agree substantive dust control measures to ensure that the 
risk of this type of pollution is contained. The concerns here are for visitors, 
residents, employees and also for the “clinical” conditions needed at the 
nearby BMW plant, for protection to cars parked at the APH airport car park, 
and indeed for conditions at the Whitacre Heath Nature Reserve. 



 
The Environment Agency would need to grant a working permit for this use, 
and it too would need to be satisfied that these matters had first been 
addressed prior to issuing this Permit. 
 
These representations from the EHO have already been forwarded under 
separate cover to the County Council. 
 
Observations 
 
a) Introduction 
 
This application is for inappropriate development in the Green Belt. As such 
the presumption is one of refusal. However the applicant is arguing that there 
are material planning considerations of such weight that they add up to the 
very special circumstances necessary to override that presumption. The 
remainder of this report will explore these considerations to see if they do 
indeed carry the weight which the applicant assigns to them. The report will 
also need to address the normal range of planning matters associated with 
such an application. 
 
b) The Green Belt 
 
It is acknowledged that the approach set out by the applicant in respect of 
how waste is handled in the future carries significant weight in dealing with 
this application. It is also acknowledged that the strategies set targets for 
recycling different waste streams and that wood recycling is one these. It is 
also recognised that in West Midlands there is a shortage of recycling sites as 
an alternative to land filling wood waste. It is necessary therefore to see if 
these matters are of sufficient weight to override the presumption of refusal. 
 
The starting point is the site’s location in the Green Belt. This is large scale 
development by fact and by degree. It takes up an extensive area of land and 
would involve substantial stock piles of waste stored on the site, together with 
large plant, machinery and some buildings, as well as substantive screen 
bunding to meet Environmental Health requirements. Whilst the stock piles 
would be transitory as stocks come and go, the overall appearance and 
character of the site will be one of a commercial operation as evidenced by 
the photographs of other sites. As such it would not contribute to the 
achievement of the objectives for retaining land within the Green Belt. It will 
not safeguard countryside and would represent new development adding to 
the urbanisation of the area – particularly through significant extension of an 
already large commercial site – and thus not assisting in urban regeneration 
or the recycling of other urban land.  
 
There will be a consequential impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
hereabouts. The land is presently open and unused. The scale of the 
proposed operation and its consequential visual impact will materially reduce 
that current openness. The most important attribute of the Green Belt is its 
openness as it this which delivers the objectives of retaining land within it. 



This development would be wholly negative in this respect. Members are also 
aware that Government advice clearly indicates that it is not the quality of the 
appearance of Green Belt land that gives it its protection. It is the very fact 
that it is open that is overriding. So here, whilst the site clearly does not 
appear as rural countryside, it is its openness that is overriding, thus retaining 
its Green Belt function.  
 
Moreover the proposed use is not one that essentially or necessarily requires 
a rural location. Indeed it is inappropriate here by definition. It might be 
convenient and desirable to have it here but not essential. This is important 
not only in considering the definitions within Government advice but also 
because of the lack of evidence submitted considering alternative locations. 
No such analysis is provided.  
 
These considerations individually carry significant weight, but together they 
carry substantial weight. This at least matches that of the supporting 
considerations set out by the applicant in his reliance on current waste 
strategy. The issue for the Board is how to balance these conflicting 
considerations. 
 
c) Other Material Considerations 
 
The County Council will need to explore whether or not the proposals would 
have any adverse impacts on highway, ecological or landscape 
considerations through their consultation process. This Council’s concern 
must be the visual impact on the residential properties that happen to adjoin 
the site at its far northern end, and the on the setting of the Church. The 
proposals would bring commercial development closer to these properties, 
and the prospect of a ten metre high wood stock pile and an acoustic fence 
suggest a material change in outlook at this end of the site. Additionally the 
Environmental Health Officers are concerned about the risks posed by dust 
and noise emissions from such an extensive operation. 
 
The County Council will give weight to its Preferred Waste Policies as set out 
in its recent draft Core Waste Strategy. The applicant points that in his view, 
his proposals accord with the general approach set out in these policies in 
general location terms; proximity to sources of waste, and to the strategic 
highway network as well as having with limited environmental impact. 
However there are matters which need to be brought to the County’s attention 
which are considered to weaken this reliance. Firstly, as indicated above there 
is no operational reason why this kind of use has to be located within a Green 
Belt location or on open land. Green Belt policy quite specifically indicates that 
it is not the appearance of the land that is critical here in retaining the value of 
Green Belt status but its openness. This land is open and provides a 
substantial open space between the Hams Hall development and the 
community of Lea Marston to the north. That would be reduced and 
weakened with this proposal. Secondly, the County has very recently received 
other applications for wood recycling facilities in North Warwickshire as well 
as for other waste recycling schemes. These are all located within the Green 
Belt. It is considered as a consequence that the County Council can 



reasonably consider the cumulative impact of these proposals on the 
openness of the Green Belt, and the prospect of the perpetuation of former 
minerals extraction sites and former power generation sites as waste facility 
sites, thus removing the prospect of restoring these sites so that they can fully 
achieve Green Belt objectives. It is argued that support for this application, 
within this context, weakens achievement of Green Belt objectives. Thirdly, 
the applicant refers to the temporary consents on this land for car storage. 
This is not considered to carry weight in the current application. Those 
consents were related to a clear national and regional economic need in order 
to assist the West Midlands car manufacturing sector at that time – namely 
the BMW/Rover Group. Then new models and  export led drive needed 
proximity to rail transport and the Hams Hall terminal provided that facility in 
close proximity to the Solihull and Longbridge manufacturing plants. The 
consent was conditioned so as to tie it in to the terminal; to named motor 
manufacturers and to their plant and to rail transportation. It has now lapsed. 
In other words it was site-specific, in line with the actual reasons for granting 
the original Hams Hall permission. The current proposals have no such 
national or regional linkages or ties with the Rail Terminal. Fourthly, the 
County should understand that the application is for five years. It is not a 
permanent use that is proposed. This therefore questions the weight to be 
given to the “need” argument, and adds weight to the argument that this kind 
of use is “footloose” in its location requirements. The applicant admits in his 
submission that after the five years, “the site will be returned to a condition 
consistent with the current”. There is no benefit to, or achievement of Green 
Belt objectives in the issue of a five year consent. It can only have an adverse 
impact on openness during the five years – in other words an adverse change 
for no Green Belt gain. 
 
d) Conclusions 
 
The base-line for considering this current application is that the proposal is for 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The most important attribute of 
the Green Belt is the retention of its openness in order to achieve the 
purposes of safeguarding land from new development and urban expansion, 
regardless of the visual amenity of land within the Green Belt. Here this 
approach is particularly relevant for the reasons explained above. It is 
considered that this outweighs the arguments set out by the applicant in 
seeking to meet Government objectives in respect of the recycling of this 
particular waste stream.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That this Council object to this application on the grounds as set out in this 
report – namely that it considers greater weight should be given to the 
objective of retaining this land within the Green Belt than that of dealing with 
the recycling of this particular waste stream, and on the grounds of potential 
noise and dust pollution. 
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