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Proposed Submission Core Strategy — Assessment of Representations

Section 1. Context — 1.1 Introduction and Whole Plan Issues

Number of Supports: 7 Number of Objections: 5

Number of Unspecified: 4

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Object to the Development Management Considerations (DMC) section
Al . 5 under each policy. These do not carry the weight of policy and to avoid DMC section is intended to provide
Inscoug €gasus | Not Not Not any confusion or misunderstanding as to the scope of the development . . . information that will be useful to

Strat PI o . o . ) - . o . :

Lar,?deglc G%T;ng Specified | Specified | Specified | plan in relation to the determination of planning applications when the DMC should be deleted or included in each policy applicants and the Council when
Core Strategy is adopted, any such requirements should be either determining applications - no change.
covered in policy or deleted from the supporting text.

Ob;ect to the_DMC sectlon_under each p_ol|cy. Th_ese do not carry the DMC section is intended to provide

Roscon Pegasus Not Not Not weight of policy and to avoid any conqumn or mlsunder.starlldlng as to t.he . . . information that will be useful to

Planning - - . scope of the development plan in relation to the determination of planning | DMC should be deleted or included in each policy ; ;
Group G Specified | Specified | Specified S . . applicants and the Council when
roup applications when the Core Strategy is adopted, any such requirements determining apolications - no chanae
should be either covered in policy or deleted from the supporting text. gapp ge-
Ob;ect to the_DMC sectlon_under each p.oI|cy. Th_ese do not carry the DMC section is intended to provide
Gallagher Pegasus Not Not Not weight of policy and to avoid any confgsmn or mlsunder_star_mdlng as to t.he _ _ . information that will be useful to
Planning . - . scope of the development plan in relation to the determination of planning | DMC should be deleted or included in each policy . .
Estates Grou Specified | Specified | Specified o . . applicants and the Council when
P applications when the Core Strategy is adopted, any such requirements determining apolications - no chanae
should be either covered in policy or deleted from the supporting text. gapp ge.
Ob;ect to the_DMC sectlon_under each p_ol|cy. Th_ese do not carry the DMC section is intended to provide

Persimmon Pegasus weight of policy and to avoid any confusion or misunderstanding as to the . . .

” Not Not Not ; : S . . . . information that will be useful to

Homes (South | Planning - - . scope of the development plan in relation to the determination of planning | DMC should be deleted or included in each policy ; ;

- Specified | Specified | Specified . . : applicants and the Council when

Midlands) Ltd | Group applications when the Core Strategy is adopted, any such requirements determining anplications - No change
should be either covered in policy or deleted from the supporting text. gapp ge-
1.1.4 - concerns about terminology.

Welbeck McLoughli it _

Strategic n Planning | No No No 1.1.10 - does not support Proposal GLH - no objective evidence for this. None specific to this section. P|03't'0n noted - see comments

Land Ltd elsewhere.

1.1.12 - there is an over-reliance on delivery of Proposal GLH
Gallagher Framptons | No No No Deficiencies in the sustainability assessment process and the overall None specific to this section. Position noted - see comments
Estates Ltd provision for housing and jobs render the plan unsound. elsewhere.
1.1.3 - Do not believe that the Council has considered or responded to the
need to tackle strategic cross-boundary issues that relate to the interests
of the wider area in which the District is located. The emerging .
Barton . ) ; See comments at 1.3 regarding the cross-
Sharba . Not Birmingham City Council Draft Development Plan and matters related to e : . .
Homes Willmore Specified | NO No ) . : ; None specific to this section. boundary issues. Proposal GLH - see
lip p housing need in Coventry are key considerations for Stratford-on-Avon
AN i comments elsewhere.
District in bringing forward its own plan.
1.1.9/10 - Support balanced dispersal of housing, but not Proposal GLH.

"(l"ef; . We support the plan as a whole and particularly note that Stratford-on-

hire gomt e Yes Yes Yes Avon District Council is able to meet its Objectively Assessed Housing None Support noted.

Planning Unit Need.

Gladman No No No Objection to overall strategy based on contention that the level of housing | . specific to this section. Position noted - see comments

Developments

growth planned for is inappropriate and not objectively assessed.

elsewhere.
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1.1.6 and 1.1.12 - The focus on AME sector and in particular the provision
of land for the potential expansion of Jaguar Land Rover is supported.
Consistent with the Coventry and Warwickshire SEP and anticipated that
this will bring benefits for the sub-regional economy.
In this context the commitment to keep the provision of housing under
_ view is also welcomed and as further information becomes available on
‘S’.ar".v'c" the nature and scale of expansion at JLR and through the monitoring of Position noted and accepted. See further
istrict Yes Yes Yes ) . . . None.
Council housing delivery, we are pleased to see a commitment to review the Core comments at 1.3 and elsewhere.
Strategy if necessary.
We would emphasise the importance of continued Duty to Cooperate
discussions on this issue right up until (and beyond) the submission of the
Core Strategy. In particular we need to ensure that the two Councils are
working together in continuing to address the links between employment
provision and housing requirements.
The Council has failed to work effectively with neighbouring LPAs to
consider and accommodate the wider housing needs within the HMA.
St Modwen Barton 1.1.3 - The Strategy takes insufficient notice of the challenge around Egjn%%Tn;Se:JthEl(':ir:(e)?naigd\ll?gggei Cross-
Developments | Willmore Yes No No meeting the identified housing needs of Birmingham. Plan to bring forward additional housing development at Meon Vale. noary '
Ltd llp position noted. Proposal GLH - see
1.1.6 - Comments on economic vision are supported. comments elsewhere.
1.1.9/10 - Support balanced dispersal of housing, but not Proposal GLH.
Cotswolds
Conservation Yes Yes Yes The Board considers the Core Strategy to be sound. None Position noted.
Board
Daventry g ; ; ;
District Ves Ves Ves Notes the Council will meet objectively assessed housing need and None Position noted.
Council therefore supports the plan.
The Parish of Chesterton and Kingston
does not have a Parish Council. A Parish
Meeting operates.
The specific concern relates to Proposal
GLH, which was subject to consultation in
CKZ_hestterton & 2013 and 2014. Appropriate notifications
e No No No There has been no proper consultation with the parish. Carry out meaningful consultation. were sent to the registered Parish
Meeting Meeting contact.
Public meetings and other consultative
events were held in the immediate vicinity
and the Parish meeting was given the
opportunity to host a meeting about the
New Settlement proposal.
Environment Ves Ves Ves Overall we consider that the Proposed Submission Core Strategy is: a) A number of minor policy specific changes are recommended - see Position noted
Agency Legally compliant b) Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate ¢) Sound individual policy summaries. '
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The Council has not consulted in a meaningful fashion. Any consultation
documents that pre-date the NPPF and/or are predicated on the former
Regional Spatial Strategy are out of date and should not be relied on.
There was insufficient consultation on the 2012 Draft Core Strategy.
There has been no meaningful consultation on subsequent versions of
the overall Strategy.

None specified.

The Council does not rely on versions of
the Core Strategy produced prior to the
publication of the NPPF. However, it is
relevant to refer to those documents when
explaining the evolution of the plan since
work on it commenced in 2007.

The structure and content of the plan has
properly evolved in response to the

Earlswood & 8 i i
Forshaw publication of the NPPF. The Council's
Heath No No No Statement of Community Involvement is
Ees'd‘?”tt_s up-to-date and consultation has been
ssociation undertaken in accordance with the SCI
and national legislation.
The evidence base is up-to-date. The
scope of the consultations undertaken in
2013 and 2014 was clearly identified.
These exercises provided the opportunity
to comment on issues that were new to
the plan or subject to material change.
Welford-on- PC has been consulted at all stages of the process and their comments
Avon Parish Yes Yes Yes have been noted and considered. Core Strategy is compliant with NPPF | None Position noted.
Council and evidence based. All stakeholders have been properly consulted.
Long PC considers that the Submission Core Strategy has been prepared
Compton Not Not against a basis of sound and carefully considered information and public
E:a”Sh'l Specified | Specified e comment and, as such, it has our support. It is imperative that adoption is None Support noted.
ounci

achieved as quickly as possible.

Overall Officer Response

Whilst a range of different issues have been raised under this introductory section, it is not considered that any specific changes need to be made. The more substantive issues are picked up under the relevant

policy headings. The Council has consulted appropriately, in accordance with its Statement of Community Involvement, at all stages of the plan making process.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That no changes to this section of the plan be proposed.

Section 1. Context — 1.2 The State of the District

No representations received
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Section 1. Context — 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues

Number of Supports: 8 Number of Objections: 13 Number of Unspecified: 5

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant
With regard to the Duty to Co-operate the South Worcestershire
South . Councils agree the evidence demonstrates that there is no "
Worcestershir Yes Yes Yes . . o None Position noted
e Councils requirement to meet any of SDC housing need within the South
Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) area.
Bart The current known position does not justify
Sharba arton Not Not Plan fails to address the issue of accommodating housing needs - delaying the progress of this Core Strategy.
Homes X\Fl)lllmore Specified | Specified No arising in Birmingham. 9 9 None specified. ying prog ay
See overall response.
Homes and
iggany;nmes Savills - V\ﬁfl]come :jhe ?gur:j(ijllts r:?10knowltedfgt(;:‘]m%nt of g:e ?eed ;o take tactcr:]ount
Gorcott Estate | .. of the needs of Redditch as part of the Core Strategy. Supports the
Settlement | Brminona | ves ves ves proposals to allocate land at Winyates Green Triangle/Gorcott Hil to | 01 Support noted.
g”d Stoford meet the identified employment needs of Redditch.
evelopments
Ltd.
The Council has formally adopted the
CWJISHMA (November 2013) as part of its
evidence base. It has jointly commissioned
follow-on work arising from the publication of
the 2012 SNPP.
Hallam Land | Marrons Not Not The Council was not an active participant in_ the preparat_ion of the 3 Bi-lateral liaison betV\_/een SDC ar_1d BC_C has
Management | Planning Specified No Specified C_\NJ_SHMA. Failure to _address unmet housing _need arising from None specified. led to an agreed position set outin a signed
Birmingham and (possibly) South Worcestershire. Memorandum of Understanding. See response
from Wychavon DC on behalf of the South
Worcestershire authorities.
The SWDP is currently subject to proposed
revisions to ensure housing need across its
area is met.
The Council has published two strategic
transport assessments (Options Analysis and
ﬁishholf’ts The lack of a rigorous transport and traffic assessment carried out in Cumulative Assessment) that inform the
paticr No No No conjunction with Warwickshire County Council. Note: comment made | None specified. selection of Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath as a
Council in context of representation on Proposal GLH. preferred location for growth. Each report was
prepared by Warwickshire County Council with
input from Arup.
By leaving the Birmingham and Coventry issues to a review process,
the Council is attempting to achieve an agreement to cooperate at an
undefined date in the future. In reality there is no mechanism available h K ition d I
Redrow Barton Not Not to developers or neighbouring authorities to force Stratford-on-Avon -cli—elz ;Lrj\rgretﬂte ;rggrnegs?z??hnis gi?engi rjgtsetgz
m;q;nsdiouth Willmore Specified No Specified District to review the Core Strategy. Given this position it is wholly None specified.

appropriate that the Council continue to engage fully with the other
HMA authorities, both for Birmingham and Coventry, until such time
as the housing needs of each area — and the ability of those areas to
accommodate their own needs — is understood.

See overall response.
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Pegasus

The strategy acknowledges the influence of the Birmingham housing
market area on part of the District. There are unmet needs in
Birmingham and also Coventry. The Council is not meeting the full

The Joint Committe has recognised that
CWJISHMA identified a range of provision
(3750-3800 dwellings per annum) and that,
with SDC planning for 540 dwellings per
annum, overall planned provision remains
within that range.

The Council has worked bi-laterally with

g‘gﬁg:er Planning ggécified g‘ggciﬁed ggéciﬁed objectively assessed need identified by the JSHMA. Whilst the Joint | None specified. a;rﬂgg;n%narr?gfﬁr? dtgriizrfji?];ggg(vj cen the
Group Committee has apparently accepted this, there is no indication about two authorites. The Council is participating in
where the shortfall will be accommodated. The circumstances make it the Sub Regio.nal Green Belt Study. This study
essential that SDC participates in the Green Belt Review process. is to be commissioned as part of thé evidence
base required to inform a future review of this
strategy.
See also the representations made by the
individual authorities and the overall response.
There is a distinct possibility that unmet housing needs arising from
surrounding authorities (most notably Birmingham and Coventry) will
Gladman Not Not Not need to be met within Stratford-on-Avon. As the quantity of this need . .
Developments Specified | Specified | Specified | has yet to be finalised, the Council must include z‘g policyythat seeks to Include a review policy. See overall response.
review the planned housing requirement and related policies to
ensure that needs do not go unmet.
Given that the Duty to Co-operate is on-going,
the published Draft Statement of Compliance
CALA Homes ’Cliithr}iae%e!& Not Not Lack of a full and robust evidence base concerning the Duty to Co- : ; . : ;3;2{)%62{1 'm?enti(r)nnelyo:‘egﬁrb}ic():gt]if)rﬁv,:jpepnecr?dix B
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified | NO Specified operate. There are unmet needs in Blrmlngham that should be Uplift the housing requirement in CS.16 of that document refers to the bi-lateral
London planned for, and no evidence of co-operation between SDC and BCC. meetings held with BCC and the signed MoU
is now available. BCC supports the approach
set out in the published strategy.
The potential need to accommodate growth
The Council acknowledges housing shortfalls in Coventry and . . : o frpm.out5|de the District is ur)known. .
Birmingham but fails to address them. There is no commitment The. housing requirement shogld be uplifted if ewde_nce becomes Birmingham an_d Coventry City Councils both
CALA Homes | Stansgate ; - ; ’ . available from within the housing market area or adjacent market support the review approach.
(Midlands) Ltd | Planning No No No re_gardl_ng the timing of any review, or what circumstances V.VOUId areas that Stratford District needs to help accommodate growth
trigger it. A review is not flexible enough to deal with changing P 9 : . .
circumstances from those areas. More clarity around the trigger for and timing of
' a review would be appropriate - see overall
response.
The Council has formally adopted the
CWJISHMA (November 2013) as part of its
evidence base. It has jointly commissioned
follow-on work arising from the publication of
The Council has not constructively engaged with the SHMA process the 2012 SNPP. The Sub Regional authorities
or acted within its recommendations. Despite claiming to endorse the and the LEP are engaged at member/board
findings of the SHMA in its Duty to Cooperate Statement, the Council level via the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint
has identified a lower objectively assessed need figure. Committee for Economic Growth and
Prosperity.
The Council has not made any statement of how the unmet need from
Miller Homes Stratford not being planned for (1,400 dwellings) against the SHMA The Joint Committe has recognised that
and Taylor RPS Not recommendation at Table 97. . . CWJSHMA identified a range of provision
VHVimpe§ Group specified | N No Plan to accommodate additional housing growth. (3750-3800 dwellings per a?mumr)) and that,
omes

The Council is not following a jobs-led spatial plan as set out and
justified by the CWLEP The Council is not making provision for, nor
has it demonstrably evidenced any engagement with Coventry City
Council in respect of unmet need arising in the SHMA. The Council
appears to be operating as a sole entity within the extents of the
SHMA and CWLEP and not planning for its own need, let alone
making arrangements for unmet need of others.

with SDC planning for 540 dwellings per
annum, overall planned provision remains
within that range.

The Council has worked bi-laterally with
Birmingham CC and there is a signed
Memorandum of Understanding between the
two authorites.

See also the representations made by the
individual authorities and the overall response.
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There is limited evidence to suggest that the Duty to Co-operate on
the strategic issue of the housing requirement has been properly met

BCC and CCC have both expressed support
for the review approach proposed by SDC. It is
not yet known whether the BCC housing needs
can be fully met within the GBSLEP area.

S]Lr’lg‘tesse”“a' \E;vﬁmgre No No No between SDC, Birmingham CC and Coventry CC. Delaying this matter | None specified CCC is expected to consult shortly on the
to a future review is inappropriate and has been found not legally potential to accommodate the JISHMA housing
compliant in other examinations (eg Coventry, Rushcliffe). requirement within the city boundary, but there
remains some uncertainty around this.
See also the overall response.
The commitment to future review is a failure under the Duty to Co- It is a core planning principle that planning
operate. The duty requires local planning authorities to meet — and should be genuinely plan-led, but also that
therefore understand through joint working - the housing needs of plans should address larger than local issues
authorities within the wider Housing Market Area who are unable to (NPPF para 17).
accommodate their own needs.
The Government is encouraging local
\I\Zﬂ%;y UK Barton Not Not Not What the Council are attempting to achieve is an agreement to None specified authorties to speed up the process of getting
Ltd Willmore Specified | Specified | Specified | cooperate at an undefined date in the future, when in reality there is P up-to-date plans in place. Given an explicit
no mechanism available to developers or neighbouring authorities to commitment to review on the basis of fresh
force Stratford-on-Avon District to review the Core Strategy. The evidence, it would be peverse to delay this
Council must continue to engage fully with the other HMA authorities, plan on the basis that an as yet unknown
both for Birmingham and Coventry, until such time as the housing occurence may come to pass.
needs of each area — and the ability of those areas to accommodate
their own needs — is understood. See also the overall response.
K P Brooks
and the The potential need to accommodate growth
Stearn . . ) from outside the District is unknown.
Children’s The Council acknowledges housing shortfalls in Coventry and . . . o N . .
Settlement Birmingham but fails to address them. There is no commitment The housing requirement should be uplifted if evidence becomes Birmingham and Coventry City Councils both
Trust & The Stansgate dina the timi f ; hat ci t Id available from within the housing market area or adjacent market support the review approach.
Edith and Planning No No No regarding the Iming ot any réview, or what circumstances wou areas that Stratford District needs to help accommodate growth
Jack Griffiths trigger it. A review is not flexible enough to deal with changing from those areas More clarity around the trigger for and timing of
Charitable circumstances. ' . .
Trust & Carey a review would be appropriate - see overall
Pension response.
Trustees Ltd
Welcome and support the commitment by the District Council to
ongoing technical work and discussions in relation to the housing
shortfall that has been identified in the Birmingham Housing Market
Area. The HMA includes part of Stratford-on-Avon District. Welcome
Birmingham the commitme_nt given to review.the Core_Strategy shoult_j _the o
City council Yes Yes Yes outcome of this work lead to an increase in housing provision within None Support noted.
Stratford-on-Avon District.
This commitment is in line with the positive bi-lateral discussions
between our two authorities and the recent Duty to Co-operate
agreement relating to the Birmingham Development Plan.
We are aware that SADC has had detailed discussions with
neighbouring authorities, principally within Coventry and Warwick but
also within the other housing market areas that influence the District.
We are also aware that the Council continues to work with its
Commercial Nexus immediate and wider neighbours and will keep under on-going review
Estates and Planning Yes Yes Yes the need and scope to respond to new evidence. None Position noted.
Bird Group Limited

Given the commitment made to review the Core Strategy if there is
evidence to necessitate this, we consider that the Council has
adequately undertaken it's Duty to Cooperate as required by the
NPPF.
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WDC has worked with SDC actively and on an ongoing basis. This
work continues and is acknowledged as important. Emphasise the
importance of continued Duty to Cooperate discussions right up until
(and beyond) the submission of the Core Strategy. In particular need
to ensure that the two Councils are working together in continuing to
address the links between employment provisions and housing
requirements.
Recognise the description of cross boundary issues set out in section fSrcI)Dn? t?}?gg;ﬁ'fgg;ﬁﬂ;gigg:L?ggtgfrunnmg
1.3 in as far as it relates to Warwick District and the Coventry and 20/03/14. The Council will co-operate fully in
Warwickshire Housing Market Area. Welcome the strong reference to h ; devel t of P t evid y
the Joint SHMA in paragraph 1.3.7 and support the inclusion of b € or]lgowr:g Ceve opmendo a10|_nke;]/! eréceb
Warwick Stratford District within the C&W HMA. Emphasise the importance of | Ask that SDC include a policy setting out the circumstances in Rasg or the Coventry and Warwickshire Su
District Yes Yes Yes continued Duty to Cooperate discussions across the HMA up until the | which they would review the Plan, in line with the Joint Committee eglon.
Council point the Plan is submitted, particularly important given the challenges | recommendation. h il acknowl h
that have been made to the evidence in the Joint SHMA. The Cqunq acknowledges t € need to ensure
that objectively assessed housing need for the
Paragraph 1.3.8: welcome the commitment to review to address HMA as a whole is fully met.
housing need arising outside the District's boundary, but would like to See overall response
see a much stronger commitment within the Core Strategy to P '
participate fully in the process agreed by the Joint Committee.
WDC (and others within the C&W HMA) need ongoing confidence that
SDC are fully committed play their part in addressing housing needs
arising elsewhere (eg Coventry or Birmingham). Ask that SDC
include a policy setting out the circumstances in which they would
review their Plan, in line with the Joint Committee recommendation.
The potential need to accommodate growth
The Council acknowledges housing shortfalls in Coventry and . . : o frpm_out5|de the District is ur_1known. :
irminaham but fails to address them. There is no commitment The_ housing requirement shogld be uplifted if ewde_nce becomes Birmingham an_d Coventry City Councils both
Paul Stansgate Blrmlgg amh iy f ; ' hat i Id available from within the housing market area or adjacent market support the review approach.
Ridgeway Planning No No No regarding the timing of any review, or what circumstances wou areas that Stratford District needs to help accommodate growth
trigger it. A review is not flexible enough to deal with changing f th M larit d the triaqer for and timing of
circumstances. rom those areas. ore clarity aroun igg iming
a review would be appropriate - see overall
response.
A draft Statement of Compliance with the Duty
Earlswood & to Cooperate was published alongside the
Forshaw SDC has not complied with the requirement to undertake meaningful - Proposed Submission Core Strategy in June
Heath No No No : None specified. : . ; :
Residents cross-boundary consultation. 2014. It is not evident that the information
Association contained in this document has been referred
to by the Residents' Association.
The commitment to a review of the Core Strategy should be set out in
policy rather than supporting text. Whilst there remain uncertainties
gﬁi’l‘;’zrs Chartered | | Not about meeting in full the OAHN for Stratford upon Avon District,
Federation Town Specified | Specified No ngghbourmg LPAs admmmg .Stratfor_d upon Avon _and_ across the _ Include a policy setting out the commitment to review. See overall response.
Ltd Planner Birmingham conurbation it is impossible to determine if the Council
has or has not complied with the Duty to Co-operate. The evidence is
not available on which to make such a judgement.
The commitment to work with immediate and wider neighbours in
accordance with the duty to co-operate is welcomed. The commitment
to review where evidence which identifies further housing provision
being justified is also welcomed. However, this should be enshrined in
Rugby policy and be triggered if it is identified that need within the HMA as a Overall support noted. See overall response.
Borough Yes Yes Yes whole cannot be met. The commitments to review should be stated as policy. More clarity around the review process would
Council be appropriate.
Similarly, a review policy is also relevant to the proposed Jaguar Land
Rover extension. The uncertainty about timescales does not negate
the need to consider the impact of this level of economic growth on
the need for further housing within the district.
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Midland

The potential need to accommodate growth
from outside the District is unknown.

The Council acknowledges housing shortfalls in Coventry and The Plan should acknowledge that it must meet needs arising from | Birmingham and Coventry City Councils both

Birmingham but fails to address them. There is no commitment

Commercial Stansgate | . No No regarding the timing of any review, or what circumstances would adjoining Districts '(lncludlng Birmingham and_ Coventry) and be support the review approach.
Properties Planning trigger it. A review is not flexible enough to deal with changin reworded to explain how those needs are going to be met and
cir%%mst.ances 9 ging when. In reality this will mean making further housing allocations. More clarity around the trigger for and timing of
' a review would be appropriate - see overall
response.
Approach to meeting the housing requirement does not take into
consideration any shortfall of housing within the sub-regional housing
market area (in particular in Coventry) or within adjoining housing The potential need to accommodate arowth of
market areas (in particular Birmingham). Issue is recognised at this r?ature is unknown. Birmingham gnd
ﬁ?scn?enr&;u?;tgﬁ dF’iI;]ag dt;utuzl:ggested review only if evidence justifies The housing requirement should be uplifted if evidence becomes Coventry City Councils both support the review
A C Lloyd Delta Not No No P q ' available from within the housing market area or adjacent market approach.
Homes Ltd Planning Specified L . . areas that Stratford District needs to help accommodate growth
The interim fmdmg; of the_Greater Birmingham and Sollhull_ LEP from those areas Any need to meet wider housing requirements
(GBSLEP) Strategic Housing Needs Study are due for publication ' should not be confused with the obiective
shortly. It is clear that the implications from that Plan may well start to assessment of housing need for thJe District
become apparent in time to be considered as part of the evidence 9 '
base against which to establish the overall objectively assessed need
for Stratford District.
Redditch . . L
Borough It is noted that SDC proposes to meet its objectively assessed needs
Council - Yes Yes Yes for market and affordable housing in full and will do so within its own None Support noted
g;\:’s'of’me”t boundaries. This approach is supported by RBC .
Coventry Cit
cguncn)./ Y Not Not Not May not be able to meet objectively assessed housing need within the
Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgecified S;c))ecified City boundary. Therefore supports the commitment in para 1.3.8 to Would prefer the review commitment to be stated as policy. See overall response
"\’A‘;'gger carry out a review should the evidence prove this to be necessary.
C_her_well
g'Stf'Ct,l Not Not Not CDC is satisfied that SDC has discharged the Duty to Cooperate and
Sg:{‘:g']ié Sgeciﬁed sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed is supportive of Proposal GLH, the key issue having cross-boundary | None Support noted
Planning & significance.
the Economy
Solihull
Metropolitan
Borough Not Not SMBC believes that Stratford District Council has met the Duty to
gogncn - Specified | €S Specified | Cooperate None Support noted
olicy &
Spatial
Planning

Overall Officer Response

With the sole exception of the matter raised by Bishops Itchington PC, the concerns expressed about cross-boundary issues relate wholly to the strategic challenge of objectively identifying and subsequently
meeting housing needs across the different market areas that are acknowledged as having an influence on the District. The objective assessment of need is dealt with under Policy CS.16.

As regards duty to co-operate, then in summary the representations fall into two groups. One group says that the proposal to address any needs arising from outside the District (most particularly, but not only,
from Birmingham and Coventry) via a future review of the strategy is a failure under the Duty to Co-operate. The other group generally endorses the Council's approach as meeting its Duty to Co-operate, but
seeks a strengthening and clarification of the approach to strategy review via the introduction of a policy commitment.

On the first issue, there is currently no evidence to suggest that housing need arising from outside the District should be met within the District. Adjoining councils are all maintaining the position that their own
plans will provide fully for the housing need arising in their areas. In contrast, Birmingham City Council has published a plan that fails to meet identified need within the city boundary. Coventry City Council is
preparing to consult on plans to meet a housing need of 23,600 having to date been able to identify options to accommodate only 16,000 homes within the existing urban area. It is therefore considering further
sites both within the administrative area of the city and in discussion with adjacent authorities. Likewise Birmingham, via the auspices of the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership
(GBSLEP), is working with a number of its neighbours to assess the capacity to meet need within the GBSLEP area.

Given these facts, suggestions that Stratford District will need to accommodate housing growth to meet need arising from either Birmingham or Coventry are conjecture. It is not unreasonable to take the view that
the need arising from each of these cities could be met without recourse to development in Stratford District. A commitment to accommodate additional development at this point would be premature. To delay
this plan further and wait to see how matters elsewhere unfurl would be inappropriate. The recommended approach of committing to an early review should that prove to be necessary is felt to be the most
reasonable approach. On the second issue, there are a number of representations that promote the need for a policy commitment to plan review that provides more certainty about the triggers that would prompt
this. There is evidence to show that this approach has been adopted by other authorities in similar circumstances.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

At the end of paragraph 1.3.8, insert "(see Policy CS.xx)". At the end of paragraph 1.3.9, insert "(see Policy CS.16)".
Insert new Policy CS.xx to follow Policy CS.16 in Section 5 (Development Strategy) of the plan as follows:-

“Policy CS.xx - Accommodating Housing Need Arising from Outside Stratford-on-Avon District

The existence of unmet housing need arising outside Stratford-on-Avon District will not render this Plan out of date. However, the Plan will be reviewed if evidence demonstrates that significant housing needs
arising outside the District should be met within the District and cannot be adequately addressed without a review. To establish this, the Council will work with other local authorities in the Coventry and
Warwickshire Housing Market Area to:

a. prepare and maintain a joint evidence base including housing need and housing land availability;

b. take part in a process to agree the strategic approach to address any shortfall of land availability to deliver in full the Housing Market Area’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need or other evidenced housing
need arising outside the District; and

c. where the evidence and the duty to co-operate process clearly indicates that there is a housing need that cannot be met within the administrative boundaries of the authority in which the need arises and part or
all of the need could most appropriately be met within Stratford-on-Avon District, the Council will seek to identify the most appropriate sites to meet this need and will review the Local Plan to do this, should it be
required.

Explanation

The six local planning authorities within the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area (HMA) have agreed to cooperate together to ensure the HMA'’s housing need of 3,750-3,800 dwellings per annum is
met in full. It is recognised that this is important in supporting the growth ambitions of Coventry and Warwickshire as well as ensuring local plans and core strategies within the sub-region comply with national
policy and guidance. However, it is recognised that there may be physical or policy constraints which make it difficult for one or more of the local planning authorities within the sub-region to meet their local
objectively assessed housing need in full.

In these circumstances it will be necessary for the six authorities to work closely together to address this potential shortfall and to ensure the HMA'’s overall housing need is met in full. The process for doing this
has been set out and agreed by the Coventry and Warwickshire Shadow Joint Committee. The starting point of this process is a shared evidence base relating to strategic issues. It is recognised that the
following assessments/ studies are likely to be the key elements of this shared evidence base:

A Joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment: it is important to ensure that the objectively assessed housing need of the HMA and each of the Councils within the HMA is understood and that the evidence to
support this is kept up to date.

¢ A Joint Approach to Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments: it is important that housing land availability is assessed consistently across the HMA so that the overall and local supply of potential housing
sites is understood.

« Joint Employment Land Assessment: it is important to ensure that employment land requirements and supply are understood, and planned for, alongside housing. A shared evidence base will help to
understand the sub-regional and local employment land requirements as well as the availability of sub-regional and local sites to meet these requirements.

* A Green Belt Study: the West Midlands Green Belt covers significant parts of the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA. The Green Belt study needs to be up to date to inform a sub-regional approach.

In the event that there is a shortfall arising from one or more District within the HMA, and in the context of a shared evidence base, the six local planning authorities have agreed to work together to develop and
maintain a strategy to meet the HMA'’s housing requirement. This process will seek to identify the most suitable available sites to meet any shortfall. Stratford-on-Avon District Council will participate actively in
the process on an on-going basis. Should this strategy identify that sites within Stratford-on-Avon District are required to meet some or all of a housing need arising from outside the District, the Council will
undertake work to establish the most appropriate sites to do this and if this indicates that significant modifications are required to the Local Plan, the Council is committed to undertaking an early review of the Plan
to address this.

A further issue that may need to be addressed through this process is the potential for a shortfall in housing land arising from outside the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA, in particular from the Greater
Birmingham area. In the event that such a shortfall may need to be partially addressed within the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA, the six local planning authorities have agreed to work together using the
process described above”.

Insert the following paragraph at the end of Part D (Phasing and Delivery) of Policy CS.16:

“If evidence demonstrates that significant housing needs are arising from accelerated economic development in the District, the Council will first seek to re-phase the delivery of housing sites and/or identify
additional sites, but will also bring forward a review if it is evident that the housing needs cannot be adequately addressed without such a review”.

Insert new paragraph 5.2.14:
“As identified at paragraph 1.3.9, the planned long term expansion by Jaguar Land Rover at Gaydon involves a development that is likely to be of more than local significance. The precise nature and timing of

this development is currently unknown. In the event that development creating a substantial number of new jobs is brought forward in the earlier part of the plan period, this could have implications for the scale of
housing growth that should be planned for beyond 2021. The Council will keep this matter under active review, in co-operation with other authorities in the housing market area”.
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Section 1. Context — 1.4 Vision and Strategic Objectives

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 2

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Generally support the dispersal approach. Consider greater scope
for allocation of strategic sites within Stratford and the MRCs
particularly if the proper OAN is to be met.
The level of facilities and services to properly support GLH given its The Council ShOUId recon_suder_ its vision and strategic objectives, .
Hallam Land Marrons Not Not No scale may act as a “brake” on development for reasons of cost and reassess its expectations in terms of rate of delivery of See separate comments in respect of CS.15 and
Management | Planning Specified | Specified o . - : development and infrastructure at GLH, before considering whether | Proposal GLH.
Thus, the anticipated delivery of new homes is likely to fall below anv shortfall can be addressed by the MRCs
the expectation of 2,500 dwellings expected within the plan period. y y '
If, as the vision notes, the further substantial expansion of
Stratford-upon-Avon is not appropriate, then the shortfall from GLH
should be met at one or more of the MRCs.
Do not consider that the Vision and Strategic Objectives for the
Plan are appropriate. Whilst the MRCs are unobjectionable, the
reliance on 44 LSVs to deliver 1,950 new homes, many of who
have very limited local services seriously undermines the principles
of sustainable development.
The significant role and function of Stratford-upon-Avon as the Vision should be modified to recognise the role that Stratford-upon- . )
; . ! SR . ; . See separate comments in respect of: -
main town and as the pre-eminent settlement in the District is not Avon should play in accommodating future housing development.
Hallam Land | Marrons Not Not Not properly reflected or recognised. The vision for Stratford-upon-Avon . ]
Management | Planning Specified | Specified | Specified | does not refer to its contribution as a sustainable location for new The Strategic Objectives should similarly be amended to explain CS.15 Dlstr|put|on of Development; .
. i S ; ; ) CS.16 Housing Development - Appendix 2 LSV
housing. how development is to be distributed in a sustainable manner;
A o Methodology.
naturally this will maintain a focus on Stratford-upon-Avon.
The Strategic Objectives do not properly balance the need to
accommodate development in sustainable locations and the desire
to protect the character of the District. Again there exist
opportunities to accommodate additional development at Stratford-
upon-Avon that do not cause harm to the character of the town yet
could contribute a sustainable pattern of development.
K P Brooks
and the
Stearn
Childrer's See separate comments in respect of:
?etﬂfg‘?&t Stansgate Not Housing requirement should be higher to meet the OAN of the P P :
rus e . . . . . . . . .
Edith and Planning Yes Specified No District and to meet the needs arising from adjoining Districts as Housing figure should be increased Section 1.3 Duty to Co-operate;
Jack Griffiths necessary. CS.16 Housing Development - Proposal GLH
Charitable
Trust & Carey
Pension
Trustees Ltd
See separate comments in respect of: -
@Zﬁckshire Not Not No OAN should be amended to 6,000 and reference to new settlement | Strategic objective 14 should be amended to state that an additional
Branch Specified | Specified at GLH not justified or needed. 6,000 dwellings will be provided by 2031. Section 1.3 Duty to Co-operate;
CS.16 Housing Development - Proposal GLH
5 See separate comments in respect of; -
Sharba arton . . .
will Y N N .
Homes ”pu more es 0 0 Do not support the inclusion of GLH. Council must meet the OAN. Section 1.3 Duty to Co-operate;

CS.16 Housing Development - Proposal GLH
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St Modwen
Developments
Ltd

Barton
Willmore

llp

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The Council’s Vision, to maintain and enhance Stratford-on-Avon’s
built and natural character and heritage, as well as its settlements
and landscape, is welcomed. It is our view that Meon Vale (i.e. the
former Engineer Resources Depot, Long Marston) will greatly
contribute to this vision.

The second paragraph of the Vision and Strategic Objection (14)
purports to establish a need for 10,800 additional homes in the
District by 2031. We consider that the Local Plan should seek to
deliver a minimum of 18,200 dwellings, meeting the employment
growth ambitions of the Council. On this basis, the Council’s Vision
is not considered to be informed by objectively assessed housing
needs and positively prepared, nor justified.

There is no clear evidence which indicates that the site at GLH will
be deliverable during the Plan Period given significant infrastructure
works required to be carried out prior to the delivery of anything
more than a modest number of new homes. It is therefore our view
that the Council’s Vision is neither justified nor effective.

In terms of tourism, Meon Vale will contribute to Strategic Objective
(20) of the Council’s Vision, providing self-catering holiday lodges
and holiday homes, will encourage longer stays in the area,
providing a type of facility that is not currently available. As such
Meon Vale will assist the town in meeting the Council’s objective of
re-establishing its position in the top 20 UK towns and cities for
international visitors.

The Council’s desire to improve the affordability of housing across
the District, underlined by Strategic Objective (15) of the Vision, is
also welcomed. 35% of the 550 dwellings proposed at Meon Vale
will be affordable tenure.

The housing requirement should be increased from 10,800 to
18,200.

Serious deliverability issues regarding GLH and risk of relying on a
single site.

To meet the housing target, Meon Vale should be specifically
identified as a location to accommodate housing; a location which
has a track record for delivering housing.

See separate comments in respect of: -

Section 1.3 Duty to Co-operate;
CS.16 Housing Development - Proposal GLH

Cope's of
Earlswood Ltd

Nigel
Gough
Associates
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Support the general thrust of the vision and the strategic objectives.
However, explicit reference must be made to the need to recycle
brownfield land. It is not sufficient to simply idnetify and allocate
additional employment land: proper economic growth scenarios to
capitalise on the opportunities for the District should be provided.

See overall response below. See separate
comments in respect of CS.21 Economic
Development.

Midland
Commercial
Properties

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The vision for Southam indicates that about 350 additional homes
will be provided by 2031. For reasons given elsewhere we find that
the overall amount of housing to be provided during the Plan period
is too low, meaning the plan is not positively prepared and not
consistent with national policy.

In order to overcome these concerns additional housing should be
directed towards the Main Rural Centres, including Southam, which
is consistent with the dispersal strategy of the Plan whilst still
ensuring development is sustainable. In the light of this the figure
stated is too low and should be increased. We conclude that the
revised figure should be approximately 600 dwellings, taking into
account land which we identify in separate representations as
being suitable for allocation and development at the current time.

The housing figure for Southam should be increased to about 600
dwellings.

The reference to 350 homes at Southam is in
respect of the two allocated sites. It is not the
maximum number of homes that will be
provided: indeed, the Housing Trajectory (Figure
1) shows that 440 homes will be delivered in
Southam across the plan period.

See also separate comments in respect of
CS.15 and CS.16.

Cal Gavin Ltd

Nigel
Gough
Associates
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Support the general thrust of the vision and strategic objectives,
although SDC should look beyond the land-use element and link
with important major businesses and their requirements for growth.

None specified.

See separate comments in respect of CS.21
Economic Development

Overall Officer Response

See overall response in respect of Section 1.4 Vision and Section 1.4 Objectives.

Overall Officer Recommendation
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Section 1. Context — 1.4 Vision and Strategic Objectives - Vision

Number of Supports: 3 Number of Objections: 11 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
South
Worcestershir Yes Yes Yes Support the vision N/A N/A
e Councils
Paragraph 2 of the Vision indicates the Council will provide an additional
10,800 dwellings across the District by 2031. Objections made elsewhere . ]
lude that this f hould be hidh he obiectivel See separate comments in respect of: -
baul Stansgate Not conclude that this figure should be higher, to meet the objectively .
Ridgeway Planning Yes Specified No assessed housing needs arising from the District itself, and to meet the Increase the housing numbers. Section 1.3 Dutv to Co-operate and CS.16
needs arising from adjoining districts as necessary. Failure to address Housin beveloy ment P '
objectively assessed need means the Plan is not positively prepared and 9 P
not consistent with national policy.
Generally support Vision, and dispersal-based strategy, despite the fact
that this approach is both relatively unusual, and counter-intuitive to most
transport planning orthodoxy in particular.
Stagecoach Not Not Not Clarity of vision and strategy is essential in setting the basis on which See separate comments in respect of:-
Midlands Specified | Specified | Specified sustainable development can be realised. So too is a strong ewdence_ None specified. CS.15 Distribution of Development and CS.16
base. Stagecoach recognises that the early adoption of a sound plan is ;
e . . . Housing Development
also essential if development is to be optimally directed to take advantage
of the opportunities for sustainable transport. However, Stagecoach has
great reservations about the way the dispersal approach has been taken
into the plan at CS.15 and CS.16 in particular.
It is proposed that the following text should be inserted into the
Wellesbourne sub section of the Vision set out at paragraph
1.4 of the Core Strategy:-
ViIS:\ci)f? farllls to fri\(;oﬁ]n'sbe ﬂ:ﬁ pfiff?r}ge a:éj tﬁcoi?r?mlr(; ar‘1rtldr Slo?r?ll  and “The Wellesbourne Airfield will continue to have a significant
feg ion(:Il a(i/eiact)ion Zcfi\s/itouwﬁilst theeré ?ire noedetgﬁ)e(;jl roo(gzsalscat((:)ae;l and role in supporting general aviation and is an asset to the See overall response below
gionz ; Activity. VWIS prop P District and beyond. Proposals for enhanced aviation, and P '
Wellesbourne | SLR operations, inclusion in the vision would enable the potential for the L o -
. Yes Yes No " ) . . aviation related facilities at Wellesbourne Airfield for the .
Matters Consulting airfield to be realised (e.g. increase hanger space, enlarged maintenance delivery of nomic and ial benefits will be encouraged.” See separate comments in respect of AS.9
operation, improve visitor facilities, increase amount of hardstanding for elivery of economic and social benetits € encouraged. Wellesbourne.
larger aircraft and taxiway, offices and education centre for flying school, N
combined visitor centre and museum). The modlﬂcatlon_wo_u_ld make_t_he_Core S_trategy _sound by
ensuring that a significant facility immediately adjacent to the
Main Rural Centre of Wellesbourne is recognised within the
Vision and will be encouraged to make a further economic and
social contribution to the District.
Whilst generally supportive of the Vision, it should directly reference the
need to ensure that the District’s communities are safe, secure and enjoy
low crime rates in conformity with the NPPF. Amending the Vision help
achieve safer communities objective in the District Sustainable We propose that the Vision should incorporate the following
Community Strategy’ and support the objectives contained within the amendment: -
‘South Warwickshire Community Safety Partnership Plan.
Warwickshire “...Overall, the strategy will have strengthened town and village
and West Yes Yes No It should also be noted that whilst the District has relatively low crime communities whilst maintaining their characteristics, ensured See overall response below.

Mercia Police

rates compared to other areas of the West Midlands, humerous surveys
have shown that residents consider that maintaining low crime levels is
the most important factor in making somewhere a good place to live.

More generally, the Vision contains other aspirations such as ensuring a
high quality of life for residents throughout the District, but these and other
aspirations will not be achieved if those communities are not safe, secure
and enjoy low crime rates.

that they are safe, secure and enjoy low crime levels, protected
the countryside from inappropriate development and activities
and ensured a high quality of life for residents throughout the
District.”
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Welbeck
Strategic
Land

McLoughli
n Planning
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Obiject to the Plan’s 10,800 new homes target. It is considered that whilst
this figure is an objectively assessed need, in isolation it does not take
into account previous shortfalls in delivery of housing, nor the Duty to Co-
operate.

Raise concern with “Sensitively developed in ways that protect and
enhance the setting, character and identity of each settlement” as this is
very subjective.

Concerns raised about the apparent prominence given to the statistical
increase in the size of settlements between 1981 and 2011. It is
considered that this test, as part of the vision could be used to effectively
“block” new housing development, which is seen by the Council as
compromising the identity of the settlement, by virtue of a percentage
increase in size.

Vision also fails to recognise continued growth of settlements in meeting
their role and function.

The vision should be amended to reflect the fact that the
settlement will continue to expand over the plan period.

The concerns are noted but considered
unfounded. The statistics cited in the Area
Strategies are to provide context. The key
point is how development is accommodated.
Growth that continues to maintain the
important built characteristics of a settlement is
not contrary to the Core Strategy.

See also separate comments in respect of: -
CS.16 Housing Development - Section 1.3
Cross Boundary Issues

Homes and
Communities
Agency,
Gorcott Estate
Settlement
and Stoford
Developments
Ltd.

Savills -
Birmingha
m

Yes

Yes

Yes

Welcome the Council’s recognition, as part of their vision, for the need to
have provided 19ha of land to meet the employment needs of Redditch
during the plan period.

N/A

N/A

Alcester
Estates Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

Yes

Alcester is an important town in the District, providing much needed
employment to many people both living locally and in the surrounding
area. The allocation of additional land for employment development north
of Arden Road is therefore essential and is strongly supported.
Notwithstanding this support, the area of land should be slightly enlarged
to ensure a secondary vehicular access into the site can be achieved.

None specified.

See separate comments in respect of :—

CS.21 Economic Development and AS.2
Alcester

CALA Homes
(Midlands) Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

Paragraph 2 of the Vision indicates the Council will provide an additional
10,800 dwellings across the District by 2031. Objections made elsewhere
conclude that this figure should be higher, to meet the objectively
assessed housing needs arising from the District itself, and to meet the
needs arising from adjoining districts as necessary. Failure to address
objectively assessed need means the Plan is not positively prepared and
not consistent with national policy.

The housing figure should be increased.

See separate comments in respect of CS.16
Housing Development.

CALA Homes
(Midlands) Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The vision for Shipston-on-Stour does not make reference to the
development of any additional housing. This means any new housing can
only be developed on land within the settlement. This is extremely limiting
and does not allow the proper development of what is one of the most
sustainable settlements in the District. It is therefore essential that
additional housing is directed towards the settlement through allocations.

Overall amount of housing to be provided during the Plan period is too
low, meaning the plan is not positively prepared and not consistent with
national policy. Additional development should be directed to the MRCs
consistent with the existing dispersal strategy of the Plan.

The vision for Shipston-on-Stour should be amended to state
that 'Development to the west of Shipston-on-Stour will have

provided about 70 new homes'.

See separate comments in respect of CS.16
Housing Development.

Redrow
Homes South
Midlands

Barton
Willmore

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The Council’s vision is broadly appropriate and we particularly agree with
the intention to meet future development needs. In addition we agree with
the aspiration to support growth in the economy and note that providing
the right type of housing in the right locations is critical to the Council in
achieving this.

In particular we welcome the acknowledgement that Southam ‘will
continue to prosper as a centre and focal point for shops, services and
jobs for a sizeable rural catchment.” This recognises the sustainability of
Southam now, and the potential for continued growth and preservation as
a sustainable settlement over the Plan period.

Furthermore, we agree in principle that the built environment and setting
of Southam should be treated sensitively by preserving the Stowe Valley.
However, we consider that this can be done, and indeed the valley can be
enhanced, whilst allowing development to come forward that is of an
appropriate scale and sensitively designed within this area.

The final sentence is unjustifiably restrictive in its current

We therefore suggest the following amendments to the final

sentence:-

“The built environment and setting of Southam will have been

enhanced, including by only allowing development in the

Stowe Valley to the west of the town which is of an approriate

scale and sensitively designed”.

form.

See separate comments in respect of AS.7
Southam Area Strategy.
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Ainscough

Pegasus

The amount of homes quoted in the vision is inconsistent with the OAN
for the District.

The settlement hierarchy should reflect that of the Draft 2010 Core

See separate comments in respect of:-

Strategic Planning Not Not No Strategy where the sustainability credentials of Southam, Alcester and None specified
Land Group Specified | Specified Shipston-on-Stour are recognised, thereby elevating their status to three P ' CS.15 Distribution of Development and CS.16
Principle Rural Centres (based on evidence). Housing Development
Object to proposals at GLH on the basis that the existing MRCs and
Startford are more sustainable locations.
The vision for Southam indicates that about 350 additional homes will be
provided by 2031. For reasons given elsewhere we find that the overall
K P Brooks amount of housing to be provided during the Plan period is too low,
and the meaning the plan is not positively prepared and not consistent with
gfi%rrr“en,s national policy.
Settlement See separate comments in respect of —
Trust & The Stansgate | oo Not No In order to overcome these concerns additional housing should be The housing figure for Southam should be increased to 'about
Edith and Planning Specified directed towards the Main Rural Centres, including Southam, which is 600 dwellings'. CS.16 Housing Development and AS.7
éi;kriggflfe”hs consistent with the dispersal strategy of the Plan whilst still ensuring Southam
Trust & Carey development is sustainable. In light of this the figure stated is too low and
Pension should be increased. We conclude that the revised figure should be
Trustees Ltd approximately 600 dwellings, taking into account land which we identify in
separate representations as being suitable for allocation and development
at the current time.
The vision for Studley indicates that any new housing will be delivered on | The vision for Studley should be amended to read either:- . , , . .
, o . The vision for Studley is not incompatible with
small sites within the settlement boundary. Given that the Green Belt . the overall distribution of development and
boundary is drawn very tightly around the settlement this is extremely “Development on the edges of the settlement will have : /8 opme
imiti ) . ” there are considered to be sites available
imiting and does not allow the proper development of what is one of the provided about ??? new homes. o
. i o : o within the settlement boundary to meet
baul ot . Not most sustainable settlements in the District. Essential that additional additional develooment needs in Studle
R%”geway Plggﬁgnze Yes Sgeciﬁed No housing is directed towards the settlement through allocations. Or: P y:
Overall amount of housing to be provided is too low, meaning the plan is “Previously developed sites within the Green Belt close to the See separate comments in respect of:-
not p_osmvely prepargd and not consistent vylth national pollcy. Add!tlonal edge_s of the settlement shgll have beer_1 Qeveloped with new CS.16 Housing Development and AS.8
housing should be directed towards the Main Rural Centres, including housing to help meet housing needs arising from the
Studley, which is consistent with the dispersal strategy of the Plan. settlement.” Studley
Midland Stansgate Not Objections made elswhere conclude the housing requirement of 10,800 See separate comments in respect of: -
Commercial . Yes . No should be higher to meet the OAN of the District and to meet the needs Housing figure should be increased. .
f Plannin Specified - :
Properties 9 P from adjoining Districts. Section 1.3 Duty to Cq operate; CS.16
Housing Development; Proposal GLH
Shortfall of 600 against the OAN of 11,400 as identified in the SHMA. Core Strategy needs to be rebalanced to give a greater focus See separate comments in respect of: -
gigegfgﬂp&of érr‘g;zvg’r & | Not Not No for new homes and jobs in Stratford thereby recognising the
Companies Co Specified | Specified Vision fails to recognise Stratford town as the key settlement for new importance of the town and presenting a more sustainable Section 1.3 Duty to Co-operate; CS.16

housing in line with the NPPF and SHMA.

growth solution.

Housing Development; Proposal GLH

Overall Officer Response

Agreed that the vision should refer to maintaining safe communities.

Agreed that the vision for Wellesbourne should be amended in respect of the airfield.

Overall Officer Recommendation

Insert "safe" between "a" and "high" in paragraph 6 of the vision which begins "Overall".

Insert the following text in the Wellesbourne vision: "The aviation related functions at Wellesbourne Airfield will have been retained and enhanced" as the penultimate sentence between the words "wildlife" and

"There".
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Section 1. Context — 1.4 Vision and Strategic Objectives - Objectives

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections

:15 Number of Unspecified: 3

Respondent Agent cclj_rengpal:laynt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
We support the strategic objectives within this document, however
we recommend that stra’Fegic objective 6 is reworded. We Reword Strategic Objective (6) as follows:-
recommend the change in wording because the current text
_ suggests that the existing status quo of flood risk is acceptable. “The floodplain will be maintained and, where opportunities arise, h ded ch hould b
i”"'m”me”t Yes Yes Yes - - : restored. The risk of flooding will be managed effectively by taking a The recommended change should be
gency We feel that the policies within the supporting document reflect the hol tchment approach to imolement sustainable flood accepted.
need to reduce flood risk within the District using sustainable whole catc PP pi€ :
: . ) ; management schemes. Water bodies will have reached a good
methods, as outlined in policy CS.4 Water Environment and Flood T - : o
Risk. The change in wording would also highlight compliance with status or potential in line with the Water Framework Directive”.
paragraph 100 within the National Planning Policy Framework.
Support the need for energy efficient homes, but Objective 4 needs
to be updated to reflect the fact that the Code for Sustainable
Homes is going to be abolished, once Building Regulations have
been updated in 2016.
Welbeck McLoughli | ., Not Notwithstanding concerns about the District's housing target, .
f;rr?éeglc Etz 1anning | Specified | Specified | N Strategic objective 14 does not provide the necessary detail in None specified. See overall response below.
terms of the distribution of housing across the District. It is silent on
the need to provide homes in a variety of locations in the settlement
hierarchy and on both greenfield and brownfield sites. This
objective should be revised to include reference to development at
sites adjacent to Main Rural Centres.
In order to be sound the Plan should contain a comprehensive set
of strategic objectives. These should ensure that all the
development needs of the District, and those arising from adjoining | A new objective should be included which states ‘Some of the See overall response below.
Paul Stansgate | |, Not No areas V\(hic_h it is agreed will be aC(_:ommod_ate_d Withi_n St_rat_ford on dev_elopment ne_eds of adjo_ining Distric_ts_which cannot be met yvithin _ _
Ridgeway Planning Specified Avon District, are fully met. There is no objective which indicates their own authority areas will be met within Stratford on Avon District, | See separate comments in respect of Section
that the needs arising from neighbouring authorities will be met. As | as agreed with the relevant authorities’. 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.
such the plan is not positively prepared, it is not effective and it is
not consistent with national policy.
K P Brooks
and the In order to be sound the Plan should contain a comprehensive set
gﬁ%rpen,s of strategic objectives. These should ensure that all the
Settlement development needs of the District, and those arising from adjoining | A new objective should be included which states ‘Some of the See overall response below.
Trust & The Stansgate | o Not No areas V\{high it is agreed will be acgommodateq Withi_n St.rat.ford on dev_elopment negds of adjojning Distric_ts_which cannot be met yvithin _ _
Edith and Planning Specified Avon District, are fully met. There is no objective which indicates their own authority areas will be met within Stratford on Avon District, | See separate comments in respect of Section
“’C"’;]‘;"rigrt')';f:hs that the needs arising from neighbouring authorities will be met. As | as agreed with the relevant authorities’. 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.
Trust & Carey such the plan is not positively prepared, it is not effective and it is
Pension not consistent with national policy.
Trustees Ltd
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Warwickshire
and West
Mercia Police

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Whilst we are generally supportive of the Vision, it should directly
reference the need to ensure that the District’'s communities are
safe, secure and enjoy low crime rates in conformity with the
NPPF.

Amending the Vision to help achieve safer communities objective in
the District Sustainable Community Strategy’ and support the
objectives contained within the ‘South Warwickshire Community
Safety Partnership Plan. It should also be noted that whilst the
District has relatively low crime rates compared to other areas of
the West Midlands, numerous surveys have shown that residents
consider that maintaining low crime levels is the most important
factor in making somewhere a good place to live.

More generally, the Vision contains other aspirations such as
ensuring a high quality of life for residents throughout the District,
but these and other aspirations will not be achieved if those
communities are not safe, secure and enjoy low crime rates.

To resolve all of our concerns and significantly improve the Strategic
Objectives effectiveness and consistency with the NPPF, we request
that the following amendments are made:-

‘( 8) Community facilities and open space will have been improved
across the District. Through collaborative working between District,
Town and Parish Councils and key partners in education, public
health, emergency services and other services, opportunities to
improve the safety, security, health and wellbeing of the Districts
communities will have been realised as a result of the development
process.’

See overall response below.

Redrow
Homes South
Midlands

Barton
Willmore

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

We generally agree with the Council’s set objectives and the
aspiration to deliver high quality development across the District.
However, we draw attention to Strategic Objective 4. As the
Council will be aware, the Government are in the process of
phasing out the Code for Sustainable Homes and moving forwards
Building Regulations will be relied upon in order to deliver
improvements in the sustainability of the built form. The Council's
desire to improve housing affordability is welcomed and the
delivery of additional land west of Holywell Road, Southam could
assist the Council in meeting this objective.

Given that the Core Strategy is intended to cover the period up to
2031 and there may be significant amendments to Building
Regulations over this time, we recommend that Strategic Objective 4
is amended to the following:-

‘To help mitigate and adapt to climate change, all development will
comply with building regulations at the time of delivery'.

See overall response below.

Miller Homes
and Taylor
Wimpey
Homes

RPS
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Strategic Obijective 4 referring to water and energy efficiency to
Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 is unsound. It is not
consistent with national policy and will be rendered out of date by
the Government's Standards Review proposals on these matters.
On 13 March 2014, the Government announced the outcome of its
Housing Standards Review and a Ministerial Statement on Building
Regulations was issued together with a Supporting Note. The
Statement made clear that in the future, energy and water
efficiency standards will be set through national building
regulations.

The findings of the Housing Standards Review has led to the
proposal that all building standards requirements will be set out
within the Building Regulations and that it is not the remit of
planning policy to require standards that are contained within other
legislative processes. All sustainability building standards that are
part of the Building Regulations and its proposed review should
therefore be removed from policies in the Core Strategy.

Strategic Objective 4 is not required in light of the housing standards
review and should be deleted.

See overall response below.

Paul
Ridgeway

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The proposed housing figure of 10,800 does not meet the District's
OAN or the needs arising from neighbouring authorities.

Increase the housing figure

See separate comments in respect of CS.16
Housing Development.

CALA Homes
(Midlands) Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The proposed housing figure of 10,800 does not meet the District's
OAN or the needs arising from neighbouring authorities.

Increase the housing figure

See separate comments in respect of CS.16
Housing Development.

The Bird
Group of
Companies

Framptons

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

It is submitted that in terms of dealing with the overall provision for
housing and jobs, the plan has not been positively prepared, it is
not justified or effective and it is not consistent with national policy.
It is therefore unsound.

None specified.

See separate comments in respect of: -

CS.15 Distribution of Development; CS.16
Housing Development; CS.21 Economic
Development
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Support objective 12 and provision of 11ha of employment land at

Cal Gavin Ltd ggﬁéh Not Not Not Alcester (Arden Fo_rest). However, it is important that SDC provide None specified See separate comments in respect of CS.21
Associates | Specified | Specified | Specified | alternative appropriate employment land to satisfy choice of land ' Economic Development
Ltd and location.
It is submitted that in terms of dealing with the overall provision for See separate comments in respect of:-
Band M housing and jobs, the plan has not been positively prepared, it is e
Glanfield Framptons | No No No not justified or effective and it is not consistent with national policy. None specified. CS.15 Distribution of Development; CS.16
It is therefore unsound. Housing Development
Generally agree with the objectives and aspirations to deliver high
quality development but as the Council will be aware, the
Government are in the process of phasing out the Code for
Sustainable Homes and moving forwards Building Regulations will
be relied upon in order to deliver improvements in the sustainability
of the built form. Given that the Core Strategy is intended to cover We recommend that Strategic Objective 4 is amended to the
o the period up to 2031 and there may be significant changes to following:-
aylor Barton Not Not Not Building Regulations over this time.
mmpey UK Willmore Specified | Specified | Specified 9T “To help mitigate and adapt to climate change, all residential See overall response below.
The Council's desire to improve the affordability of housing across development will comply with building regulations at the time of
the District, underlined by Strategic Objective (15) of the Vision, is delivery”.
welcomed.
The delivery of additional residential development, including on
land south of Alcester Road, Stratford-upon Avon, could assist the
Council in meeting this objective.
Gladman do not consider the content of the vision and strategic
objectives of the plan to be sound and in compliance with the
context set by the Framework. The plan does not adequately seek
to address significant issues in the framework such as economic Whilst being aspirational, the objectives are
growth and affordability. The vision and objectives instead seem to also realsitic setting goals that are achievable
regurgitate the policies and strategy of the Core Strategy rather and measurable. The objectives do not
than setting goals for the plan to achieve. regurgitate the policies, quite the opposite.
For example, rather than seeking meet housing needs, the The objectives set the goals whilst the policies
objective simply states that 10,800 dwellings (the target for the (read together) set out how these goals will be
Core Strategy) will have been provided across the district. The lack achieved. To do this, it is necessary for there
Gladman Not Not No of ambition provided by the plans vision and objectives mean that None specified to be some repetition of the objectives in actual
Developments Specified | Specified the plan is self-fulfilling. The plan only seeks to deliver exactly that ' policies.
planned by the policies, rather than setting aspirational objectives.
The objectives would reflect whatever number
In addition to these concerns Gladman consider the presentation of meets the District needs. The Council
the objectives to be negative. The objectives of meeting housing contends that this is 10,800. The order of the
need and affordability, as well as employment growth come bottom objectives is not a reflection of priority as such,
of the list. Although this maybe incidental, the treatment given to although it was felt appropriate to start with the
these objectives implies that this crucial part of the plan has been objective that reflected the strongest
treated as an afterthought and is not a true priority. The Framework community aspiration.
is clear that economic growth and boosting housing supply are
critical objectives for the national government; something that is not
translated by the plan.
In order to be sound the Plan should contain a comprehensive set
of strategic objectives. Thes_e ShOUId ensure th?t _aII the - A new objective should be included which states:
development needs of the District, and those arising from adjoining
CALA Homes | Stansgate Not areas which it is agreed will be accommodated within Stratford on . L I : See separate comments in respect of Section
(Midlands) Ltd Plannigng ves specified | N° Avon District, are %Ily met. There is no objective which indicates Some of the development needs of adjoining Districts which cannot 1.3 CroF;s Boundary Issues. P

that the needs arising from neighbouring authorities will be met. As
such the plan is not positively prepared, it is not effective and it is
not consistent with national policy.

be met within their own authority areas will be met within Stratford on
Avon District, as agreed with the relevant authorities’.
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K P Brooks

and the
Stearn
ggﬁ;ﬁlﬁt " A housing fi £ 10.800 d e Dict See separate comments in respect of.-
Trust & The Stansgate Not e proposed housing figure of 10, oes not meet the District's N
Editﬁgng_th Plannigng ves specified | \° OAN or the needs arising from neighbouring authorities. Increase the housing figure CS.15 Distribution of Development; CS.16
ac rtns i
Charitable Housing Development
Trust & Carey
Pension
Trustees Ltd
Objective 12 relates to the provision of new jobs and is negatively
written. It simply allocates an additional 35 hectares of land for
business uses within the District. This is not sufficient in
encompassing the requirements of the NPPF and government
advice on economic growth since there is no appreciation of the
types and styles of economic growth that should be promoted and,
more particularly, where that growth should take place. A
Cope's of gigféh Not Not substantial element of this “growth” is the additional 35 hectares to See overall response below.
_ o o No support Redditch Town in its future growth; thus employment None specified. .
Farlswood Ltd ftsdsomates Specified | Specified growth in Stratford District is therefore way below the actual needs. Eggnsoenqirggvce?&%z:f in respect of CS.21
No reference whatsoever in the Strategic Objectives to the proper
and reasonable recycling of “brownfield” land. This policy initiative
should have been at the forefront of the Stratford District Plan and
would, if Stratford District had properly set out its policies, been
championed by them to reduce the need for additional “greenfield”
land releases.
In order to be sound the Plan should contain a comprehensive set
of strategic objectives. These should ensure that all the A new objective should be included which states:
_ development needs of the District, and those arising from adjoining ' See separate comments in respect of Section
?:Ag:wlwamngrcial Stansgate | o Not No areas which it is agreed will be accommodated within Stratford on ‘Some of the development needs of adjoining Districts which cannot 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.
Properties Planning Specified Avon District, are fully met. There is no objective which indicates be met within their own authority areas will be met within Stratford on
that the needs arising from neighbouring authorities will be met. As Avon District. as aareed with the relevant authorities’ See overall response below.
such the plan is not positively prepared, it is not effective and it is ' 9 '
not consistent with national policy.
Vidiand See separate comments in respect of:-
. Stansgate Not The proposed housing figure of 10,800 does not meet the District's .
ngg;“,ﬁ;ﬂa' Planning | "* Specified | N° OAN or the needs arising from neighbouring authorities. Increase the housing figure CS.16 Housing Development; Section 1.3

Cross Boundary Issues.

Overall Officer Response

Agreed that Strategic Objective 4 needs rewording to reflect changes to national policy.

Agreed that objectives should refer to brownfield land, safe communities and the mix and location of development. For clarification, objective 14 should be amended to reflect the results of the Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment 2014 Update.

In light of modifications in respect of the Duty to Co-operate (see comments in respect of Section 1.3) and the inclusion of an additional policy in this regard, agreed that objectives should include reference to this.

Overall Officer Recommendation

The Inspector is requested to make the following modifications:-

Reword Strategic Objective 4 as follows: 'To help mitigate and adapt to climate change, all residential development will have achieved as a minimum the national standards set out in Building Regulations. From
2019, all non-residential development will have achieved water and energy efficiency BREEAM 'Good' standard.’

Reword Strategic Objective 6 as follows: ‘The floodplain will be maintained and, where opportunities arise, restored. The risk of flooding will be managed effectively by taking a whole catchment approach to
implement sustainable flood management schemes. Water bodies will have reached a good status or potential in line with the Water Framework Directive.

In respect of Strategic Objective 8, insert "safety," between "the" and "health".

In respect of Strategic Objective 14, reword as follows: "An additional 10,800 homes (an average of 540 per annum) will have been granted planning permission and built across the District on brownfield and
greenfield sites, reflecting the dispersed settlement pattern of the District. Where justified by the available evidence, the District Council will also have worked with neighbouring councils to help meet any unmet
housing needs arising outside the District. In addition, the needs of Gypsies and Travellers will have been met through the provision of 41 pitches by 2019 and an additional 30 pitches thereafter, a total of 71

pitches by 2031."

In respect of Strategic Objective 15, reword as follows: "A mix of sizes, types and tenures of housing will have been built by a range of developers, housing associations and other providers. To improve the
affordability of housing across the District, 35% of homes on eligible sites will have been provided as affordable homes."
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Section 1. Context — 1.4 Vision and Strategic Objectives — Key Diagram

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Homes and
Communities
Agency, Savills - . . . : The Forest of Arden does not have a
Gorcott Estate | o. Not Not Not The key Diagram should be amended to identify the boundaries of the , .
Settlement Birmingha Specified | Specified | Specified | Forest of Arden. As described. designated boundary. Covered under CS.5
and Stoford | Landscape. No change.
Developments
Ltd.

The Green belt to the north of Stratford and the A46 should be . . :
P Henson & | Andrew Not Not removed either in whole or in part to allow for the positive planning for : Consultee submitted this representation under
Bird Group of | Granger & o . No o . . . As described. this topic. Covered under CS.10 Green Belt.
Companies | Co Specified | Specified additional housing and employment requirements to meet the town's N

. o change.
needs through the plan period.

Overall Officer Response

Refer both representations to their respective policies where both have been covered.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.

Section 2. Sustainability Framework — 2.1 Sustainability Appraisal

No representations received for this section.

See Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy at end of document.
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Section 2. Sustainability Framework — 2.2 Sustainable Development — Policy CS.1

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Urban
Renaissanc Barton
e Villages ; Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
(URV) and Willmore
Helical Bar
ﬁr;?nrt;g Svai‘mgre p g;’édﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No Adds little to the overall Core Strategy as it repeats parts of the NPPF. | No changes sought explicitly Disagree. See overall response below.
The first paragraph indicates a wish to adopt a policy of managed
Cope's of Nigel Gough | N economic growth. This would restrict and control economic growth
Earlswood | Associates Sgéciﬁe d Sggciﬁ eq | No and does not accord with the NPPF. The Policy is incomplete and No changes sought explicitly Disagree. See overall response below.
Ltd Ltd unsound as it does not refer to the recycling of brownfield land in the
District
Gladman i ; ; ;
Not Not Not Query the need for the additional elements to this policy which has
lquteSvelopme Specified Specified Specified been used no changes sought N/A
Bullet point 3 of Paragraph 2.2.2 in the supporting text should be
St Modwen amended to be consistent with the NPPF. The following text
Developme \?V"’i‘lrltr?]gre o g‘ggciﬁed No No Policy is good in principle but could be improved should be added after the word ‘prudently’: “including the effective | Agree.
nts Ltd use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed,
promote mixed use developments...”
Commercial | Nexus
Estates and | Planning Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Bird Group Limited

Overall Officer Response

A representation received requested that the policy is omitted as it adds little to the overall Core Strategy and repeats parts of the NPPF. Policy CS.01 has been included in the Core Strategy following advice from

PINS.

One of the representations received has expressed concern that the policy seeks to' manage' economic growth, claiming that it would restrict and control economic growth and is therefore inconsistent with NPPF.

It is considered that the use of the word 'managed' is appropriate in the context of the Core Strategy which seeks to balance the need to provide employment and housing, so that the role and function of the
District's towns and rural centres are retained and strengthened.

The representations also consider that the policy should be amended to include the re-use of brownfield land in the explanatory text bullet point 3 (Planning for Places) under paragraph 2.2.2. This complies with

the NPPF (Paras 17, Bullet Point 9 and Para 111) in requiring that the planning system should both protect and ensure our natural environment, and to use natural resources prudently.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.1 is modified as follows:

After the word "prudently” in line 2 of the paragraph ‘Planning for Places (an environmental role)’ insert the following: ", ensuring the effective use of land through reusing previously developed land and promoting

mixed use developments,”
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.1 Climate Change and Sustainable Construction — Policy CS.2

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Envi We are supportive of this policy and welcome the clear reference to
Ag‘ém;mem Yes Yes Yes the importance of green infrastructure and biodiversity within new N/A Support noted.
developments to mitigate against climate change.
The policy is unsound. Most of it simply refers to other policies set out
5 in the Core Strategy, for example under Part A, paragraphs (a) and (c)
Gallagher Plegas.us Not Not N refer to other policies and are superfluous. Much of the rest of Section - :
Estates G%Tjr;ng Specified | Specified ° Ais not precise and would not enable a decision maker to effectively None specified. Disagree. See overall comments below.
evaluate the extent to which any development proposal was compliant
with this part of Policy CS.2.
Supportive of the principle to mitigate for climate change and
designing development to reduce carbon emissions, the policy would item (c) the final sentence should be amend to read “proposals
benefit from some 'tweaks'. . LT . o
wh|c_h resultlm S|€r1llf|cgnt adver;e |m?%ct... fl?lve?] thattth% NPPF Agree to amendment of wording of Part A item
Sharba \E/;V"’i‘lrltr?]gre Not Not No Part A item (c) Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity should be Li?jlg:?:kzncgr?(; tr?eaaglnt%i);?rgcl)ﬁa?negr':r?elr(;/ii isag;:e %f tie (c)
Homes lip Specified | Specified amended to bring it into conformity with NPPF. ianifi fthe h y
significance ot the harm. Agree to deletion of reference to CSH.
Object to the reference to Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) - no Delete reference to CSH
substantial evidence has been produced by the Council to depart from elete reterence to :
national policy.
Generally agree with the Council's objectives and aspirations in .
Redrow Bart Not Not seeking high quality development. It is considered that the strategic Amend Strategic Objective 4 to read “To help mitigate and adapt ﬁg\r;:vfrttuidil\?(g?nnmo;r:fﬁzrseﬂgi t?etiisilalle q
Homes South | &/ 2% Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No objective 4 should be amended to delete reference to Code for to climate change, all residential development will comply with its intention tc? hase out the BREI%/AM 9
Midlands Sustainable Homes and BREAM Standards to reflect the phasing out | building regulations at the time of delivery” Standards P
of the CSH. :
_ It is not consistent with the national policy and will be superseded by
M"('je; Hfl’mes RPS Not Not the Housing Standards Review. The Core Strategy should not refer to
meg or Group Sgeciﬁed sgecified No Code for Sustainable Homes in its energy policies. The principle was | Delete reference to Code for Sustainable Homes Agree. See overall comments below.
Homes established by the Inspector at the examination of the Bath & N.
Somerset Core Strategy on page 262 of his report
The inclusion of separate criteria to cover ' Extensions and Major
Refurbishments’ is welcomed. However a definition of major
refurbi_shment is required, either_ in_ the policy or supp_or_ting text as it Provide a definition of major refurbishment, either in the policy or
may discourage the reuse of existing commercial buildings as it is . '
oo . i supporting text.
unclear whether the criteria for non- residential development or
extensions and major refurbishment should be applied. The policy should be amended to reflect the requirement for CSH | Agree to provide definition of major
. . . 3 in the 'Meeting the Need SDC SPD'.
It is therefore recommended that the criteria relevant to ‘Extensions g development.
st Mt?dwen Balrlton Not Not and Major Refurplshrnents’, is amended to ‘Extensions and-the Reuse | 1 s recommended that the criteria relevant to ‘Extensions and Disagree that policy should be amended - CSH
Developments X\g MOr® | Specified | Specified | N° of Existing Buildings’ to provide clarity on the matter. Major Refurbishments’, is amended to ‘Extensions and-the Reuse | is to be phased for all dwellings
. . of Existing Buildings’ to provide clarity on the matter.
Object to reference to CSH 4 - The policy should be amended to g g P y Agree to amend to provide explanation in the
rSelilg':t the requirement for CSH 3 In the ‘Meeting the Need" SDC The Policy needs to be clear that the requirement to provide 10% supporting text
: renewable on site, set out in the Council SPD' Sustainable Low
The Policy needs to be clear about the requirement to provide 10% t?}irg%nDB::gIE%SHW'” still be applied, given the overlap between
renewable on site, set out in the Council SPD' Sustainable Low '
Carbon Buildings will still be applied, given the overlap between the
SPD and CSH.
Natural
gggltﬁnl\c/jlt;rcia Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Area
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Home

Chartered

Builders Not Not No longer any justification to reference the Code for Sustainable . . -
Eedderaﬂon ;mr;er Specified | Specified No Homes in the Council policies. The policy should be amended to ‘future proof’ it. Agree. See overall comments below.
t
The policy is not consistent with the national policy and will be
William Davi Not Not superseded by the Housing Standards Review. The Core Strategy
Lo Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No should not refer to Code for Sustainable Homes in its energy policies. | Delete reference to Code for Sustainable Homes. Agree. See overall comments below.
This principle was established by the Inspector at the examination of
the Bath & N. Somerset Core Strategy on page 262 of his report.
Most of the Policy CS.2 refers to other policies set out in the Core
Strategy and considered superfluous.
Persimmon Pegasus Most of Section A is not precise and would not enable a decision Disagree that Policy CS.2 is superfluous.
H South | Planni Y Y N i i icy. i i .
M?g?:nsd(s)?_l:é G%rlljr;ng es es o maker to evaluate to extent of a proposal compliance with the policy Delete the reference to CSH in section B Agree that reference to CSH should be

Section B should be deleted as it is the province of Building deleted.

Regulations in determining energy efficiency compliance. Allowable
Solutions are also to be dealt with by Building Regulations.

Overall Officer Response

A number of representations consider that Section A of Policy CS.2 is superfluous, imprecise and would not enable a decision maker to evaluate the extent of a proposal compliance with the policy. Section A
provides a strategic context to mitigating and adapting climate change, and recognises that it is an issue which affects, and needs to be addressed, by a number of different strategic policies within the Core
Strategy. It is therefore appropriate to reference the relevant policies within the climate change policy. It is important that Policy CS.2 provides an integrated and holistic approach to mitigate and adapt climate
change in the district.

There are a number of representations which request that Section B is deleted to omit the reference to the Code for Sustainable Homes. Following the Government's Housing Standards Review consultation,
which sought views on simplifying and rationalising various sustainable buildings standards into a national set of standards, the Government announced on 13 March 2014 that CSH is to be phased out and the
sustainability standards in buildings will be dealt with by Building Regulations. There is no need for LPAs to set a sustainability buildings standard in planning policy. It has also been announced that Allowable
Solutions, the delivery mechanism to offset carbon emissions requirements, will be applied on a national basis, rather than being left to LPAs to establish their own Allowable Solutions scheme. The LPA will be
encouraged to work with developers to bring forward suitable projects.

A comment was received that the reference to BREEAM should be omitted along with the CSH. However, the Government's proposed national standards to replace Code for Sustainable Homes standards apply
to new homes. The Government has not signalled its intention to phase out BREEAM standards.

A representation has suggested that the policy requirement for CSH 4 is amended to CSH 3, which currently applies to the provision of affordable homes. As the Government intends to phase out CSH, as set out
above, it is not considered appropriate to amend the policy as such. A few representations have welcomed the inclusion of separate criteria to cover 'Extensions and Major Refurbishments’. However a defintiion
of major refurbishment is required, either in the policy or supporting text as it may discourage the reuse of existing commercial buildings as it is unclear whether the criteria for non- residential development or
extensions and major refurbishment should be applied. It is therefore recommended that the criteria relevant to ‘Extensions and Major Refurbishments’, is amended to ‘Extensions and-the Reuse of Existing
Buildings’ to provide clarity on the matter.

A further representation has stated that the BREEAM standards in the policy should be deleted. This is not considered appropriate as Government have not signalled any intention to phase out BREEAM
standards.

Further clarification is sought in the explanatory text about the requirement for 10% energy from renewables on site within the Council's SPD Sustainable Low Carbon and whether it should be applied. The
Council 's 10% on site renewable energy requirement as set out in the Council's SPD Sustainable Low Carbon Buildings has led to a greater deployment of renewable technologies in Stratford-on-Avon District
than would have been the case in absence of the policy driver. However, it is now recognised that a percentage requirement for on-site renewable energy generation has been superseded by progressive
tightening of Building Regulations and the ‘fabric first’ energy efficiency approach, which embeds carbon savings into the lifetime design of the dwellings. Furthermore, as the Building Regulations are tightened to
the Government's Zero Carbon Homes target, greater energy efficiency and renewable energy resources will be required to comply with the statutory carbon emission savings.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

It is recommended that the Inspector is requested to modify the policy as follows:

Section B - Sustainability Standards in Buildings

Delete the paragraph entitled 'Residential Development'.

Delete the reference to Code for Sustainable Homes from the second paragraph under 'Non-residential Development'.

Amend the heading ‘Extensions and Major Refurbishments’ to read ' Extensions and the Re-Use of Buildings' and delete the second sentence in this section.
It is recommended that the Inspector is requested to modify the associated explanatory text as follows:

At the end of paragraph 3.1.4 add as follows: “Subject to the introduction via the Building Regulations of higher energy targets aimed at achieving the Government’s Zero Carbon Homes Policy, new homes will
have to incorporate renewable and low carbon energy technologies and the Council’s SPD requirement for 10% renewable energy onsite will no longer be applied”.

Delete the final sentence in paragraph 3.1.7.

In paragraph 3.1.8, remove the second sentence and insert “The Government has indicated the Code for Sustainable Homes standards will be phased out and will be replaced by national standards for energy
and water within Building Regulations for new homes. For non-residential development, the Council will use the alternatives standards provided by BREEAM to demonstrate the energy and water performance”.

Paragraph 3.1.11; delete last sentence.
Paragraph 3.1.12; delete first sentence and last sentence.

Under the section ‘Implementation and Monitoring’; delete the first bullet point.
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.1 Climate Change and Sustainable Construction — Policy CS.2 B. Sustainability Standards in Buildings

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 5 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The inclusion of separate criteria to cover ' Extensions and Major
Refurbishments’ is welcomed. However a definition of major
refurb|_shment is required, e|ther. In the policy Or supporting text as it Provide a definition of major refurbishment, either in the policy or Agree to provide revised definition -see officer
may discourage the reuse of existing commercial buildings as it is supporting text response to CS.02
unclear whether the criteria for non- residential development or PP 9 ’ P T
o extensions and major refurbishment should be applied. The policy should be amended to reflect the requirement for CSH Disagree that policy should be amended - CSH
aylor H ' 4 1 ' H H o
Wimpey UK Svf?ﬁtrﬁgre Yes Yes No Object to reference to Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) 4 - The 3in the ‘Meeting the Need' SDC SPD". 'rseéo :ﬁszhtgsgg ]:;)Zr all dwellings. See officer
Ltd policy should be amended to reflect the requirement for CSH 3 in the The Policy needs to be clear about the requirement to provide 10% P '
Meeting the Need' SDC SPD". renewable on site, set out in the Council SPD' Sustainable Low Agree to amend to provide explanation in the
The Policy needs to be clear about the requirement to provide 10% g]irg%nDB::gIg%SHWl“ still be applied, given the overlap between étg:)ggrtmg text. See officer response to
renewable on site, set out in the Council SPD' Sustainable Low ' T
Carbon Buildings will still be applied, given the overlap between the
SPD and CSH.
Generally agree with the Council's objectives and aspirations in Agree to the deletion of reference to CSH
Redrow 5 N N seeking high quality development, it is considered that the strategic ngever the government has not vet si n.alled
Homes South | Baron ot ot No objective 4 should be amended to delete reference to Code for Delete reference to BREEAM and CSH rowever the g yel sig
Midland Willmore Specified | Specified . : its intention to phase out the BREEAM
lalands Sustainable Homes and BREAM Standards to reflect the phasing out Standards
of the CSH. '
Most of the Policy CS.2 refers to other policies set out in the Core
Persimmon Pegasus Not Not Strategy and considered superfluous. Section B should be deleted as
Homes (South | Planning S;’eciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No it is the province of Building Regulations in determining energy Delete reference to CSH in section B. Disagree. See officer response to CS.02.
Midlands) Ltd | Group efficiency compliance. Allowable Solutions are also to be dealt with by
Building Regulations.
Most of the Policy CS.2 refers to other policies set out in the Core
Ainscough Pegasus N N Strategy and considered superfluous. Section B should be deleted as
Strategic Planning Sgéciﬁed sggciﬁed No it is the province of Building Regulations in determining energy Delete reference to CSH in section B Disagree. See officer response to CS.02.
Land Group efficiency compliance. Allowable Solutions are also to be dealt with by
Building Regulations.
Most of the Policy CS.2 refers to other policies set out in the Core
R Pegasus N N Strategy and considered superfluous. Section B should be deleted as
ij;:gnn Zl;’;(\)l’lljr:)ing Sgtecified sgteciﬁed No it is the province of Building Regulations in determining energy Delete reference to CSH in section B Disagree. See officer response to CS.02.

efficiency compliance. Allowable Solutions are also to be dealt with by
Building Regulations.

Overall Officer Response

See response to CS.02

Overall Officer Recommendation

See recommendation at CS.02
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.2 Sustainable Energy — Policy CS.3 A. Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

ReSpct’"de" Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Support for the use of renewables, however further clarification is Goverrg_ment zrgwdles stro?g fsCLIJppor'; fol_r thde
required for the needs of large development to provide for further EL%TO '22 ?anckleeé)li%ygjrc]hgn 2Ctec?|’:2|lse
connection to or provision of decentralised energy schemes. It is redugg’increasin ener billsgcé)mbat lPueI

gf;?gci'é McLoughlin Not Not No considered that the Bidford-on-Avon site of 150 homes is not practical | - .+ larification souaht overtv and to esgtablisr?); Secutity of ener

Land 9 Planning Ltd | Specified | Specified for a decentralised system to be installed as there will not be the gnt. Eu lty The wordina should be a?/nended ?g
demand of energy use throughout the day which makes CHP systems maf)lfeyélear the scalg of develooment that
practical. The need to provide further connection is an unnecessary should assess the potential forpdecentralise d
expense on developers energy provision

Overall Officer Response

See officer comment above.

Overall Officer Recommendation

It is recommended that the Inspector is requested to modify the policy as follows:-

In Part A paragraph 2, delete the second sentence and insert "All proposals involving commercial development providing 1,000 square metres or more floorspace or residential development providing 100 or more
dwellings shall assess the feasibility of incorporating decentralised energy provision."
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.3 Water Environment and Flood Risk — Policy CS.4

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent c OL:]gpal:g'nt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Congern about the policy'_s approach to _Flood Zo_ne 2 Ia_nd - PPG_ has Agree - this request is covered as
West requirements for Sequentlal an_d E_xcepﬂpn Test in relation to various part of the EA recommendations
ﬂféagds Ler:'gow Not Not No Flood Zones - no evidence to justify a different approach. Amend Section A. We would encourage the Council to direct persons to other submitted in response to this
E'a””i”tg Planning | SPectied | Specified Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) will be covered by guidance on SUDS. consultation.
onsortium national legislation. This should be indicated in the text, whilst Disagree
removing unnecessary detail.
Sharba Barton Not Not It is considered t_hat _the policy is_ compl.etely unnecessary as it cuts _ _
Homes Willmore Specified | Specified No across other legislation and replicates items which are controlled by Delete Policy CS.4 Disagree
llp alternative guidance. Suggest deletion of policy.
Recommend the explicit reference to the use of 'soft engineered' Include reference to soft engineered SUDs in section B of policy.
SUDs in section B. . .
Natural Include a statement to place greater emphasis on the protection and Agree - this request is covergd as
England - . . P gre p P part of the EA recommendations
South Mercia Yes Yes Yes Recommend a stronger emphasis on the protection and enhancement | enhancement of the natural environment, so that the value of watercourses as submitted in response to this
Area of the natural environment, so that the value of watercourses as linear | linear wildlife corridor should be recognised. Where there is the opportunity to consultation
wildlife corridor should be recognised. We welcome the inclusion of do so, development proposals should be required to deliver biodiversity ’
policy which makes this requirement. enhancement along watercourses.
The inclusion of the word 'may" in the second line of the paragraph 3
Warwickshire in the DMC suggests that managing exceedance flows on green field
County Yes Yes Yes applications is optional. It is LLFA's opinion that exceedance flows Amendment to policy to change 'may' to 'needs’. Agree
Council should always be considered for green field sites. Recommend
amendment to policy to change 'may' to 'needs
ggi’r(‘jzrs Chartered | | Not Object to the reference to Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) as the
Federation ;g:x;er Specified | Specified No Government has indicated that it will be phased out and the energy Delete reference to CSH Agree

Ltd

efficiency standards will be dealt with under Building Regulations.

Overall Officer Response

The reference to the deletion of CSH is dealt with the response to representations on Policy CS.02.

A request was received to strengthen the reference in Paragraph 3 in the DMC and change the wording 'may' to needs'. This is in line with the Environment Agency (EA) recommendations. See recommended
changes to Policy set out in representations to CS.04A.

Natural England's request for an explicit reference to the use of 'soft engineered' SUDs in section B and a stronger emphasis on the protection and enhancement of the natural environment is consistent with
recommendations made by the Environment Agency and Warwickshire Wildlife - see representations to CS.02A and C.

The policy is necessary in the context of national guidance. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF sets out a set of overarching principles to underpin both plan-making and decision-making. These include a requirement
that planning supports the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and encouraging the re-use of resources, including water. It is therefore appropriate that the Core
Strategy includes a strategic approach to reducing flooding and protecting and enhancing the water environment and natural resources.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

Part A - Flood Risk Areas:
Delete the second sentence.

In the third sentence, delete “2, 3a and 3b” and insert “2 and 3a” and add at end “Land use in High Probability Flood Zone 3b should be restricted to water compatible or, with the exception test, essential
infrastructure.”

In the fourth sentence insert “, ecological” after “landscape”

Add at end: “Rural and urban land use practices to restore more sustainable natural floodplains and to reduce runoff will be encouraged. Developers will be encouraged to reduce the reliance on hard engineered
solutions through their site by contributing to upstream flood storage, giving consideration to a whole catchment approach.”

Part B - Surface Water Runoff and SUDS:
In the first paragraph, delete “on” and insert “to”

In paragraph 9, line 2, insert after “site”: “during the 1 in 100 year plus climate change rainfall event”. Add at end of paragraph “There is a presumption against the underground storage of water.”

Part C - Protection of the Water Environment:
Amend the title of Part C to read “Enhancing and Protecting the Water Environment”

Delete the first paragraph and insert: “Development proposals that lie adjacent to a canal, river or tributary should ensure that the natural features and functions of the watercourses and its wider corridor are
retained, or where possible reinstated and that appropriate habitats buffers are established.”

Delete the fourth paragraph and insert: “Physical and visual access to watercourses will be promoted where it respects the natural function of the watercourse and sensitive nature of the river corridor as a whole.”

Add the following at the end of paragraph 5: “Where a development site contains areas identified as flood plain, the development layout design should ensure that no surface water attenuation features are located
in Flood Zone 1. There should be an 8 metre easement to allow maintenance & access to all main rivers and to ensure that the river corridor is sensitively managed to support environmental infrastructure
(including wildlife corridors) and to protect/improve habitat for BAP species and/or ecological networks.”

Delete the second sentence of paragraph 6.

Add a new paragraph at the end of Part C: “Development proposals will take full account of the biodiversity value of watercourses and river corridors and their role in supporting local ecological networks. Impacts
from lighting, noise and visual disturbances should be avoided or mitigated and opportunities to create, enhance and restore adjacent habitats for biodiversity will be encouraged.”

Part D - Water Quality:

Add a new second paragraph as follows: “In respect of the proposal for land at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath (Policy GLH) and the growth of existing employment at Gaydon (Policy AS.11), Severn Trent Water has
identified the need for improvements to be made to the local wastewater infrastructure, including temporary works to ensure that adequate capacity is secured prior to occupation of early phases of development.
Such improvements are necessary to support the delivery of the overall strategy for the District and will be supported accordingly.”

Explanation:

Add at the end of paragraph 3.3.11: “The greatest benefits are gained when sustainable urban drainage systems are designed as a multifunctional resource, capable of delivering a wide range of environmental
and quality of life benefits (ecosystems) for future occupants. Flood storage areas, wetland habitats and above ground SUDs can form a functioning ecosystem in their own right for many species, and can
increase biodiversity by increasing habitat area, increasing populations of some protected species and increasing species movement.'

Development Management Considerations (DMCs):
In DMC (3), line 2, delete “may need” and insert “needs”.

Add at the end of DMC (7): “The Environment Agency promotes flood risk measures that include wetland habitat creation, including through the use of woody debris upstream, to ensure that flood management
solutions are consistent with biodiversity needs.”
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.3 Water Environment and Flood Risk — Policy CS.4 A. Water Environment and Flood Risk

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Environment
Agency

Proy

osed Subm

Not
Specified

ssion Caorel

Not
Specified

Strategy -

Not
Specified

ssessmen

Strongly recommended that the Flood Risks
Areas section in reworded to be consistent
with the NPPF.

We recommend the following sentence on the
flood plain is amended to include the following
phrase 'ecological'.

Insertion of 3 additional paragraphs on flood
plain issues.

Section B - Surface Water Runoff and SUDs -
amendment of sentence to include the word
'to" and insertion of text to clarify the relevant
return period to formulate surface water
discharge rates.

Additional text to be added to the explanatory
text about the role of SUDs

C. Protection of the Water Environment

Recommendation for the policy with some
amendment and additional wordings

t of Representations

All development proposals should be located in Flood Risk Zone 1 (Low).

Development within the Environment Agency's Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a will only be
acceptable when the sequential test and where applicable, the exception test have been
satisfied, as set out in the NPPF.

Land use in High Probability Flood Zone 3b should be restricted to 'water compatible' or
with the exception test, essential floodplain.

Amend floodplain sentence to read:

The flood plain will be maintained, and where opportunities arise, restored in order to
maximise natural storage of flood water, reduce flooding problems and increase
landscape, 'ecological' and conservation value.

Insertion of following paragraphs:
'Rural and urban land use practices to restore more sustainable natural floodplains and to
reduce runoff will be encouraged'.

'Developers are encouraged to reduce the reliance on hard engineered solutions through
the site by contributing to upstream flood storage, giving consideration to a whole
catchment approach.'

‘The Environment Agency promotes flood risk measures that include wetland habitat
creation including through the use of woody debris upstream so as to ensure that flood
management solutions are consistent with biodiversity needs.' (to be added to DMC
section)

Section B Amend sentence to read :
'In all development, there should be no flooding, from all sources to properties up to the
100 year flood event, including an allowance for climate change.

'All developments should seek to control and discharge 100% of surface water runoff
generated on site during the 1 in 100 year plus climate change rainfall event using above
ground sustainable urban systems, such as swales, ponds and other water based
ecological features. There is a presumption against underground storage of water.’

Include additional text to explanation:

The greatest benefits are gained when sustainable urban drainage systems are designed
as a multifunctional resource, capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and
quality of life benefits (ecosystems) for future occupants. Flood storage areas/ wetland
habitats/ above ground SUDs can form a functioning ecosystem in their own right for many
species, and can increase biodiversity by;

increasing habitat area

increasing populations of some protected species increasing species movement

C. Protection of the Water Environment

All development proposed adjacent to a river corridor should be designed to take
advantage of its proximity to the river through layout and orientation of buildings and
space. 'Where a development site contains areas identified as flood plain, the
development layout design should ensure that no surface water attenuation features are
located in flood zone 1.

There should be an 8 metre easement to allow maintenance & access to all watercourses,
and to ensure that the river corridor is sensitivity managed to support environmental
infrastructure including wildlife corridors, protect and protect and improve habitat for BAP
species and /or ecological networks. (To include in DMC )

28 Stratfor

Agree that the policy should be revised to
ensure it accords with the NPPF and reflects
the issues raised by the EA.
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Overall Officer Response The District Council has worked closely with the Environment Agency throughout the preparation of the Core Strategy, and in particular Policy CS.04. The Policy should be amended to strengthen it further and

ensure it is compliant with the NPPF in terms of Flood Risk Areas, surface water runoff and use of SUDs, providing opportunities to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding and the protection of the water

environment. The recommendations proposed seek to ensure that Policy CS.04 will contribute fully to the protection and enhancement of the natural environment (including the water environment) and help to
improve biodiversity in line with the NPPF.

Overall Officer Recommendation | See recommendations at CS.04
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.3 Water Environment and Flood Risk — Policy CS.4 B. Water Runoff and SUDS

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

George H
Jackson OBE

Not
Specified

The LPA should be rigorous in ensuring that drives of all properties,
where appropriate are constructed from porous materials to reduce
runoff.

In relation to runoff from agricultural land, LPA should work with
Yes DEFRA to encourage EU environmental support programmes to Not specified See overall officer response
farmers and landowners to recognise the use of grassed field margins
buffers strips to slow down the rate of surface run off form arable
fields, given increase in heavy rainstorms as a result of climate
change.

Not
Specified

Overall Officer Response

Representation requesting that LPA ensure that driveways should constructed on semi-permeable materials, to mitigate any surface water flooding:

It is considered that this issue is not a strategic matter. Residential driveways may be constructed without the need for planning permission providing the use of porous materials is used, or surface water drains
natural to a border or lawn in the garden. If more than 5 metres is covered with non-porous materials, planning permission is sought. The requirement for SUDs would then be required under the SUDs regulations.
However, it might be possible to give further considerations to this issue during the preparation of the Council's Site Allocations Plan, where non-strategic matters may be considered.

Representation noted on working with DEFRA to encourage EU environmental support programmes to farmers and landowners to reduce surface water run off form arable fields, given increase in heavy
rainstorms as a result of climate change. However, this is an area of work which would be carried out by the County Council as a Local Flood Lead Authority. It is an issue which might possibly be addressed by
the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy in the future. It is therefore not appropriate to include it in this policy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No changes proposed to the policy.
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.3 Water Environment and Flood Risk — Policy CS.4 C. Protection of the Water Environment

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Seek changes to strengthening the wording to clause C as follows:
Amend title to Enhancing and Protecting the Water Environment
Amend first sentence to add reference to water course buffers and to reference the
protection of the 'natural character and functions of the watercourse' rather than solely
protecting the channel.’
Suggested wording as follows: 'Development proposals that lie adjacent to a canal,
river or tributary should ensure that the natural features and functions of the
watercourses and its wider corridor are retained, or where possible reinstated and that

The wording of some of the statements in appropriate habitats buffers are established.

Section C would not be effective protection for

N the water environment, including the water Amend statement 4 to rebalance the current emphasis on promoting access for people
m‘gn’f'gkfm;‘f ggéciﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No bodies. Warwickshire Wildlife Trust would be over the protection the water environment. Agree - see officer overall response

happy to work the LPA to strengthen the policy Recommend the following wording: ‘Physical and visual access to watercourses will be

in accordance with the recommendations in the | promoted where it respects the natural function of the watercourse and sensitive nature

submitted representations. of the river corridor as a whole.
Include an additional statement to account for the value of watercourses to biodiversity
and local ecological networks. It will safeguard important features such as wetlands
habitat and ensure that new development makes a positive contribution towards the
enhancing the ecological functioning of watercourses such as important wildlife
corridors: 'Development proposals will take full account of the biodiversity value of
watercourses and river corridors and their role in supporting local ecological networks.
Impacts from lighting, noise and visual disturbances should be avoided or mitigated and
opportunities to create, enhance and restore adjacent habitats for biodiversity will be
encouraged.’

Overall Officer Response The representation seeks amendments to the policy to strengthen its role in protecting and enhancing the water environment and biodiversity. The amendment of the title to include 'enhancing’ would be consistent
with para 7 of NPPF which requires that planning should be contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural environment. The representation also seeks to strengthen the policy by providing greater degree of
protection to the water environment and its habitats. This is line with the NPPF 114, planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of the biodiversity and green infrastructure. It
further requests that statement 4 is amended to rebalance the current emphasis on promoting access for people over the protection the water environment.

Overall Officer Recommendation | See recommendation at CS.04
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.3 Water Environment and Flood Risk — Policy CS.4 D. Water Quality

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

ReSpct’"de" Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Not effective or positively prepared in light of the strategic nature of
JLR to expand operations on 100ha land to the East of B4100 IPart D of Policy CS.4 is amended by the following additional text . .
allocated in the draft Policy GLH. In respect of the proposal for land at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath Accept the recommended additional wording. It
. . - . . (Policy GLH) and the growth of existing employment at Gaydon will provide policy 'support for th? necessary

It is considered that explicit reference should be made in draft Policy (Policy AS.11) local waste water infrastructure in advance of

| CS.4 to the need for Severn Trent Water to upgrade the sewerage yAS-LL, the proposed development at GLH and

aguar Gerald Eve Not Not Not networks and Sewage Treatment Works in connection to JLR's “ o . employment growth at Gaydon.

E%T,ir Ld | P Specified | Specified | Specified | expansion and the proposed new settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne b?aer;z:jne:;epr:ev:/ozictzlr vcgztgv?/g:glreiﬂ ftrf;estfr]ue;ﬂrgri'nlerﬂgi\%mems o

Heath.

Formal identification of improvements needing to be made to the local
sewerage network to support JLR and GLH settlement would clearly
identify the need for 'objectively assessed infrastructure needs’ and so
would help to ensure that the policy is positively prepared.

temporary works to ensure that adequate capacity is secured prior
to occupation of early phases of development. Such improvements
are necessary to support the delivery of the overall strategy for the
District and will be supported accordingly.”

It will also provide greater certainty for Severn
Trent Water to plan and budget for the
proposed works in their Asset Management
Plan.

Overall Officer Response

Accept proposed additional wording.

Overall Officer Recommendation

It is recommended that the Inspector is requested to modify Section D of Policy CS.04 - see overall recommendation at CS.04
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.4 Landscape — Policy CS.5

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 5 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The justification for Policy CS.5 C. making
provision for protecting Trees, Woodland and
Hedges above that required by the NPPF can
be found in para 3.4.9 and para 3.4.11 of the
Explanation to the Policy:
3.4.9 explains the importance of conserving
and protecting ancient woodland in Stratford
Wording s (00 onerous in compattson to the Para 118 of the NPPF as | ATeNd Polcy to eflect the wording of the NPPF as folows: Due | PISHIch NS
. ng P . the quality of ancient and semi-natural woodland and aged/veteran " . -
it omits reference to the need for, and benefit of, development that . ; . . 3.4.11 "The District Council wishes to
Homes and igh the potential loss of such features. There is potential for | €€S: particularly in the Forest of Arden, and their scarcity encourage developers and others to take a
Communities can outweig poter . . - . potet elsewhere in the District, no development will be permitted that 'ag P .
Agency, _ this element of the policy to result in conflict or inconsistency with would lead to their loss 6I’ damage unless the need for. and proactive stance on conserving these features
Gorcott Estate | SIS - Not other policies in the Core Strategy. Every effort is made by developers . mag : v rather than merely describe how it might react
Settloment Birmingha | No Specified No i : T i benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the "
m o0 retain existing hedgerows and trees of value through efficient . N to proposals...
and Stoford ; . ; e . loss suitable compensatory planting is proposed. .
Developments design and layout. Where it is not possible, mitigate and planting No change required.
Ltd. should be proposed. Clarity should be provided as to whether the area of the Forest of Agree this is confusing
Key Diagram does not show the boundaries of the Forest of Arden so ﬁ:ggg refers to the same area proposed by Policy CS.12 as SLA
it is difficult to determine where proposals are located in the area. ' The Arden SLA is a proposed landscape
designation and has a boundary as shown on
the Proposals Map.
The part of the ancient Forest of Arden in the
District covers the area above the River Avon
and does not have a designated boundary. Its
area is described in CS.5 Explanation para
3.4.4.
Agree. The Council is currently revising its
West The Council should indicate that for major applications with a Validation Checklist. Change final sentence of
ﬁ'AdF'f;ds Ler:';‘” Not Not Not There is no basis to require a full Landscape and Visual Assessment significant landscape and visual impact that a LVIA may be the first para B. Visual Impacts to -
Planning Planning Specified | Specified | Specified | for every major application. It should be proportionate. required and encourage applicants to determine this potential "Applications for major developments may
Consortium requirement at pre-application stage. require a full Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment."
The opening paragraph of the policy is not sufficient positive. The
policy should seek also to more positively and properly enhance the . -
S The opening paragraph also states: "...where
landscape, rather than solely maintain the landscape character and : .
Nigel lity. Where redeveloping a brownfield site any existin possible, incorporates measures to enhance
Cope's of Gough Not Not quaitty. . ping a | 1y € 9 s , . the landscape.” There are references to
Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified | Specified No woodland/tree planting as existing should be maintained and Include the need to ‘enhance’ in the policy. enhance and restore throughout the policy.

Ltd

enhanced where appropriate to assist in the upgrading and recycling
of these types of sites. There was nothing positive in this policy along
these lines. It is not sufficient simply to maintain the existing
landscape setting.

No change required.
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Obiject to the criterion C within Policy CS.4
C. Trees, Woodland and Hedges

Para 1 - Due to the quality of ancient semi- natural woodland and
aged/veteran trees, particularly in the Forest of Arden, and their
relative scarcity elsewhere in the District, no development will be
permitted that would lead to their loss or damage.

This is wholly inconsistent with para. 118 of the NPPF, which for ease
of ref states at its bullet five: “planning permission should be refused
for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran
trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and
benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss”

Para 2 - Proposals that will have an impact on woodlands, hedges

Para 1 - text should be amended accordingly to reflect para 118 of
the NPPF.

The justification for Policy CS.5 C. making
provision for protecting Trees, Woodland and
Hedges above that required by the NPPF can
be found in para 3.4.9 and para 3.4.11 of the
Explanation to the Policy.

3.4.9 explains the importance of conserving

; _ : and protecting ancient woodland in Stratford
gte\'\//le(l)ggvnewgnts \?vf?lrltr?]r;re Yes Yes No and trees should incorporate measures to protect their contribution to _IP_ﬁra 2- TEer? d'S nczjslupport within the NPPF for this approach. Distrliact, and ’
Ltd lip landscape character, public amenity and biodiversity. The loss of € text should be deleted.
those trees which are of high public amenity value will be resisted and . . - PR 3.4.11 "The District Council wishes to
such trees will be protectedg b)? the use of T)r/ee Preservation Orders. SUbS.t'tUte t.h? textin Para 4 that reads ‘will be used" with ‘where encourage developers and others to take a
Inherent within this is a presumption against development-related loss possible, wil proactive stance on conserving these features
of woody vegetation. rather than merely describe how it might react
to proposals..."
Para 4 Development schemes and other opportunities will be used to
enable the expansion of native woodlands and to buffer, extend and No change required.
connect fragmented ancient woodlands, for their intrinsic value and to
help climate change adaptation. NPPF para 109 bullet three states:
“minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in
biodiversity where possible.” The insertion of where possible clearly
recognises that in some cases this (i.e. providing net gains in
biodiversity) is not always possible and thus the absolutist i.e. ‘will be
used’ - (within para 4 of the Policy) lacks the critical element of doubt
expressed in the NPPF.
The NPPF (para 113) requires that LPAs should set criteria based Covered separately under Section 4. District
policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting Designations - AONB and Special Landscape
protected wildlife or geodiversity or landscape areas will be judged. Amend policy to provide criteria based policies. Areas.
Gladman No Not No Gladman is c_oncerne_d the poIi(_:y is too ar_nbiguous and may result in C_Iarify the mea_ning of ‘signifi_can_t con_tribution to the character, SLA's are cross referenced.
Developments Specified the policy being applied inconsistently. It is unclear what is meant by history and setting' and how it will be judged.’
'signifianct contribution to the character, history and setting' and how it Do not consider the policy is ambiguous.
will be judged. Part C - the use of TPO should be clarified so that it Clarify the use of TPO in the policy
would only be used where warranted and not as a barrier to prevent Use of TPO - See Policy CS.5 C. jusification
development. below.
_ Concern that there is no reference to AONB in the policy. . . . o
g?ni'\t"haca"“er' ggéciﬁe § g‘gteciﬁe 4 | No Main concern is provisions in Policy CS.5 C. over and above the Omission to be remedied. E}g:'&giEgsiﬁésciﬁgx%?g;e;&t\lh; whole District

provisions of para 118 (5) of the NPPF.

Overall Officer Response

Main concern is provisions in Policy CS.5 C. over and above the provisions of para 118 (5) of the NPPF.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

Change final sentence of the first para B. Visual Impacts to - "Applications for major developments may require a full Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment."

Add Map to Core Strategy showing landscape designations and character areas eg. Forest of Arden
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.4 Landscape — Policy CS.5 C. Trees, Woodland and Hedges

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent compliant | compliant Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Include further Water Cycle Study Update 2014 recommendation into
text to highlight the multlfun_ctlonal ecosystem SErvices tha.lt trees, Include additional text as follows: 'Development schemes and The change would strengthen policy support
_ woodland and hedges provide The amendment of this policy to " . ) ) . . i
Environment i . ; . other opportunities will be used to develop flood risk reduction for the wider social, economic and
A Yes Yes Yes reference the ecosystem service of green infrastructure, including ; ; - .
gency : oo . . . measures through the planting of woodlands, trees and environmental benefits of developing newly
trees and planting highlights the wider social, economic and .
; : : undergrowth. planted areas.
environmental benefits of developing newly planted areas. The net
effect of these works is to delay and reduce the size of flood peak.
Woodland Not Not Pleased to see the absolute protection given to the irreplaceable
Tt sgeciﬁe q Sgeciﬁe g | Yes habitat of ancient woodland and ancient trees in sub-paragraph C. nl/a Comments noted

Trees, Woodland and Hedges.

Overall Officer Response

Nothing to add to individual comments.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:
Policy CS.05 C. Trees, Woodland and Hedges be modified as follows;

In the fourth paragraph, after the word "woodlands", insert ", to develop flood risk reduction measures through the planting of woodlands, trees and undergrowth"
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.4 Landscape — Policy CS.5 Explanation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ! Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The reference in Para 3.4.5 of the explanation to National Character
Areas is out of date. Natural England has revised the National
Character Areas and they are available at
http://www.naturalengland.org/publications/nca
The reference to NE's standing advice on Ancient Woodland for South
East in DMC Para 4 is out of date.
Natural Fourth development point in DMC should include a 15m buffer point Amend to include up to date information as recommended.
England - Ves Ves No from ancient woodlands, which is taken NE guidance and based on Amend to include ub to date information as recommended The comments are sound and the policy explanation
aouth A recent case law (Appeal refs. APP/D3830/a/05/1195897-98 & P ’ and DMCs should be revised accordingly.
ercia Area

APP/D3830/A/06/1198282-83).

However, the text should recognise the necessary width of buffer will
depend upon local circumstances and the type of development and a
larger buffer may be required. As a starting principle, development
must be kept as far away as possible from ancient woodland. Buffer
zones should be retained in perpetuity and allowed to develop into
semi-natural habitats. Section 6 of the revised Standing Advice
includes guidance on mitigation measures, including buffers.

Amend to include further information provided.

Overall Officer Response

See individual comment.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

In paragraph 3.4.5, the words "set out in 'Countryside Character Volume 5: West Midlands, published by the former Countryside Agency, and a" are deleted and replaced by "described in the"

DMC (4) is deleted and replaced with the following:

‘All development proposals in the proximity of ancient woodland shall have regard to the 'Standing Advice for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees' published by Natural England. As a starting principle,
development must be kept as far away as possible from ancient woodland. The necessary width of any buffer zone will depend upon local circumstances and the type of development. Buffer zones should be
retained in perpetuity and allowed to develop into semi-natural habitats. Section 6 of the Standing Advice includes guidance on mitigation measures, including buffers.’
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.5 Natural Environment — Policy CS.6

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 2

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Warwickshire
Wildlife Trust

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust is in principle supportive of Policy CS6.
Welcomes the clear intention of safeguarding statutory, non-statutory
and other important biodiversity assets in the policy as well as the
promotion of biodiversity enhancements that focus on local biodiversity
priorities and opportunities. Moreover, the overarching aim of the
policy to ‘contribute towards a resilient ecological network throughout
the district’ provides a strong context for the proceeding clauses and
ensures that the policy is in line with the principles of para 109 of the
NPPF.

Believe that there is a shortfall in the policy within protection given to
Local Sites - both Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature
Reserves, in A. Biodiversity 1. (c). Local Sites are core areas for
nature conservation which underpin ecological networks and make a
significant contribution to national and local biodiversity targets. They
are considered to be of county importance for nature conservation and
should afford a commensurate level of protection in the local plan in
accordance with para 113 of the NPPF.

Local sites are included as an asset to be safeguarded, as with other
valued biodiversity assets, in clause 1 of policy CS6. However unlike
other biodiversity assets the policy states that local sites will be
safeguarded unless: ‘it can be demonstrated that the benefits of the
development clearly outweigh the impacts on the site, or where there
is good reason to permit development and it is possible to secure the
creation and long-term maintenance of equivalent habitat elsewhere’

This statement implies that applications affecting Local Sites will
determined in two ways:

1) The status and value of the local site will be upheld and balanced
against the benefits of a scheme. Appears to be robust as it provides
clear criteria in which sufficient weight can be given to the value of
local sites in the decision making process, or

2) Development will be permitted where there is a good reason and
compensation can be provided. This alternative however undermines
this approach by suggesting that development can be permitted where
there is a ‘good reason’ to permit development. This is a highly
subjective statement with no interpretation of what a ‘good reason’ is.
Clearly, a good reason could be argued by any developer wishing to
promote a scheme. Creates conflict with the principles of para 113
and, Given the importance of Local Wildlife Sites in underpinning the
local ecological network, would undermine the main aim of policy
CS.6.

Furthermore, the second statement makes compensation, i.e. the
creation and management of equivalent habitat elsewhere, an
acceptable approach for dealing with impacts on Local Sites. This
trivialises the nature conservation status and value of Local Sites and
bypasses the need for developments to avoid and mitigate impacts in
the first instance. This approach is therefore contrary to the mitigation
hierarchy in para 118 of the NPPF, which requires compensation to be
used solely as a ‘last resort’ option. We subsequently believe that the
current wording in 1 (c) of Policy CS.6 provides ineffective protection
for Local Sites and so seek amendments to bring it in line with paras
113 and 118 of the NPPF.

Remove the second statement of A. Biodiversity 1. (c) so that it
reads: Those subject to local designations such as Local Wildlife
Sites and Local Nature Reserves. Development adversely
affecting a Local Site will only be permitted Where it can be
demonstrated that the benefits of the development clearly
outweigh the impacts on the site.

Add at the end of A. Biodiversity 1. after (e) the policy wording is
consolidated to state: Where development is assessed and
justified against the above criteria, and mitigation cannot be
provided on site in an effective manner, developers will be
required to offset any residual impact on biodiversity in order to
ensure that a net gain can be achieved overall.

Remove the second statement of A.
Biodiversity 1. (c) so that it reads: Those
subject to local designations such as Local
Wildlife Sites and Local Nature Reserves.
Development adversely affecting a Local Site
will only be permitted where it can be
demonstrated that the benefits of the
development clearly outweigh the impacts on
the site.

Add at the end of A. Biodiversity 1. (after (e)
Use Natural England wording for final
paragraph of Policy CS.6
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West
Midlands

Tetlow

. Not Not Not It is not clear if the policy reflects proportionate protection relative to o
HARP K o . o . . .
Planning P:Qﬁning Specified | Specified | Specified | the designation and value of any asset, this should be made clearer. None specified. Noted.
Consortium
Persimmon Pegasus Not Not Conperngd that Poli_cy CS.E_S is uns_ound as'presently Qrafted in Fhat itis 3 N'ote.d. qua 109 NPPF '...providing net ggins in
Homes (South | Planning Specified | Specified | NO not justified or consistent with National Policy. There is no requirement | None specified. biodiversity where possible... See alteration to
Midlands) Ltd | Group in the Framework for proposals to secure a net gain in biodiversity. Explanation paragraph 3.5.11
Gallaah Pegasus Not Not Concerned that Policy CS.6 is unsound as presently drafted in that it is Noted. Para 109 NPPF ...providing net gains in
Etarae | Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgecified No not justified or consistent with National Policy. There is no requirement | None specified. biodiversity where possible... See alteration to
Group in the Framework for proposals to secure a net gain in biodiversity. Explanation paragraph 3.5.11
CS 6 sets out how "Proposals will be expected to secure a net gain in
biodiversity by:
1) Safeguarding existing habitats including...
2) Making provision, where appropriate, for measures that will secure
the creation and management of additional habitats, to strengthen
networks of habitats, to foster landscape scale conservation in line
with identified opportunities and priorities..."
Glad Gladman refer the Council to paragraph 109 of the Framework, this g:agrxﬁ?‘ iﬁ?;?: ;nnfg\?vé?s t;r;efé)”%:;\:l)sl.rli/lei?]ismr;\i/\:]orciirl‘rr:g;((:)tsbgtr"ter Noted. Para 109 NPPF ...providing net gains in
il Not Not Not states: "The planning system should contribute to and enhance the gn with » O : sing imp biodiversity where possible... See alteration to
pments Specified | Specified | Specified natural and local environment by: minimising impacts on biodiversity biodiversity and where possible, proposals will be expected to Explanation paragraph 3.5.11
and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to secure a net gain in biodiversity...
the Government ‘s commitment to halt the overall decline in
biodiversity...
Gladman recognise that Policy CS6 is in general conformity with the
ethos of the Framework, however as currently worded this is too
onerous and may act to deter otherwise sustainable development from
coming forward.
R Pegasus Not Not Concerned that Policy CS.6 is unsound as presently drafted in that it is Noted. Para 109 NPPF ...providing net gains in
Grogo™ Planning o - No not justified or consistent with National Policy. There is no requirement | None specified. biodiversity where possible... See alteration to
p Specified Specified . .. L . .
Group in the Framework for proposals to secure a net gain in biodiversity. Explanation paragraph 3.5.11
Happy with the two natural environment polices and their explanations
Warwickshire a_nd that thgy cover the main areas |'ncllud|ng - statutory/non-statutory Suggest checking revised 3.5 Natural
County Yes Yes Yes sites, the hierarchical approach to biodiversity put forward in the Noted. Environment Section with WCC Ecolo
Council National Planning Policy Framework, green infrastructure, biodiversity 9y
offsetting and protected/other notable species.
Ainscough Pegasus Not Not Con_cer_ngd that Poli_cy CS.§ is uns_ound as_presently Qrafted in Fhat itis 3 N_otgd. Pgra 109 NPPF _...providing net ggins in
Strategic Planning Specified | Specified No not justified or consistent with National Policy. There is no requirement | None specified. biodiversity where possible... See alteration to
Land Group in the Framework for proposals to secure a net gain in biodiversity. Explanation paragraph 3.5.11
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English Nature recommend the following changes:
A. Biodiversity 1. (a) Proposals will be expected to secure a net
gain in biodiversity by:
1. Protecting and enhancing existing habitats, including: (a) Sites
of Special Scientific Interest, which will be subject to a high
degree of protection. Development proposals should seek to avoid
impacts on SSSIs. Development adversely affecting a SSSI, either
directly or indirectly, will only be permitted in exceptional
) ) ) ) o circumstances where the benefits of development clearly
There is much to support in this policy. However, the policy is not clear outweigh the likely impacts on the site and any broader impacts
in the way that it sets out the mitigation hierarchy, as set out in on the national networks of SSSIs.
paragraph 118 of the NPPF.
) o o ) ] ) Replace the final paragraph under CS.6 A. Biodiversity with:
There is no explicit reference to the mitigation hierarchy which applies | «wnere a development will have a negative impact on a
through paragraph 118 of the NPPF. The references in paragraph AL | piqqiversity asset, mitigation will be sought in line with the
to safeguarding certain habitats, features and species does not seem mitigation hierarchy. Impacts should be avoided and, if this is not
to us to have the same effect as “avoid” in the mitigation hierarchy. possible, mitigated. Where there would be a residual impact on a
] ] o habitat or species and mitigation cannot be provided on site in an
Natural The policy should also make it clear that if significant harm to effective manner, developers will be required to offset the loss by | Support all requested changes with the
g”glﬁ”d " Yes Yes No biodiversity cannot be avoided, mitigated or, as a last resort, contributing to appropriate biodiversity projects elsewhere in the exception of A. Biodiversity 1. (a). Prefer
A?:; Mercia compensated for, planning permission will be refused (NPPF area. Where an impact cannot be fully mitigated or, as a last safeguarding and enhancing...
paragraph 118). resort, compensated for, then planning permission will be
Address as a minor modification: Support A. Biodiversity 2. requiring refused.
biodiversity enhancement, and would welcome it if the explanatory text Altering Explanation paragraph 3.5.11 as follows:
could include a reference to securing biodiversity enhancement 3.5.11 “Good developments will deliver biodiversity enhancement.
through th_e bu_ilt environment. E.g. through features such as bat However, where biodiversity losses cannot be avoided or
boxes, swift bricks and green roofs. mitigated the NPPF requires, as a last resort, compensation for
The reference to Regionally Important Geological Sites (RIGS) in this loss to be made.
paragraph 3.5.6 is out of date. The term RIGS is no longer in use. Address as a minor modification:
Insert in Explanation paragraph 3.5.10 “Reference to securing
biodiversity enhancement through the built environment. E.g.
through features such as bat boxes, swift bricks and green roofs.
Refer to the Town and Country Planning Association’s
‘Biodiversity by Design’, which is part of its suite of guidance for
sustainable communities.”
Explanation paragraph 3.5.6 - Change the term Regionally
Important Geological Sites (RIGS) to Local Geological Sites.
There is no reference in CS.6, either in the Policy section, or in the
Explanation, or in the Responsible Agency, to the AONB. At the very
least there should be a cross reference to Section 4.2.
Ed Macalister- Not Not . . . Policy CS.6 is applicable to the whole District
Smith Specified | Specified | N° Also in the Implementation / Monitoring Responsible Agency section, This omission should be remedied. including the Cotswolds AONB.
there should be a reference to the statutory role of the AONB, of which
SDC is a formal part. The AONB CCB is an important partner, and
indeed ally, in applying and defending the proposed policies.
Overall Officer Response As comments above
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Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:
In Part A 'Biodiversity', insert the words "and enhancing" after the word "Safeguarding" at 1.

Replace the second sentence under paragraph (a) as follows: "Development proposals should seek to avoid impacts on SSSls. Development adversely affecting a SSSI, either directly or indirectly, will only be
permitted in exceptional circumstances where the benefits of development clearly outweigh the likely impacts on the site and any broader impacts on the national networks of SSSIs."

In paragraph (c), delete all wording after "site" at the end of line 3.
Replace the final paragraph in Part A as follows: "Where a development will have a negative impact on a biodiversity asset, mitigation will be sought in line with the mitigation hierarchy. Impacts should be avoided

and, if this is not possible, mitigated. Where there would be a residual impact on a habitat or species and mitigation cannot be provided on site in an effective manner, developers will be required to offset the loss
by contributing to appropriate biodiversity projects elsewhere in the area. Where an impact cannot be fully mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission will be refused."

In paragraph 3.5.6, delete the reference to RIGS.

In paragraph 3.5.10 insert at the end: “They should also recognise and respond to the opportunity to secure biodiversity enhancement through the built environment, by incorporating features such as bat boxes,
swift bricks and green roofs. The Town and Country Planning Association publication ‘Biodiversity by Design’ is a useful guide.”

In paragraph 3.5.11, delete the first and second sentences and insert: “Good developments will deliver biodiversity enhancement. However, where biodiversity losses cannot be avoided or mitigated the NPPF
requires, as a last resort, compensation for this loss to be made.”
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.5 Natural Environment — Policy CS.6 Explanation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

: Sound
compliant

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Warwickshire
Wildlife Trust

Not
Specified

Not

Specified No

‘Good developments incorporate biodiversity considerations but can
still result in some biodiversity loss when there are impacts that
cannot be avoided through design and locations, or mitigated by other
measures.’ There is no clear definition what a good development
would constitute but, taking account of the principles in para 109 of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), developments are
required to minimise impacts on biodiversity and deliver gains in
biodiversity wherever possible. Therefore good developments are
those that have adequately taken account of the biodiversity issues
and constraints, avoided and mitigated adverse effects and
incorporated measures to deliver a net gain in biodiversity overall.

By contrast, a development that cannot avoid or mitigate the impact of
a development scheme and requires measures to offset the
biodiversity loss, as detailed in the statement above, is likely to be the
wrong development in the wrong place and is having to resort to ‘last
resort’ measures in order to prevent it being refused. It is therefore
important for the Local Authority to clarify this in the policy as the
current statement is misleading and is inconsistent with the principle
of para 109 of the NPPF.

Covered in Policy CS.06

Use Natural England wording as in Policy CS.6

Amend the first sentence of para 3.5.11 of Policy C.S6 Good Altering Explanation paragraph 3.5.11 as
developments will avoid and minimise impacts on biodiversity and | follows:

incorporate measures to deliver net gains in biodiversity. However, | 3.5.11 Good developments will deliver
where biodiversity losses cannot be avoided through design and biodiversity enhancement. However, where
locations, or mitigated by other measures, the NPPF requires, as a | biodiversity losses cannot be avoided or

last resort, compensation for this loss to be made. The principle of | mitigated the NPPF requires, as a last resort,

biodiversity offsetting is taking on increasing prominence.

compensation for this loss to be made.

Overall Officer Response

See CS.06

Overall Officer Recommendation

See CS.06
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.6 Green Infrastructure — Policy CS.7

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 6 Number of Unspecified: 2

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Gallagh Pegasus Not Not Policy is too vague and unhelpful, and it is not a policy which will
E;;t‘gse' Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No assist in the determination of application. Too prescriptive and too Delete Noted
Group bland.
Agree Remove the final paragraph of Policy
West Reference to biodiversity offsetting arrangements and Green CS.7 A. Where the impact of development on
Midlands Tetlow Not Not Not Infrastructure should be removed. Whilst biodiversity offsetting the biodiversity aspects of Green Infrastructure
HARP King Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed accomplishing some of the objectives of Green Infrastructure Remove reference to biodiversity offsetting arrangements. cannot be mitigated effectively on site, the
E'ann'ntg Planning provision, they are not one in the same, and cannot be treated as principle of biodiversity offsetting in
onsortium such in respect to required offsetting contributions. accordance with Policy CS.6 Natural
Environment will apply.
Policy CS.7 A. covers the principle of
"The Council will support the creation of new routes for walking, Frrgfsﬁl:gl?rgdazrslgssng‘ggt e;(tlﬁgnzgféiinsuch
gtrr;g';?]“if Not Not No cycling and horse-riding to improve access to the countryside." Included a specific reference to maintaining and enhancing the asset). As does para 75 o?the NPPE and Core
Ramblers Specified | Specified Suppor_t Fhis statement, but included should be_ a specific reference to | current extensive network of footpaths. Strateéy para 7 f 9 of Healthy Communities
maintaining and enhancing the current extensive network of footpaths. o '
No change required within the Gl policy.
Persimmon Pegasus Not Not Policy is too vague and unhelpful, and it is not a policy which will
Homes (South | Planning Soeciﬁe d Soeciﬁed No assist in the determination of application. Too prescriptive and too Delete Noted
Midlands) Ltd Group P P bland.
Ainscough Pegasus Not Not Policy is too vague and unhelpful, and it is not a policy which will
Strategic Planning Soeciﬁe d Soecifi eq | No assist in the determination of application. Too prescriptive and too Delete Noted
Land Group P P bland.
The core strategy fully supports the green infrastructure network that
will help to promote healthy and active communities, this is also
supported by the NPPF by conserving and enhancing the natural
environment and promoting healthy communities.
Warwickshire Not Not Not Public Health Warwickshire (PHW) supports green infrastructure and
County So ii ° ii ° i sustainable transport due to the evidenced link to improved health and | None. Support noted.
! pecified Specified Specified .
Counci wellbeing. PHW welcomes the acknowledgment of the value and use
of open spaces being a green asset and making an important
contribution to health and wellbeing.
Allotments are also mentioned as being an important community
facility and contribution to biodiversity and healthy lifestyles.
Natural England welcomes the inclusion of this policy. Recommend
deleting the reference to biodiversity offsetting as this is already A
covered in Policy CS.6. It should be recognised that whilst biodiversity Rgree. the final h of Policy CS.7 A
offsetting could make a contribution towards the local green W(;movfh € fina tpa}rggragl) 0 cilcy h B
infrastructure network, biodiversity offsetting is very specific and green bio;:/eersgrggsgctz ofeé?e%an:r?f?agtrr]ucsjre
infrastructure is about a much wider range of interests. . - . . . i ; ,
223:;";“'(1 9 Recommend deleting the reference to biodiversity offsetting as this | cannot be mitigated effectively on site, the
South Mercia ves ves ves We also suggest a minor amendment to the following policy wording IPS ?Ireacdé (;oglelr:e'd ;n POI'C¥tCS'§£ Add tge words ‘for example’ to prlncu:éle of blq:jr:vsr?ny %ffss%ttwgt n |
Area as shown, to make it broader and more inclusion of other types of Gl olicy CS.7 B. First para after criterion (5) zéccqr ance ,EN' i 0 IICy -0 Natura
which could come forward: “Access to Green Infrastructure features nvironment witt apply.
within settlements and the countryside W|II_be provided thI’OLIJgh, for Add the words ‘for example' to Policy CS.7 B.
example, local nature reserves, green corridors, waterway (‘blue’) First para after criterion (5)
corridors, allotments and woodland, together with connections P
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Warwickshire

Not

Not

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust welcomes a policy promoting the
protection, enhancement, creation and restoration of a green
infrastructure network for the district. We believe the Policy CS.7
clearly outlines the many benefits that a green infrastructure network
can provide for the district and also provides effective criteria to detail
how it will be sought in all planning applications.

The Trust has one issue with the policy in relation to the statement

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust recommends that the statement

Agree.

Remove the final paragraph of Policy CS.7 A.
Where the impact of development on the
biodiversity aspects of Green Infrastructure

wildlife Trust Specified | Specified | N° regarding biodiversity offsetting. We believe this statement repeats referring to Biodiversity Offsetting in Policy CS.7 should be cannot be mitigated effectively on site. the
the provisions of Policy CS.6 but is less effectual as it is not removed. rinciole of bio%iversit offsett)i/n in '
considered within the context of the wider mitigation hierarchy detailed gccorﬂance with Policy CS6 Na?tural
in para 118 of the NPPF. We believe this statement does not Environment will a Iy '
therefore serve any function in the green infrastructure policy and PPl
should be removed.
Furthermore, the use of Biodiversity Offsetting as a means to deliver
new green infrastructure should be discouraged.
R Pegasus Not Not Policy is too vague and unhelpful, and it is not a policy which will
G?(?Sgnn giﬁgng Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No glssizt in the determination of application. Too prescriptive and too Delete Noted
and.

Overall Officer Response

Policy CS.7 Supported by Natural England, Warwickshire Wildlife Trust and WCC. Request to remove reference to Biodiversity Offsetting agreed.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

The final paragraph of Policy CS.7 A. is removed.

Where the impact of development on the biodiversity aspects of Green Infrastructure cannot be mitigated effectively on site, the principle of biodiversity offsetting in accordance with Policy CS.6 Natural
Environment will apply.

The words 'for example' are added to Policy CS.7 B. First para after criterion (5) Access to Green Infrastructure features within settlements and the countryside will be provided through, for example, local nature
reserves, green corridors, waterway (‘blue’) corridors, allotments and woodland, together with connections between built up areas and the countryside.
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.6 Green Infrastructure — Policy CS.7 B. Provision of Green Infrastructure

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Policy CS.7 supports the creation of new routes for walking, cycling... Policy 98'7 A. covers f[he pn_nc_lple of
o . . . e protecting and enhancing existing Green
but no reference to the effect that existing footpaths will be This omission needs to be rectified, as there are many good paths
L ; o " L ) o : Infrastructure assets (footpaths are one such
Stratford Not Not Not maintained. This omission needs to be rectified, as there are many and it is, indeed, important that they be maintained. It is not only asset). As does para 75 of the NPPF and Core
Ramblers Specified | Specified | Specified | good paths and it is, indeed, important that they be maintained. It is residents who use the paths regularly, but the many visitors to the ) b o
; i ; o . . Strategy para 7.1.9 of Healthy Communities.
not only residents who use the paths regularly, but the many visitors Stratford area. Please will you be more specific upon this point?
. o . .
to the Stratford area. Please will you be more specific upon this point~ No change required within the Gl policy.

_ Zr?(ljlcgo?s?azgi;op?osierrsm t?g\/ggigggsogonteh\g ::(())lijtr?tsr fgizj\ga_lrkr']?sgagﬁ“ggt Recommend extension to the Policy CS.7 (and CS.24) to There is no intention to override the legal or
\Flvvalllr?;ﬁme Tyler-Parkes | Not Not No recoanise the ir% act t?]is would have on familiesylivin ' in the area. It rationalise the public footpath network to remove paths that other interests of residents in implementing
Council Partnership | Specified | Specified recog ; pa - : 9 ' currently pass through the homes of families living in the area. This | this policy. See also CS.24 Healthy

is not consistent with the principles in the Framework, Government . , , ”
: will then make the Core Strategy ‘sound’. Communities
Guidance and Government statements.

Overall Officer Response

The Core Strategy is a strategic document. It is not within the remit of the District Council to divert or maintain footpaths. There are procedures to do this via Warwickshire County Council.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.7 Historic Environment — Policy CS.8

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 6 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
West
Midlands Tetlow g i [ ;
. Not Not Not Policy is not explicit enough in its references to proportionate .
HARP K o " o ) . .
g P:ggning Specified | Specified | Specified | protection. None specified See overall response below
Consortium
Persimmon Pegasus Not Not Section B - Unsound - it is not justified and not supported in NPPF.
Homes (South | Planning S°eciﬁe d Soeciﬁed No The non-designated heritage assets approach is not supported by The section should be rewritten to reflect the NPPF See overall response below.
Midlands) Ltd Group P P national policy
The Policy looks to give priority to the protection of heritage assets,
Welbeck McLoughli | \ Not but as written gives an inappropriate level of prominence to non-
Strategic n Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No designated assets. As drafted this could lead to inappropriate None specified. See overall response below.
Land Ltd decisions being made about a non-designated asset and the relative
weight to be applied to their retention.
Gallagh Pegasus Section B - Unsound - it is not justified and not supported in NPPF.
E;aat‘gser Planning Yes Yes No The non-designated heritage assets approach is not supported by The section should be rewrittent to reflect the NPPF See overall response below.
Group i i
national policy
Policy CS.8 attempts to cover what is handled in the 2006 Adopted
Plan by several different Policies. . . . .
y Approach is consistent with the NPPF which
. . . Dl . distinguishes between designated heritage
CPRE =~ Not Not Appendix 3 lists currently ‘saved” Policies and states that all will be Either add more detail to CS.8 or retain 2006 Local Plan policies assets (as listed in Part A Criterion 1) and non-
Warwickshire Specified | Specitied | NO replaced by one or another Policy in the Core Strategy. The number L ; . . L ; i
Branch pecifie pecifie e : : — for the historic environment in the 'saved list'. designated assets, thus giving greater
of Policies which Policy CS.8 attempts to replace are significant. The rotection to historic features of local
policy as worded is too general and unless made more detailed the |Fr)’n ortance
present Policies listed as being replaced by Policy CS.8 should be P '
retained as ‘saved’.
The NPPF sets different tests for the consideration of applications that
affect de5|gnz_;1ted or non-c!eagnatepl assets. This not reﬂec_ted m_the Part B of Policy CS.8 should be amended: “Where proposals will
Homes and propos_ed poll_cy, the wording of which is more onerous as it requires affect a heritage asset, applicants will be required to undertake
Communities Zﬁgi?g?}nar:;ir; un;ii:ggte(sbftr? (ejef)srio \;Zr:efgrair:jynr:)rr?-pgzgil tg::en;;ght and provide an assessment of the significance of the asset using a
égencft/'E ate | Savills - Not Not y 9 9 9 ' proportionate level of detail relating to the likely impact the
orco state P O O H ' f ESRE H
Birmingha | No o o . _ . proposal will have on the asset's historic interest. Proposals which | See overall response below.
Settl t Specified | Specified
asd gtn;?;rd m pecifie pecifie The NPPF only requires exceptional c!rcumstances to be proven for would lead to substantial harm to, or total loss of, designated
development that may cause substantial harm to, or loss of, : ; S . . .
Developments . . S . heritage assets of the highest significance will only be permitted in
Ltd. designated assets of the highest significance. In other instances, the excentional circumstances. In assessing whether excentional
guidance is clear that harm should be considered against the public circuﬁlstances oxist. the foilowin facto?s will be considpered' ”
benefit of a proposal. Policy is therefore unsound as it fails to comply ’ 9 o
with national policy.
Glad Wording does not conform with NPPF. Need to distinguish between
Deflerl';?)%ems No Yes No the degree of harm a proposal would result in between designated Rewrite CS.8 in line with NPPF See overall response below.
and non-designated assets. Policy applies blanket protection.
R Pegasus Not Not Section B - Unsound - it is not justified and not supported in NPPF.
G?jﬁgnn 2|r%rlljr;ng Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No Thte_ nor|1-de|_signated heritage assets approach is not supported by The section should be rewritten to reflect the NPPF See overall response below.
national policy
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Overall Officer Response

Agreed that the policy should better reflect the NPPF.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

Part B — The existing text is deleted and the following text inserted:

"Any harm to the significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset, or its loss, must be justified. Any harm will be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. Applicants will need to
demonstrate that all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the existing use or find reasonable alternative uses. Consideration will also be given as to whether the works proposed are the minimum required
to secure the long-term use of the asset or, where harm would result, the extent of the harm to the significance of the asset is mitigated. Where such harm can be fully justified, the District Council will require
archaeological excavation and/or historic building recording as appropriate, followed by analysis and publication of the results."

Part C First paragraph - Delete: "Both designated and non-designated historic features should be preserved in situ”
DMC(2) - Insert following text after first sentence:

"This approach is based on the view that historic remains should be seen as an opportunity rather than a constraint and should be used to inform the proposed design and contextual analysis. In particular, this
can include incorporating such features into the proposed design to provide a historical narrative to the site."
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.7 Historic Environment — Policy CS.8 B. Proposals Affecting Heritage Assets

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Ainscough Pegasus Not Not Section B -U_nsound - it is not justified and not §upported in NPPF. ' '
Strategic Planning Specified | Specified | '\ The non-designated heritage assets approach is not supported by Section should be rewritten to reflect NPPF See overall response below.
Land Group national policy
Amend section B to include the following text : “Any harm to the
significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset, or
their loss must be justified. Proposals will be weighed against the
public benefits of the proposal;
_ whether it has been demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have
Egﬂ't'zhe ) Not Not Part B. The 4 criteria relating to exceptional circumstances - It is made to sustain the existing use, find new uses , or mitigate the
West g Specified | Specified | \° unclear whether all 4 criteria need apply or whether they are to be extent of the harm to the significance of the asset; and See overall response below.
Midlands individually. Strongly advise Part B is revised to reflect the NPPF.

whether the works proposed are the minimum required to secure
the long term use of the asset.

Where such harm can be fully justified, the Council will require
archaelogical excavation and/or historic building recording as
appropriate, followed by analysis and publication of the results.

Overall Officer Response

See overall response to CS.8

Overall Officer Recommendation

See overall response to CS.8
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.8 Design and Distinctiveness — Policy CS.9

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant
We would encourage the Council to reference the potential for
national standards in this policy. The Government’s consultation
proposed the revocation of both Secured by Design and Buildings for
West Life. This potential should be reflected in the policy to ensure that it is
Midlands Tetlow Not Not Not future proof. -
Egﬁgng E:ggnmg Specified | Specified | Specified . - N . . None specified See overall response below.
Consortium We questlgn the Coqnpll s ability to charge for the Des!gn .ReV|eW
Panel. Whilst recognising that a charge at the pre-application stage
may be appropriate, it is unlikely that a charge at the application stage
would be, given the planning application fee is envisaged to cover
such analysis of design.
, The DMC section sets stringent requirements for development
'g{rr‘;g;‘fgh Eggnisi;‘; Not Not No management. It should be contained in the policy or deleted. The Amend or delete relevant section in DMC. Delete reference to See overall response below
Land Group Specified | Specified reference to Building for Life 12 should be deleted as it is a voluntary | Building for Life 12 P '
code and planning policy should not impose it.
Amend policy to include explicit reference to 'Secured by Design’
Amend Para 3.8.2 with minor factual inaccuracies Paragraph
3.8.2 states that ‘Secured by Design’ is dated to 2004. This is
Support Section B (7), however the lack of direct reference to incorrect, as Secured by Design is continually maintained and
Warwickshire 'Secured by Design undermines the effectiveness of the policy. Policy | updated by the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO).
and West Yes Yes No support by 'Secured by Design would help to ensure new Therefore, no date should be shown in paragraph 3.8.2. See overall response below.
Mercia Police development comply with a nationally recognised consistent standard.
Propose minor changes to Para 3.8.2 Paragraph (3) on page 61 references ‘Police Architectural Design
Advisors’. This should be corrected to ‘Crime Prevention Design
Advisors'. This correction should be made in all other places in the
Core Strategy where ‘Police Architectural Design Advisors’ are
referred to.
Gladman is unclear how this policy will be applied in a consistent
Gladman manner to development proposal. The wording is ambiguous and .
Developments No ves No could lead to uncgrtaintieps fgr the developmer?t industr)g/] when None specified. See overall response below.
determining whether proposals would meet the policy requirements.
Home Referring to a SPD (Building for Life 12 and Secured by Design)
Builders %‘@ﬁered Not Not No within bullet point in Core Strategy Policy CS. 9 Design and The references to Building for Life 12 and Secured by Design) See overall response below
Federation Planner Specified | Specified Distinctivenss provides the SPD with inappropriate weight, SPDs have | should be deleted and placed in the explanatory text if necessary P '
Ltd not been through the same statutory process as Core Strategy.
Warwickshire Not Not Not
ggﬂggl Specified | Specified | Specified | SUPPOrt n/a n/a
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Overall Officer Response

The DMCs do not set 'requirements’. They provide applicants with detailed advice on policy interpretation and application. They also seek to encourage and remind applicants to follow best practice. The
encouragement (not obligation) for community engagement, for example, is consistent with NPPF paragraph 189. References to suggested content of Design and Access Statements follow good practice
reiterating that good design responds to local context and is indivisable from good planning (NPPF paragraph 56). SDC considers the encouragement of Building for Life 12 (BfL12), a national standard devised
by among others the Home Builders Federation, to be appropriate although accepts that the reference to BfL12 in Policy as written may lack clarity.

Good design is the outcome of the design process that starts with thorough contextual analysis. The policy cannot be prescriptive because good design cannot be prescribed, as acknowledged by NPPF
paragraph 60. This policy sets out the principles that will be considered and includes pointers in respect of good design. As referenced in the explanatory text, the value of the Design and Access Statement is that
it is the document where the applicant can set out their thoughts, reasonings and justifications for their proposed design. It assists SDC and interested parties in understanding the rationale for any proposed
approach.

SDC do not require every application to be submitted to the Design Review Panel and do not, therefore, include the costs of doing so in their pre-application charges. DMC(2) is therefore correct when it states that
it is the responsibility of the applicant.

Whilst it is acknowledged that Secured by Design is to be replaced by national standards in building regulations, it still provides good and relevant design guidance. It is there considered appropriate to retain
reference to Secured by Design in the explanatory text.

Overall Officer Recommendation

For clarity, That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:
Part B: Reword the first paragraph as follows: "High quality design will be achieved by ensuring that all development is:"

Insert new DMC(1) and renumber subsequent DMCs: "The District Council supports the implementation of Building for Life 12. It provides applicants with a useful checklist for ensuring high quality design and
meeting the requirements of the criteria set out in Part B.

In DMC(3) and the Implementation and Monitoring Table (Responsible Agencies) replace "Police Architectural Liaison Officers" with "Crime Prevention Design Advisors".
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.8 Design and Distinctiveness — Policy CS.9 Explanation

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Natural Would welcome the inclusion in the explanation of a reference to
England - v v v the Town and Country Planning Association's suite of guidance for
South Mercia es es es N/A sustainable communities, including 'Biodiversity by Design and Agreed.
Area 'Climate Change Adaptation by Design'.
Overall Officer Response Agreed that reference to these useful documents should be included in the Core Strategy.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that:

Paragraph 3.8.2: Replace "(ACPO 2004)" with "(ACPO)," and then insert the following text between "(ACPO)" and "By Design": "Biodiversity by Design (TCPA, 2004), Climate Change Adaptation by Design
(TCPA, 2007),
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Section 3. District Resources — 3.8 Design and Distinctiveness — Policy CS.9 Development Management Considerations

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
pors 5 The DMC section sets stringent requirements for development
ersimmon €gasus | Nt Not Not management. It should be contained in the policy or deleted. The L .
H South | Planni o . o > : o .
M?g?:nsd(s)?_l:d G%T;ng Specified | Specified | Specified | reference to Building for Life 12 should be deleted as it is a voluntary Amend or delete DMC Delete reference to Building for Life 12 See overall response below
code and planning policy should not impose it.
5 The DMC section sets stringent requirements for development
egasus ; ; ;
Rosconn ; Not Not Not management. It should be contained in the policy or deleted. The - .
PI o . o . : o .
Group Gra;r;r;)lng Specified | Specified | Specified | reference to Building for Life 12 should be deleted as it is a voluntary Amend or delete DMC Delete reference to Building for Life 12 See overall response below

code and planning policy should not impose it.

Overall Officer Response

See overall response in respect of CS.9

Overall Officer Recommendation

See overall response in respect of CS.9
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.1 Green Belt — Policy CS.10

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 20 Number of Unspecified: 3

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Homes and
Communities
Agency, Savills -
Gorcott Estate N Not Not
Settlement Birmingha | oocified | Specified | Y&S N/A N/A N/A
m
and Stoford
Developments
Ltd.
Identification of three parcels of land for release from the Green Belt None specified.
. See overall response below.
for employment uses has not been as part of a wider full Green Belt
review.
Sg‘mﬁr‘)%ems No gggciﬁed No In the absence of a comprehensive review the Council cannot be sure | None specified. See overall response below.
that these sites are the most appropriate site for release. Settlement boundaries will be defined in order
Definition of settlement boundaries should not be used as a Undertake a full strategic review of the Green Belt as part of the to Sh.OW how the proposed housing
: . ] , X . requirement can be met.
mechanism to prevent sustainable development from coming forward. | Site Allocations DPD preparation.
b Teytor P h | of f land from the Green Belt with
and Taylor RPS Not Not roposes the removal of an area of land from the Green Belt without .
Wimpey Group Specified | Specified 0 justification or evidence. Delete area 1 from the policy. See overall response below.
Homes
CALA Homes | Stansgate Not Policy should specify that built up area boundaries will be defined for , . .
. : Y . N . X . . .
(Midlands) Ltd | Planning es Specified o Local Service Villages in the Green Belt. Amend final paragraph of policy accordingly See overall response below
Bloor Homes Should be provision made for Site Allocations DPD to give : . Intended scope of the Site Allocations DPD will
Y Y N . . ) . P .
(Western) Ltd es es ° consideration to Green Belt boundaries at Studley. Amend policy accordingly allow this issue to be considered.
Should undertake a Green Belt Review given the identified need for Undertake a Green Belt Review. See overall response below.
one across the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA and NPPF guidance
Quintessential | Barton Not Not that they should be undertaken during the preparation of a Plan and
ns Willmore No Specified | Specified be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. ' .
No need to identify further land for
Three Main Rural Centres in the Green Belt should not be excluded Safeguard land in these locations in order to meet future needs development in order to meet the proposed
from accommodating additional housing growth. beyond the plan period. housing requirement.
Insertion of the words 'and character’ into (a), (b) and (c) does not
accord with the NPPF. Delete words 'and character' in each part of policy.
Impact on character is a key aspect of
Intention that Site Allocations DPD will identify built up area None specified. assessing harm to the Green Belt. See overall
boundaries for Local Service Villages is a form of Green Belt review response below.
Pegasus which is not appropriate for the site allocations process.
Rosconn ;
Group Planning No No No B . _ _
Group Doubt whether it is appropriate for neighbourhood plans in isolation to | None specified. Not intended that Neighbourhood Plans will do
review the Green Belt. this.
See overall response below.
Removal of land east of Birmingham Road (Proposal SUA.3) has not Deletion of reference to Proposal SUA.3.
been justified by the demonstration of exceptional circumstances.
, Does not provide for the removal of the Green Belt designation from
Ladbrook Savills - the built up area boundaries once defined so the need to identify very | Identify that Green Belt designation will be removed from the built
Park Golf Birmingha | Yes Yes No o T : See overall response below.
Club m special circumstances to justify any development proposal would up areas once defined.
remain.
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Mixed Farms

Savills -

Amendment to the Green Belt boundary to the north of Stratford is not
based on a comprehensive review of the entire Green Belt area.

None specified.

See overall response below.

Ltd Reading No No No Without considering all available options, including land outside the
Green Belt, it cannot be assured that the most sustainable pattern of None specified. See overall response below.
development will be achieved.
Insertion of the words 'and character’ into (a), (b) and (c) does not
accord with the NPPF. Delete words 'and character' in each part of policy.
Impact on character is a key aspect of
Intention that Site Allocations DPD will identify built up area None specified. assessing harm to the Green Belt. See overall
boundaries for Local Service Villages is a form of Green Belt review response below.
Ainscough Pegasus Not Not which is not appropriate for the site allocations process.
Strategic Planning Specified Specified No
Land Group Doubt whether it is appropriate for neighbourhood plans in isolation to | None specified. Not intended that Neighbourhood Plans will do
review the Green Belt. this.
See overall response below.
Removal of land east of Birmingham Road (Proposal SUA.3) has not Deletion of reference to Proposal SUA.3.
been justified by the demonstration of exceptional circumstances.
M Hale f,‘lt;‘rr]‘ﬁ?nege Yes gggciﬁe 4 | No Egg;?’ssggﬁéi s\,/p;ﬁ;:gélstf;r?ttﬁgllet:Jer;ﬁrgilsoundarles will be defined for | A eng final paragraph of policy accordingly. See overall response below.
_ No need to identify this site for development in
iAacCrl((elvie E'oct:‘t‘;"rd g;’édﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No ::;r}ﬂtitrgniusslﬁéggégégéley could be removed from the Green Belt Delete land from the Green Belt. order to meet the proposed housing
requirement.
Green Belt should be reviewed in relation to Henley-in-Arden; failure . . See overall response below.
. Undertake a review of this land.
to so would frustrate sustainable patterns of growth and render the
HIA Not Not Plan unsound as it has considered Henley with a closed mind.
Developments | Framptons Specified Specified No . . L .
LLP pecifie pecifie No need to identify this site for development in
Release of land at New Road, Henley-in-Arden from the Green Belt Delete land from the Green Belt order to meet the proposed housing
would not undermine its underlying purposes. ' requirement.
Insertion of the words 'and character’ into (a), (b) and (c) does not
accord with the NPPF. Delete words 'and character' in each part of policy.
Impact on character is a key aspect of
Intention that Site Allocations DPD will identify built up area None specified. assessing harm to the Green Belt. See overall
boundaries for Local Service Villages is a form of Green Belt review response below.
Gallagher Pegasus Not Not which is not appropriate for the site allocations process.
Estates Planning Specified Specified No L . . o . . . . .
Group Doubt whether it is appropriate for neighbourhood plans in isolation to | None specified. Not intended that Neighbourhood Plans will do
review the Green Belt. this.
See overall response below.
Removal of land east of Birmingham Road (Proposal SUA.3) has not Deletion of reference to Proposal SUA.3.
been justified by the demonstration of exceptional circumstances.
Alison Foxon | Stansgate | Not Not No If land at Gorcott Hill is removed from the Green Belt it should include | Amend area of land to be removed from the Green Belt See overall response below
Planning Specified | Specified adjacent area to north-east up to A435 and District boundary. accordingly. '
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The District Council has not complied with either UK or EU legislation
in the construction of this policy. It has not complied with its legal
requirements to: (a) protect the Green Belt (NPPF para 9); or (b)
undertake meaningful cross-boundary co-operation consultations (per
NPPF paras 178 - 181).

Deletion of 7 hectares at Gorcott Hill (Proposal REDD.2) from Green

Deletion of Proposal REDD.2.

See overall response below.

Earlswood & . . :
Forshaw Belt is contrary to para. 80 in the NPPF. Deletion of Proposal REDD.2.
Heath No No No See overall response below.
ies'dQ”tt_S Meeting the needs of Redditch is not an exceptional circumstance.
ssociation None specified. See overall response below.
Intention to remove Local Service Villages from the Green Belt is See overall response below.
contrary to current planning law. None specified.
See overall response below.
Intention to remove Local Service Villages from the Green Belt is
contrary to the District Council's statement that there is no justification | None specified.
for making a significant reduction to its current extent.
Insertion of the words 'and character' into (a), (b) and (c) does not
accord with the NPPF. Delete words 'and character' in each part of policy.
Impact on character is a key aspect of
Intention that Site Allocations DPD will identify built up area None specified. assessing harm to the Green Belt. See overall
boundaries for Local Service Villages is a form of Green Belt review response below.
Persimmon Pegasus which is not appropriate for the site allocations process.
H(_)mes (South | Planning Yes Yes No
Midlands) Ltd | Group Doubt whether it is appropriate for neighbourhood plans in isolation to | None specified. Not intended that Neighbourhood Plans will do
review the Green Belt. this.
See overall response below.
Removal of land east of Birmingham Road (Proposal SUA.3) has not Deletion of reference to Proposal SUA.3.
been justified by the demonstration of exceptional circumstances.
Barratt and i i iatri
David Wilson | RCA .| Not Not In order to support Iocal_housmg need in t_he District the rglease of A review of the Green Belt is necessary in order to identify sites
Regenerati o o No certain Green Belt land is necessary and is a more sustainable : See overall response below.
Homes on Ltd Specified | Specified that could be released for housing development.
Mercia) Ltd development strategy than a new settlement.
( )
Home Chartered If Council's lack of undertaking a Green Belt review is found to be
Builders Not Not Not . f . . . . .
Federation ;?wn Specified | Specified | Specified flawed then future housing delivery could be jeopardised in relation to | None specified. See overall response below.
Ltd anner SUA.1L.
Amend policy to support the recycling of brownfield land and not be . . Appropriate that specific development
o ; . Amend policy accordingly. ; : o
_ qualified by rererence to consistency with overall development proposals are considered against all provisions
Nigel strategy. of the Plan.
Cope's of Gough Not Not Not
Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified Specified Specified . .
Ltd Proposal to redevelop this site for housing can
Identify Juggins Lane, Earlswood in policy for removal from Green . . be assessed against provisions of CS.10 and
; Amend policy accordingly. >
Belt to allow redevelopment for housing other policies.
Margaret Not Not Not There should be no incursion into the Green Belt which should be left None specified Specific incursion into the Green Belt has been
Boyes Specified | Specified | Specified | sacrosanct for future Stratfordians to enjoy. P ' fully justified.
Rajkowski Parkwood i i .
Architectural | Consultanc | Not ot No gfi?é‘nlzg Itob%l{srt]?P?;I%Sitzhglﬁjgia(at?fnu; TDE’%/?: E[jhtirsmrepslagcii(\a/\rllifl)?asiIoto Should be made clear that sites to be removed from the Green See overall response below
& Building y Services | Specified | Specified . 0] P Belt will have regard to longer term needs. P '
Services Ltd achieve this.
P Henson& | Andrew Not Not Green Belt between Stratford and A46 should be reviewed to provide : : No need to identify this area for development
Bird Group of | Granger& | oo o | soecified | NO ) Carry out a review of this land. in order to meet the proposed housing
Companies Co pecifie pecifie for a more sustainable longer term growth strategy for the town. )
P requirement.
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Cathy Not Not Policy fails to acknowledge that NPPF states that a replacement . . Wording is consistent with the intentions of the
Kimberley Specified | Specified ° building must not be materially larger than the one it replaces. Policy CS.10(b) should be amended accordingly. NPPF.

EgsgiTgﬁﬂﬁbLeag]eg%gé robust evidence to support Proposal SUA.3 Delete Proposal SUA.3.

9 ’ See overall response below.
) Tyler-
Wilmcote ; ; : ; ; ot
: Parkes Not Not No Green Belt review or consideration of alternative sites to justify o
Eiﬁ?::il Partnershi | Specified | Specified | N° removal of site from Green Belt. None specified. See overall response below.
p
No robust exceptional circumstances to justify altering the Green Belt o See overall response below.
None specified

boundary.
Redditch
Borough
Council - Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Development
Plans
Gordon Not Not No Land should not be removed from Green Belt without proper None specified E(;ﬁgﬁlrg[';% r:] antgZspslzgsrr:?esr:tmé?![\;]eedsggbgcto
Harrington Specified | Specified consultation and in depth evaluation of alternative brownfield sites. P ' use brownfield sites P
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Overall Officer Response

A number of representations express concern that specific areas of land are proposed to be removed from the Green Belt without a comprehensive review having been undertaken. This line of argument would
have been valid had the District Council proposed to do so in order to allocate land for housing development as it would have been necessary to show that suitable land outside the Green Belt was not available
and that other areas of land within the Green Belt were not available or as suitable. The Core Strategy sets out clearly the exceptional circumstances that apply in each of the three cases in order to provide
specific employment opportunities or to facilitate the regeneration of the canal quarter in Stratford-upon-Avon.

In response to the specific criticism of the exceptional circumstances cited by the District Council in support of Proposal SUA.3, the following points are made relating to the five purposes of the Green Belt in the
NPPF: (i) the emphasis of this purpose, based on the original intentions of Green Belts, is to control the outward spread of conurbations into surrounding countryside rather than to restrict modest extensions of
settlements on the outer edge of the Green Belt.

(i) agreed that not relevant for this site.

(iii) it is a matter of fact that the site is, in part, previously developed (ie. brownfield) so on this specific point it is preferable to other sites on the edge of the town.

(iv) the approach to the town along the Birmingham Road has become increasingly urbanised over the years, including by current housing development, and it is evident that an urban area has been reached. In
this respect, the site is not an isolated one in otherwise open countryside. An assessment has been carried out of all the parcels of land on the edge of the town to gauge their availability and suitability for
employment development compared with Proposal SUA.3. It shows that this site is the most appropriate for the intended purpose, despite its location in the Green Belt.

(v) the comprehensive regeneration of the canal quarter cannot be achieved without the release of land elsewhere for businesses to relocate.

Fundamentally, an alternative site to the Regeneration Zone for housing development would not deliver the benefits of that proposal as there would be no functional connection between them. In response to the
criticism that no assessment of alternative sites has been undertaken to justify the removal of land east of Birmingham Road from the Green Belt, an analysis has been prepared which shows that there are no
parcels of land on the edge of Stratford-upon-Avon lying outside the Green Belt which are available or suitable for the proposed purpose, apart from south of Alcester Road which is proposed to be allocated in any
case. (See Appendix 2. Assessment of land on edge of Stratford-upon-Avon for employment development.) It is important to bear in mind that businesses wish to be in accessible locations and are
generally of the opinion that sites south of the river are not attractive for their needs.

The District Council recognises that the overall challenge of meeting development needs across the wider strategic housing market area will require a Green Belt Review to be undertaken, and that the Green Belt
within Stratford District should be included in such a review. A sub-regional review is currently being commissioned. Phase 1 of this work will cover Coventry, Nuneaton and Bedworth, Rugby and Warwick in the
context of the need to address options for peripheral growth around the city to meet the needs of Coventry itself. Phase 2 will cover North Warwickshire and Stratford-on-Avon and in Stratford’s case would inform
a future review of the Core Strategy either as part of the natural cycle of review or in the context of a review proving necessary were it to be demonstrated that the District needs to play a role in meeting the future
housing needs of Birmingham and Solihull. It may not be necessary to identify built up area boundaries for every LSV in the Green Belt. This will be considered through the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD.
The scope of this DPD is related specifically to the delivery of the overall development strategy and is not tantamount to being a form of Green Belt Review.

The NPPF allows for limited infilling and redevelopment of sites in villages which may be sufficient to meet the housing requirement in certain LSVs identified in Policy CS.16. In order to be consistent on this
matter, para. 4.1.7 in the explanation should be amended rather than the policy itself. Earlswood & Forshaw Heath Residents Association confuse the 'very special circumstances' that have to be applied in the
determination of planning applications for inappropriate forms of development in the Green Belt and the 'exceptional circumstances' that are used to justify the amendment to Green Belt boundaries through the
development plan process. The Council believes that the overall dispersal strategy is appropriate given the nature of the district and that LSVs in the Green Belt have a role to play in delivering this strategy in the
manner proposed. The definition of built-up area boundaries and the treatment of the Green Belt in relation to these will be addressed through the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD.

The removal of land at Gorcott Hill from the Green Belt has been thoroughly justified through joint working with Redditch and Bromsgrove Councils and the various evidence base studies that have been produced
relating to the needs of Redditch and the assessment of the suitability of this specific site when compared with alternative sites for this specific purpose. In response to Earlswood and Forshaw Heath Residents
Association's objection regarding the alleged failure by the District Council to fulfil its Duty to Co-operate obligations, there has been extensive collaboration with Redditch Borough Council and Bromsgrove District
Council in producing the Core Strategy. The principle of the District Council having to consider releasing land to meet the housing and/or employment needs of Redditch has been long-established, including
through the former Regional Spatial Strategy, and it has been addressed through the Duty to Co-operate process. The preparation of the respective development plans for the three local authorities has been a
thorough and open process, and subject to public consultation at various stages. Gorcott Hill has been identified as being the most appropriate for employment development following an extensive assessment of
land on the periphery of Redditch for this purpose, almost all of which is in the Green Belt. This is also the overarching exceptional circumstance that justifies the removal of this area of land from the Green Belt.

The request to delete an additional area of land from the Green Belt around Gorcott Hall in relation to Proposal REDD.2 is reasonable as it involves a very small nib of land and would allow scope for a more
comprehensive approach to be taken on the future use of Gorcott Hall.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.10 is modified as follows:

Area 3 to read '9 hectares at Gorcott Hill..." Also see Policy CS.10 Explanation. Also see Section 8.1 D REDD.2.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.1 Green Belt — Policy CS.10 Explanation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The removal of the 15 hectares of land to the east of Birmingham
Eefsimmon o Road, Bishopton has not been justified by the demonstration of
omes egasus H H H
(South Planning Not Not No exceptlonal circumstances as required by the NPPF._T_he release of None specified. See overall response below.
Midlands) Group Specified | Specified this land from the Green Belt is based solely on providing scope for
Ltd implementing the Regeneration Zone proposal, which we consider to
be unsound and therefore the release of this land is unnecessary.
Cathy Not Not The previous guideline of 30% has proved useful in the past. Whilst
Kimberley Specified | Specified No proposals could be considered on a case by case basis consistency None specified. See overall response below.

of approach could be assisted by such a percentage guideline.

Overall Officer Response

On balance, based on experience of applying the 30% threshold, the view is taken that a more flexible approach should be taken that allows the merits and impact of each individual proposal to be assessed

against the provisions of Policy CS.10 and the NPPF. The explanation should be amended in order to be consistent with the final paragraph of Policy CS.10.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that para. 4.1.7 in the explanation to Policy CS.10 is modified as follows:

Second sentence to read “This will include the definition of Built-Up Area Boundaries for those Local Service Villages that lie within the Green Belt where it is necessary to do so in order to provide for the housing
requirement for these villages in accordance with the provisions of the overall development strategy.”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 57

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 4. District Designations — 4.1 Green Belt — Policy CS.10 Explanation 1. East of Birmingham Road, Stratford-upon-Avon

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Proposal to remove 15 hectares of land east of Birmingham Road,
_ Bishopton has not been justified by the demonstration of exceptional Delete East of Birmingham Road from explanation. See overall response below.
2{?;‘;0‘;3“ Ef{fﬁﬁgs Not Not No circumstances.
Land 9 Group 9 Specified Specified
Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone proposal is unsound so it is not None specified. See overall response below.
appropriate to release this land from the Green Belt on this basis.
Miller Exceptional circumstance for removing land east of Birmingham Road
1!12;:;5 e RPS Group Not Not No from the Green E_Selt has not been demonst_rated as the Regenergtion Delete East of Birmingham Road from explanation See overall response below
Wimpey Specified | Specified Zone at present is undeliverable and no evidence has been provided ‘ '
Homes to demonstrate that it is.
Proposal to remove 15 hectares of land east of Birmingham Road,
Bishopton has not been justified by the demonstration of exceptional Delete East of Birmingham Road from explanation. See overall response below.
Rosconn ﬁ%’nﬁﬁ; Not Not No circumstances.
Group Group Specified Specified
Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone proposal is unsound so it is not None specified. See overall response below.
appropriate to release this land from the Green Belt on this basis.
Overall Officer Response The Core Strategy sets out clearly the exceptional circumstances that apply in relation to this land in order to faciliate the regeneration of the canal quarter in Stratford-upon-Avon. This is a fundamental component
of the Core Strategy not just in terms of providing housing in a sustainable location but also to utilise more effectively a largely underused and unattractive area of the town.
Many companies currently located in this area wish, in the shorter or longer term, to relocate in order to expand, improve their profile and be more accessible to the strategic road network. Sites close to the A46
are known to be more attractive for these companies rather than those on other sides of the town.
Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.1 Green Belt — Policy CS.10 Explanation 2. North of Arden Road, Alcester

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Alcester Stansgate Not
Estates Ltd Planning Yes Specified Yes N/A N/A N/A
Overall Officer Response Only representation submitted supports the Proposal.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.1 Green Belt — Policy CS.10 Development Management Considerations

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Earlswood & . . .
Forshaw N N DMC(2) goes against the intention of para 80 of the NPPF as
Heath Sgéciﬁed Sggciﬁed No extensions are not permitted and there are specific conditions placed | None specified See overall response below.
igg(')dcfi’;tizn upon replacement buildings which have not been identified.

Overall Officer Response

Policy CS.10 and DMC(2) are both consistent with the provisions of the NPPF with respect to the extension and replacement of existing buildings.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.2 Cotswolds AONB — Policy CS.11

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall Di .
Respondent Agent ga’ly uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Cotswolds
Conservation Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Board
Natural
England -
South Mercia Yes ves es N/A N/A N/A
Area

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.3 Special Landscape Areas — Policy CS.12

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 5 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Lega!ly Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant compliant
Persimmon Sets a presumption against development proposals that would have
Homes Pegasus Not Not any harmful effect on the distinctive character and appearance of
(South Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No such areas. This does not accord with a proper balanced approach to | Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below
m'c?'a”ds) Group assessing the landscape and visual impact of a particular
development and balancing any harm against its benefits.
Sets a presumption against development proposals that would have
Ainscough Pegasus Not any harmful effect on the distinctive character and appearance of
Strategic Planning Sgeciﬁe g | Yes No such areas. This does not accord with a proper balanced approach to | Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Land Group assessing the landscape and visual impact of a particular
development and balancing any harm against its benefits.
Sets a presumption against development proposals that would have
Gallagh Pegasus Not Not any harmful effect on the distinctive character and appearance of
E;;t‘gse' Planning Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No such areas. This does not accord with a proper balanced approach to | Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Group assessing the landscape and visual impact of a particular
development and balancing any harm against its benefits.
Sets a presumption against development proposals that would have
R Pegasus Not Not any harmful effect on the distinctive character and appearance of
G?jﬁg”” Planning Sgeciﬁe g Sgecified No such areas. This does not accord with a proper balanced approach to | Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Group assessing the landscape and visual impact of a particular
development and balancing any harm against its benefits.
Natural
England -
South Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Mercia Area
The plan fails to recognise that the landscape of Stour Valley and its .
George H . : X s . e Special Landscape Areas Study does not
Not Not catchment area is geographically, geologically, historically and Consider how the distinctiveness of the Stour valley can be ; . ; .
Jackson o o No A ; ) . . : . . . . identify Stour Valley as being appropriate for
OBE Specified | Specified culturally quite distinctive and merits consideration as an area or recognised in the context of its agricultural and tourist potential. desianation
district of special interest. 9 ‘
Overall Officer Response It is entirely appropriate for a policy on Special Landscape Areas to take such a strong stance against development proposals that would have a harmful effect on them. Other factors will be taken into account as
part of the balancing judgement in relation to individual proposals. This is made clear in the Development Management Considerations.
Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.4 Areas of Restraint — Policy CS.13

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

R A [
espondent gent compliant

Duty

? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

Redrow
Homes South
Midlands

Barton Not
Willmore Specified

Query whether there has been a full assessment of all land across the
whole District, which considers each area on its merit for inclusion as
an Area of Restraint (AoR) afresh. Concerned that the principle of the
existing AoRs has been fundamentally accepted by the Council and
only minor tweaks have been aimed for.

Query whether the evidence base justifies the designation of these
areas as AoR and protection above that of countryside areas.

Removing the AoR designation would allow sites to be considered on
No their merit with opportunities for appropriate site-specific evidence to
be submitted alongside development proposals, which could
demonstrate the appropriate mitigation for any landscape impact.

Not
Specified

Policy should be deleted or simplified to only protect areas

that are critical to the preservation of a particular setting. See overall response below.

Second paragraph is unhelpfully vague. It is not known what 'large-
scale' is considered to be in terms of development, nor how
‘demonstrable community benefits’ or a 'significant contribution to an
objective of the Core Strategy' would be assessed.

It is not clear why or how a developer would be required to
demonstrate that no alternative site was available outside of the AoR.

Environment Not
Agency Specified

Policy should specify that Area of Restraint in Alcester will not prevent
Not Ves any Water Framework Directive/River Basin Management Plan
Specified projects or schemes being delivered including the development of

new fish passes, weir removal or the creation of a bypass channel.

Unnecessary as policy will not restrict the principle of

Amend policy accordingly. such measures being taken.

Overall Officer Response

The Area of Restraint Study did have the remit to identify further areas for designation as is evident from the additional AoR proposed at Kineton. In many respects it is not surprising there are no other substantial
changes proposed given the clearly defined purposes of the designation, including the principle that it should not overlap the Green Belt. There would be little purpose in any form of designation if all development
proposals were considered on their merits.

The District Council has produced robust evidence to justify this particular local designation based on the significant contribution that specific areas of land make to the character and setting of settlements. The
second paragraph provides an important aspect of the policy. Because Areas of Restraint are a local designation it is appropriate to make provision for the merits of a large-scale development that would be
contrary to the purpose of the designation to be assessed. It is not possible to specify in advance to what scale or form of development this provision of the policy may be relevant. It can only be applied on a case
by case basis. An example of where it has been applied in the past is the Shakespeare Hospice which lies within the Shottery Fields Area of Restraint in Stratford-upon-Avon.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 4. District Designations — 4.5 Vale of Evesham Control Zone — Policy CS.14

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
South
prorcesters Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Councils
Alscot JonesLang | Not Not Not Atherstone Airfield is included within the Control Zone although it is
Estate Lasalle Specified | Specified | Specified the only Ianq east of the A3A_fOO that is so designated, which seems to | Delete Atherstone Airfield from the Control Zone See overall response below.
be both arbitrary and inconsistent.
Policy should be expanded to ensure that any proposals also
Highways Not Not Not demonstrate compliance with the relevant transport policy and : .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified | guidance for transport assessment and also satisfy any requirement Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
to mitigate the transport impacts arising.

Overall Officer Response

It is unnecessary to amend the policy in the manner sought by the Highways Agency because these provisions are covered in Policy CS.25. It is appropriate for Atherstone Airfield to be included within the Control
Zone because it is a major employment site in the area. Not including it would be an anomaly because it would then abut the Control Zone but not be covered by the policy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15

Number of Supports: 11 Number of Objections: 21 Number of Unspecified: 4

Respondent Agent c;rig;;:gnt corigi);n " Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
The South Worcestershire Councils support the development strategy
South contained in CS.15. The revised housing requirement along with the
Worcesters Ves Ves Ves d|st.r|but|on of deyelop_men_t is also supported, with the focus on the None Comments noted.
hire main towns, the identification of an extended settlement at Gaydon,
Councils and the remaining distribution to the rural areas. The absence of any
strategic allocation at Long Marston is also supported and welcomed.
Here and throughout the draft Strategy reference to the new The existing Strategy should be maintained and enhanced, with
Peter and North Rae Ves Ves No settlement at Gaydon should be deleted. A new settlement is not the greater levels of development applied to the same settlement Comments noted - see overall response
Helen Pires | Sanders most sustainable or suitable option for accommodating growth in the hierarchy with an expanded focus on settlements of a sustainable P '
District and for meeting land supply needs. size including Southam.
The Main Rural Centres should be sub-divided into two categories as
per the 2010 Draft Core Strategy, which identified Alcester, Shipston
and Southam as the Principal Main Rural Centres. The practical purpose of separating the MRCs
The strategy and thus the Policy is unsound in placing reliance on into two categories is unclear.
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath as part of the hierarchy. Notwithstanding Comments on Proposal GLH are set out
the above comments, generally support the proposal that the elsewhere
A Ho e distribution of development in the District will be based on a pattern of '
Inscoug egasus H H H H
Strategic Planning g‘oéciﬁe p g'ogciﬁe q | No ba'?”cﬁd dlslpersal, in accordance with the settlement hierarchy set None specified, although implicit that part 7 should be deleted. General support for the settlement hierarchy
Land Group p p out in the Policy. noted.
The balanced dispersal of housing site throughout the District is the . I , .
- X . s . Section 7 of the policy is fundamental in setting
only realistic way in which a sufficient number and range of housing ; Lo i
. : . ; . out the overarching principles that will be
sites can be secured in order to deliver the housing requirement for aoplied when assessing development
Stratford on Avon District. pp 9 P
proposals.
Section 7 in Policy CS.15 is superfluous, merely repeating elements
to be found elsewhere in the Core Strategy.
Policy CS.10 indicates that the redevelopment
of brownfield sites may be appropriate, but that
the location and type of development should
‘ , Inconsistency with policy CS.10 which allows development on gter;[gn&stigtsvxgﬂ Eﬂgrgvigrﬁg gg;{gﬁ?ﬂﬁgﬁ
copesof | Mgl SouIh | ot Not Not appropriate brownfield sites in the Green Belt. This may prejudice our |\ e oo gt];/ble rorms of residental develg ot
Ltd Ltd Specified | Specified | Specified | Clients regarding the redevelopment of their “brownfield" site at P ' cCeple - o =lop
Juggins Lane, Forshaw Heath will be identified. As such itis cons_ldered that
' ' any such development should be viewed as
unplanned windfall and not be recognised
under CS.15 as a formal aspect of the
distribution of development.
Growth in a wide variety of settlements will help to maintain local
Urban services and facilities and enhance sustainability. It will provide other
Renaissanc local benefits, including more affordable housing. The inclusion of the
e Villages Svai‘ﬁmre Yes Yes Yes dispersal approach therefore secures the most appropriate strategy None Comments noted
(UFI?V)Ia”d for the District. It contributes to the provision of a more flexible supply
Helical Bar of sites, as required by the NPPF (para 47) thereby ensuring that the
Plan is “deliverable” and therefore “effective” and thus “sound”.
There is no clear evidence which demonstrates that the site at GLH The representation appears in principle to
Sharba Barton Not Not No will be deliverable during the Plan Period given the significant The Council need to fundamentally review options for meeting their | query the deliverability of Proposal GLH rather
Homes Willmore llp | Specified | Specified infrastructure works required to be carried out. There may also be Objectively Assessed Need within the Plan period. than the inclusion of the New Settlement within
land ownership issues. Policy CS.15.
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GLH is not the product of effective cross-boundary co-ordination. It
will undoubtedly, due to its position on the M40 and location within the
wider housing market area (HMA), meet housing needs associated
with areas beyond the boundaries of Stratford-on-Avon. It may,

Comments noted. The District's housing
requirement is driven largely by inward
migration and it is correct to say that GLH is

CALA Nathaniel ; ) L Long Marston Airfield should be included as an additional well placed in the context of the influences
Homes Lichfield & therefore not meet the needs associated with the District (merely S : : : . X . .
(Midlands) Partners Yes Yes No . e o C allocation in order to provide Stratford on Avon with an effective evident in the wider HMA. The potential
- increase out-migration to a new settlement within the District, . . . . ) . .
Ltd London ; . o . Plan that delivers the Policies on housing requirement. inclusion of a second strategic development
particularly with unmet needs within other parts of the HMA). In this site is dependent on the conclusions reached
respect, it is not considered that GLH is an effective means of meeting P . .
. . about the housing requirement - see
the housing needs of Stratford-on-Avon, although it may perform an
. . ) . comments at CS.16.
important role in meeting the needs of the wider HMA.
Redrow
H Bart Not Not . L
south Willmore Sgeciﬁed sgecified No Support the identification of Southam as an MRC. None Noted.
Midlands
. No specific mention is made in Part 1 of the
Part 1. Main Town: Stratford-upon-Avon policy to SuA's role in the provision of housing
' and business development. This should be
First paragraph to read: clarified - see recommendation.
Supportive of the settlement hierarchy, but the role of Stratford-upon- _ o _ o _
Avon in relation to housing provision is unclear. The capacity of the “The town is the principal settlement in the District and as suchis | The approach suggested is at odds with the
principal settlement of the District and the most sustainable location to | the main focus for new housing and employment. Services and Council's preference for a pattern of balanced
accommodate new development (Stratford-upon-Avon) should be infrastructure will be improved to reflect the scale of development dispersal of growth. If the sustainable options
maximised before consideration of less sustainable alternatives. that takes place. for development at SuA have to be fully
exhausted before other options are
The policy should be clear that the first principle is to encourage The role of the town centre as a focus of shopping, services and considered, one wonders how the natural
Miller sustainable development on non-Green Belt sites at Stratford that do | tourism will be maintained and enhanced. Development will be growth of the town over the longer term should
Homes and not harm the historical character or setting of the settlement. Where directed to the town which maintains its roles as the principal be accommodated.
Taylor RPS Group ggéciﬁed g‘gteciﬁed No this capacity is reached, and only at this point, will development be settlement where it does do not result in the release of land from
\lf'VImpey channelled away from Stratford to a new settlement. the existing Green Belt, or harm the historic character and setting No options for further growth at SuA have
omes of the town”. been judged as sustainable and/or deliverable
With regard to the Main Rural Centres and Local Villages, these too having regard to the infrastructure constraints
should be the main focus of development before the consideration of Part 3. New Settlement and the evidence base. A similar judgement
a new settlement. There is significant capacity in the Main Rural has been made about the MRCs and the
Centres such as Bidford -on-Avon and the Category 1 villages. These | First paragraph to read: Category 1 villages.
locations have the capacity to play a key role in the delivery of new
housing in existing service centres in advance of a new settlements “Land in the vicinity of Gaydon and Lighthorne Heath to the west The dispersed pattern of growth is also
consideration. of the M40 is identified as location for new development to considered to be the appropriate rersponse to
accommodate the needs of the District where it cannot be first the District's identification as having a 'best fit'
sustainably located within the principal settlement of Stratford- within the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA but
upon-Avon, the Main Rural Centres or Villages”. taking into account the influence exerted by
the other adjoining HMAs.
E'OOF The overall approach to settlement hierarchy is supported. It is not Position on hierarchy is noted. Other
(ng‘;:m) Yes Yes No appropriate to restict development in settlements such as Bidford-on- comments are referenced within the responses
Ltd Avon and Studley solely to committed sites. to Policy CS.16.
The Council's Site Allocations Plan will identify
Whilst supporting the principle of neighbourhood planning, the Core sw_table sites in those settlemgnts where the
) . o Neighbourhood Plan process is not already
Strategy should not be reliant on Neighbourhood Plans bringing :
) ) ; underway. Settlement boundaries would be
forward sites for development in a timely manner. : o
Gladman Not Not estalished to support the distribution of
Devel o . N . . i
evelopme Specified | Specified ° Object to the use of settlement boundaries, as they may preclude development proposed under Policy CS.15.

nts

sustainable development being brought forward. Settlements limits
arbitrarily restrict development. The strategy should not prioritise the
use of brownfield sites.

The policy properly recognises that the re-use
of land within existing settlements is an
appropriate component of the strategy for
delivering development.
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General support for the hierarchy noted. In
principle opposition to GLH noted - this issue is
dealt with in other detailed responses.
The impacts of additional development at
L . . Meon Vale are uncertain, particularly given its
?gt?lpe)(r)nrtelr:lsg?rmmple the balanced dispersal based on a hierarchy of relationship with Stratford-upon-Avon.
Do not support the proposed new settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne In Part 7 of the Policy (Requirements): The STA suggests that_de_velopment over and
Heath. There is no clear evidence to show that it is deliverable. " : L " " a_boyt_a that_planned for IS likely to require
StModwen | o Insert and rural brownfield sites" after the word "settlements" in S|gn|f|cant infrastructure mves';ment to mitigate
Developme | willmore llp | Y© ves No The Sustainability Appraisal underplays the impact of Policy CS.15. line 1. transport impacts on S.UA' Policy AS.11
nts Ltd ; : : o ) indicates that residential development on
The delivery trajectory is unrealistic. Meon Vale has more suitable and dd the words "as well as to existing services and facilities" at the | specific large rural brownfield sites is
deliverable development potential. A . 9 pecilic large ru whnti es
end of point (b). appropriate at a scale that would meet local
The omission of any reference to Large Brownfield Sites means needs. Itis not certain that this form of
CS.15 is at odds with AS 11, q§velopment will be brought forward. As such
it is considered that such development should
be viewed as unplanned windfall and not be
recognised under CS.15 as a formal aspect of
the distribution of development. In view of the
above, the suggested changes to Part 7 of the
policy are considered unnecessary.
o We broadly agree with the hierarchical approach to the distribution of
aylor Barton Not Not Not development in order to take account of the sustainability of existing .
\L/\t/émpey UK willmore Specified | Specified | Specified | settlements. We also agree fully with the recognition of Stratford- None Position noted.
upon-Avon as the single main town in the District.
Support the strategy set out in Policy CS.15 and consider this is the
most suitable approach for the District. Development should be
focussed in the most sustainable locations in terms of availability of
shops, facilities and services, as well as access by modes of transport
other than the private car. In considering the appropriate pattern of
development in the District it is important to acknowledge and assess
the distinct functions that its different parts have now and should
possess in the future. Central to this is preserving Stratford-upon-
Avon'’s role as a focus of shopping, services and an internationally
renowned tourist attraction.
Commercial | Nexus
Estates and | Planning Yes Yes Yes By identifying Gaydon / Lighthorne Heath as a new settlement, this None Support noted.
Bird Group | Limited ensures that a more limited level of growth can be proposed for the
District’s main settlement whilst ensuring its primary function would
not be jeopardised through additional pressure on existing
infrastructure. The creation of a new village centre at Gaydon /
Lighthorne Heath would also ensure the new community will be in a
sustainable location, with access to a wide range of services.
Allocating a large proportion of the District's housing needs in Gaydon
/ Lighthorne Heath provides greater guarantees in terms of delivery
when compared to a dispersal approach, as this enables a more
focused provision of infrastructure rather than a larger number of
infrastructure improvements spread across the district.
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The preferred distribution of development
arises as a result of evidence drawn from a
wide range of documents. The conclusions
drawn from the Sustainabilty Assessment are
acknowledged.
Changes should be made to Policy CS.15 4. (Local Service . .
S . . . Villages) to make it more flexible to allow sites such as the site at POI'Cy CS.15is found to havr_e no adverse
B and M Th_e Sustainability Apprals_al process has pr_owded no substantive land to the east of Weston House. Welford-on-Avon to come impacts when assessed against t_he 15 SA
Glanfield Framptons No No No evidence to show that a wider dispersal option should not be preferred forward. It is submitted that this si,te should be identified in the objectives. The results of the various
to the inclusion of a new settlement proposal. e . . 'reasonable alternatives' assessments carried
SL?IZ%?(S?O?f:sﬂg)ri?:lounsseljevelOpmem Plan Document as being out are summarised in Appendix B of the April
' 2014 SA Report.
The potential allocation of the site at Welford-
on-Avon can be considered via the preparation
of the Neighbourhood Plan for the village,
which is underway at present.
By distributing development as proposed, the strategy will not deliver
the Vision and Objectives of the Plan and will potentially lead to social
exclusion and polarisation of communities. Stratford-upon-Avon (SuA) SuA is indeed a kev urban centre and the
should remain the focus for growth, particularly because it functions strategic housin a¥1d emblovment allocations
as a ‘Key Urban Centre’ within the CWLEP Strategic Economic Plan. reflectgthis PopSIation chgnge in the District is
The Strategy of directing growth to a new settlement away from SuA g;\%ﬂ?{;ﬂ rl}f:)?rratley ;Sr ;\Ler:: et:jytrr];: m%glrg?{tslf/vill
without first maximising the opportunities presented by the town at overwhelmingly be older people aged 65+
non-Green Belt sites is inconsistent with the strategic economic ’
aspirations of the CWLEP. Population growth associated with 10,800 . :
Miller dwellings is predominantly amongst the elderly (75+), so a new The Strategy should identify and promote bringing forward a higher Hgé?é?g dn'i?)dsrf)(\)/v?r? gfrg\ggg ?)\52rTr?2ChI;Ze
;'g;’l’:rs and rPS Group | NOU Not No settlement at large distances from SuA is not a sustainable approach | level of growth at Stratford-upon-Avon on suitable, achievable and Beriod (S(;urcg' Joint SHMA) P
Wimpey Specified | Specified to delivering against such acute specialist housing need. available non-Green Belt sites in advance of directing growth into a ' '
Homes . . . . new settlement at Lighthorne/Gaydon. Proposal GLH provides for a wider range of job
In terms of sustainable reliance upon a location for economic growth, creation than seems be be implied by the
it is significantly more robust and sound to rely upon a strategy that is representation. A substantial amount of
diverse and multifaceted in the employment sectors that it offers. This development at Stratford-upon-Avon (SuA) is
has been recognised in successive development plan strategies already committed. There is good reason not
where the focus has been at Stratford. A settlement that is to add substantialli/ to the committed growth
fundamentally based upon the expansion of a single industry will be expected to be delivered over the next 10
fragile to the economic circumstances of the industry for the future, years
and therefore the authority should maximise opportunities in '
established locations of employment in advance of developing a new
settlement.
No particular comment is made about the
Mixed savills - A sustainable urban e'xterjsion (SUE) at Stra.tford—upon—Ayon_is 3 approac_h set out.in CS.15. No amgndment c_)f
Farms Ltd Reading Yes Yes No necessary to meet objectively assesed housing need, which is not None specified this particular policy would be required even in
properly reflected in CS.16 the event that the inclusion of the SUE were to
be supported.
The distribution of development as set out in Policy CS.15 is generally
supported. It identifies the broad basis for locational development
Wellesbour | SLR Not object!ves, and. the undertaking to retain de\{elopment within Fhe
ne Matters | Consulting Yes Specified | Y€S established BU|It'-L.Jp Area Boupda_nes of Mam Rur'agl Qentres is None Support noted.
welcome. In addition, support is given to the identification of the new
settlement of Gaydon and Lighthorne Heath as a major new growth
point in the District.
Policy rightly recognises that the towns and larger villages are suitable
locations for the provision of further housing, employment and local
services. This strategy is entirely appropriate, properly reflecting the
Paul Stansgate Not nature of the settlements, and recognising that not only are they
Ridgeway Planni?lg ves specified | ' suitable to accommodate additional deve?opment but that they should None Support noted.
do so. With the exception of Stratford upon Avon the Main Rural
Centres are the most sustainable settlements in the District and we
support the proposal to allocate housing to this tier of settlements.
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Pegasus

Generally support the proposal that the distribution of development in
the District will be based on a pattern of balanced dispersal, in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy set out in the Policy.
However, we do not believe that the Council was right to reject the
option of a sustainable urban extension to Stratford upon Avon itself in
setting out its distribution of development proposals. It is by far the
largest settlement in the District and an urban extension to the south

A substantial amount of development at
Stratford-upon-Avon (SuA) is already
committed. There is good reason not to add
substantially to the committed growth expected
to be delivered over the next 10 years.

For the longer term, the appropriate approach
to further strategic development at SuA should
be assessed via a future local plan. The
evidence available did not support the choice

2?530”” Planning Not Not No east of the town is an appropriate and necessary approach to the None specified, although implicit that part 7 should be deleted. of SE Stratford as a strategic option for growth
p Specified Specified . L . . . .
Group organic growth of the Stratford upon Avon to assist in meeting the that was deliverable in the short term having
development needs of the District over the Plan period to 2031. The regard to the significant infrastructure
balanced dispersal of housing sites throughout the District should challenges and the lack of a co-ordinated
include the sustainable urban extension as the only realistic way in approach amongst the potential development
which a sufficient number and range of housing sites can be secured partners.
in order to deliver the housing requirement. Section 7 of the policy is
superfluous. Section 7 of the policy is fundamental in setting
out the overarching principles that will be
applied when assessing development
proposals.
Ladbrook Savil Supports the proposals for development within the Local Service
Park Golf Bﬁ‘r’];irfg'ham Yes Yes Yes Villages and the identification of Wood End as a Category 4 Local None Support noted.
Club Service Village.
st X Not Agree that the proposed pattern of balanced dispersal across a wide
M Hale PIZQE% € Yes Sgeciﬁed Yes range of sustainable settlements is the most appropriate way to meet | None Support noted.
the housing needs of the District.
Margaret Not Not Not Opposed to further development on the edge of Stratford-upon-Avon
Boyes Specified | Specified | Specified | @S this would put further pressure on the already overloaded highway | None Comments noted.
system.
K P Brooks
and the
Stearn
Children’s
Settlement
Trust & The . .
Edith and ot ) Not Agree that the proposed pattern of balanced dispersal across a wide
Jack Pl Yes o Yes range of sustainable settlements is the most appropriate way to meet | None Support noted.
S g Specified . -
Griffiths the housing needs of the District.
Charitable
Trust &
Carey
Pension
Trustees
Ltd
H.G. Stansgate Not Agree that the proposed pattern of balanced dispersal across a wide
ggggi?dg Planning Yes Specified Yes range of sustainable settlements is the most appropriate way to meet | None. Support noted.

the housing needs of the District.
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Generally support the proposal that the distribution of development in A substantial amount of development at
the District will be based on a pattern of balanced dispersal, in Stratford-upon-Avon (SuA) is already
accordance with the settlement hierarchy set out in the Policy. committed. There is good reason not to add
However, we do not believe that the Council was right to reject the substantial.ly to the committed growth expected
option of a sustainable urban extension to Stratford upon Avon itself in to be delivered over the next 10 years
setting out its distribution of development proposals. It is by far the :
Gallagher Pegasus Not Not largest settlement in the Distri_ct and an urban extension to the south 3 o For the longer term, the appropriate approach
Estates glanmng Specified | Specified No east o_f the town is an appropriate and necessary ap_proach_to the None specified, although implicit that part 7 should be deleted. to further strategic éevelopment at SuA should
roup organic growth of the Stratford upon Avon to assist in meeting the be assessed via a future local plan
development needs of the District over the Plan period to 2031. The '
balanced dispersal of housing sites throughout the District should Section 7 of the policy is fundamental in setting
include the sustainable urban extension as the only realistic way in out the overarching principles that will be
which a sufficient number and range of housing sites can be secured aoplied when assessing development
in order to deliver the housing requirement. Section 7 of the policy is pp | 9 P
superfluous. proposais.
Policy rightly recognises the towns and larger villages are suitable
locations for the provision of further housing, employment and local
services. This strategy is entirely appropriate, properly reflecting the
“Cﬂg(::]am”grcial Stansgate Yes Not Ves nature of the settlements, and recognising that not only are they N s t noted
Properties | ©lanning Specified suitable to accommodate additional development but that they should. one upport noted.
With the exception of Stratford upon Avon the Main Rural Centres are
the most sustainable settlements in the District and we support the
proposal to allocate housing to this tier of settlements.
Agree that the proposed pattern of balanced dispersal across a wide
range of sustainable settlements is the most appropriate way to meet
Stansgate Not the housing needs of the District. This is the only way in which the
A Anson Planning ves Specified | Y©° needs of all the settlements can be met, providing homes for people None Support noted.
where they are most required, supporting existing services and
facilities, and doing so in a sustainable manner.
Follett Policy fails to recognise the contribution from development of the -(Ij—gse%;)ur:g:ts dpggz];e:oetdrg;tl:I;)(I)J:ct)r?eogrovision
Prciggrty Nligel Moor got o got | o large rural broyvnﬁeld S|te_s in the District. They should contl_n_ue to be None specified. of homes on the identified Large Rural
Et(()j ings Planning pecifie pecifie Lﬁﬁgpg;ﬁtae&gvgzerfw residential and employment opportunities and Scr)?nwr:iftite;g Sites over and above those already
L . . . The rationale behind the selection of Proposal
The strategy and Policy is unsound in placing reliance on GLH as a preferred strategic location for
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath as part of this hierarchy. The location is not, growth is provided elsewhere. It is an
in our view, particularly sustainable and the likely long term effect of apbropriate component within. the aporoach to
large scale residential development next to a motorway junction and dii?ribﬂtin row?h articularly in heF:pin o
on the edge of the District will be to promote longer and less balance p?o?/ision él(F:)ross the )[/)istrict%a\?ing
sustainable travel patterns by private car. regard to the influences exerted by different
Generally support the proposal that the distribution of development in housing market areas.
_ the District will be based on a pattern of balanced dispersal, in A substantial amount of development at
Persimmon accordance with the settlement hierarchy set out in the Policy. Stratford-upon-Avon (SuA) is alread
(Hsoomuf’hs ﬁ;gnﬁﬁ; Ves Ves No However, we do not believe that the Council was right to reject the None specified, although the deletion of parts 3 and 7 of the policy committedehere is good reason ngt t0 add
Midlands) Group option of a sustainable urban extension to Stratford upon Avon itself in | (New Settlement and Requirements) is implicit. substantiallly to the committed growth expected
Ltd setting out its distribution of development proposals. It is by far the to be delivered over the next 10 years
largest settlement in the District and an urban extension to the south '
east of the town is an appropriate and necessary approach to the For the longer term, the appropriate approach
organic growth of the Stratford upon Avon to assist in meeting the to further strategic development at SuA should
development needs of the District over the Plan period to 2031. The be assessed via a future local plan
balanced dispersal of housing sites throughout the District should '
include the sustainable urban extension as the only realistic way in Section 7 of the policy is fundamental in setting
which a sufficient number and range of housing sites can be secured out the overarching principles that will be
in order to deliver the housing requirement. Section 7 of the policy is applied when assessing development
superfluous. proposals
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There have been unsubstantiated changes to the amount of

There is clearly a relationship between the
overall quantum of development required and
the amount proposed in the LSVs. The
Council has undertaken an assessment of
individual settlements sufficient to indicate that
the anticipated scale of development is
realistic and achievable.

Eaglswrc]wd development proposed in the LSVs. No consideration has been taken
orsnaw
Heath No No No of the fact that several LSVs are washed over bY the '(_sre_en Be!t._ Tpe None specified. The impact of the extent of the Green Belt on
Residents amount of development required does not constitute ‘limited infilling'. the LSV designations has been considered at
Association The approach relies on inappropriate development in the Green Belt. lenath. It is acknowledaed that where the
The SHLAA does not evidence the availability of sites in the LSVs. hOL?SiI’I.g requirement cgnnot be
accommodated as a result of appropriate
development within the Green Belt, then
suitable sites identified via future work will be
excluded from the Green Belt as a result of the
adoption of the Site Allocations Plan.
During the plan period the town of Stratford-
upon-Avon will accommodate housing
development on peripheral sites and via the
regeneration zone. The quantum of
development at Stratford-upon-Avon is
The most sustainable strategy for growth in the district is to focus the co;‘rm:ﬁntsur;te Wt'tg Its r?:]anvely rrt10des_t st;:]ale,
majority of new development in the main settlement of Stratford-upon- B(i)s\tl\rlilcts anding 1t being the main town in the
Avon. We consider that accommodating the majority of growth in the '
area with the highest levels of existing services, facilities and The available evidence shows that. without
infrastructure is the only truly sustainable option for development in significant new infrastructure provis'ion (eg
line with the clear focus for Sustainable Development found in the Further provision should be made for development at Stratford secondary schooling and transport network)
Framework. upon Avon to ensure that sustainable development objectives are further expansion would produce severe '
William Not Not No met, with a thorough review of the Built up Area boundary to pressures that are unlikely to be mitigated
Davis Ltd Specified | Specified The overall strategy is overtly one of dispersal which is not the most provide opportunities for further sustainable development. If not '

sustainable option. The approach is highly likely to increase private
car use with the increased population in the rural area needing to
travel in to Stratford for employment and the key services available in
the Town which are not available in the rural areas. The approach
clearly neglects development in Stratford-upon-Avon, the district's
most sustainable location. The strategy fails to identify an effective
approach to the review of built-up area boundaries.

undertaken at this stage the Core Strategy should set out a
positive commitment to do so in the Allocations Document.

Such development would thus be
unsustainable (NPPF paragraphs 72 and 32
respectively).

It is accepted that there is some lack of clarity
concerning the definition of built-up area
boundaries at Stratford-upon-Avon and the
Main Rural Centres. Paragraph 8.1.4 could be
revised to provide more certainty of the
process. The Council's Regulation 18
consultation on the scope of the Site
Allocations Plan indicates that the SAP will
confirm changes to the settlement boundaries.
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A strategy of urban concentration makes best use of existing transport
infrastructure. It supports travel mode shift across the improved
network as a whole. Stagecoach Midlands nevertheless wishes to
generally support the Council’s Strategic Vision, and dispersal-based
strategy, despite the fact that this approach is both relatively unusual,
and counter-intuitive to most transport planning orthodoxy. However,
we have reservations about the way the dispersal approach has been
taken into the Plan policy.
While small-scale gradual growth may well be more easily The opportunities to allocate larger housing numbers at certain key Th|br|1ik|r;rg purelyt It?\ terms of thelavgllgbilrl]w of
assimilated, it can only be inherently and almost entirely car settlements should be taken up. This applies particularly to pu tC andspoL ereis ‘:’r?mce: oglc'llr;] et
dependent, when it is located in small settlements that have little if Alcester, Bidford, Southam and Wellesbourne. \F/)vzlin r‘:’ nrqgne.son?giegig co?]tr;éd:(r:lt(:(;r ?jctc())rs in
any other function that that of providing a place of residence. The the%alancgwhen determining the E/eferred
principles supporting the need to maintain landscape and settlement Beyond the larger rural service centres, the focus for a dispersal distribution of development 9 P
h character dominate the Plan and its policies, relegating or largely strategy for rural development should be rather stronger on those P :
ati?ﬁ::gfc Yes Yes No excluding other material important considerations which Stagecoach | villages that already benefit from hourly bus services and that also | L availability of a reasonable level of public
considers should be given much greater weight in the planning policy | have a population of at least 1200. Typically, these will be those transport provision has been taken into
balance. designated as category 1 Local Service Villages such as Bishops account via the LSV methodology and only 5
Itchington, Fenny Compton, Harbury (including Harbury Parish of the 44 LSVs fail to meet the definition of
Stagecoach supports the general principle that larger amounts of adjoining Long Itchington), Long Itchington, and Stockton. We having a 'fair' quality of provision, including as
development should be delivered adjoining the larger service centres. | believe that up to 200 dwellings would be justified in such a minimum a morning and afternbon work
These are also places that already support bus services running settlements. service
between half-hourly and hourly, and in some instances, more '
frequently still. The evidence base for the plan does not fully assesses
the scope for the proposed housing distribution strategy to help
sustain existing marginal commercial bus services, nor to catalyse
more frequent services. Thus the opportunities to take advantage of
sustainable transport are not fully assessed or taken up, contrary to
paragraph 17 of the NPPF. Further reference is made to the cross-
boundary impacts of car based trips, particularly on Warwick and
Leamington Spa.
The distribution of development has been
The over-simplistic analysis of consultation data has loaded - . . informed by a comprehensive Strategic
Mr Mervyn Not Not lopment into unsustainable rural areas. The absence of a real Include provision for a new bridge crossing the_ Avon to the_ north of Transport Assessment and is suoported by the
Longford Specified | Specified | N _deve P ) . the town and direct development to where it will support this. P ; o >upp yu
infrastructure plan for the main town is unacceptable. County Council, which is the highway authority
for the area.
Each of the three indications of where development could take place
against each of the four main development locations are put forward
Rajkowski Parkwood as requirements; i.e. as drafted it appears that each have to be met. o . . .
fécgﬁﬁgtiﬁra Consultancy | 80 . | 8% | No This introduces an inherent conflict - both with national policy and also | 1 ° delete the wc_)rdl a?d after the second of the three bullet points Th‘; poht;]y Is considered tho be clearly worded
Services 9| services Ld P P an internal conflict within the proposed policy as, for example, it and replace it with ‘or’. without the revision sought.
requires unidentified sites to be identified in the SADPD and a
Neighbourhood Plan.
The representation fails to identify that
allocations via the Site Allocations Plan (SAP)
are already identified in Part 4 of the policy
(LSVs).
The Council is undertaking a Reg 18
consultation on the SAP, but is proposing to
defer to the Neighbourhood Plan process
We generally support the overall settlement strategy as set out in ?;seg?ntgfréstfﬁlrﬁid%ﬁffnggﬁ' d ;lhrlnsolssttgne the
Phase 2 Policy CS15. Our representations relate not to the principle of the | : . . . . P
One - : . S ; nclude reference to site allocations through the Site Allocations Main Rural Centres.
Planning & Not Not strategy itself, therefore, but to the manner in which it will be put in to : ; ;
Property Development | Specified | Specified No offect. speciically i t of h | . Plan |n.c.ate_gor|es 1 2 and_ 4; and Delete reference to _ _ _
Group ev , specifically in respect of (a) the role of neighbourhood plans lassif
Limited . e . reclassification of villages in Part 4. The SAP is thus likely to focus heavily on the
and (b) the reference to potential reclassification of Local Service S
Centres over time. LSVs. Fror_n a common sense perspective it
seems entirely appropriate to keep under
review the availability of key services within
individual settlements. A change will arguably
impact on the sustainability of bringing forward
development in that settlement. The position
would be reviewed annually via the Monitoring
Report. The net impact of any changes is
highly unlikely to have a material impact on the
overall scale and distribution of development.
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Ewan and

Supports the submission made by Wilmcote PC. In addition highlights
the danger that further expansion will change the nature of the village

See comments below. The impact of potential

Not Not Not . e . development on heritage assets such as those
D o . o . .
F:r?]r;ga Specified | Specified | Specified for_ever. Strategy shpuld protect pIapes such as Wllmc'ote with |t's As Wilmcote PC mentioned will be fully assessed under the
unique historic significance as the site of Shakespeare's mother's -
; relevant policies of the Core Strategy.
home and as a place of outstanding natural beauty.
The representations acknowledge the
approach set out under Policy CS.10 but
Whilst supporting the principle that allocates growth to the LSVs, the suggest th_e Green Belt issue must be dealt
. g . with via this Core Strategy document.
policy wording as currently drafted fails to produce a clear However the broposed Site Allocations Plan
_ development management policy, contrary to para.154 of the NPPF. Insert the following in CS.15 Part 4: Development will take place ; ’ prop X
Parkinson Not Not : ) G o ; will be prepared as a Local Plan in full
Framptons " - No CS.15 is not well drafted as a usable development management including within identified settlements located in the Green Belt -
Fotates Specified | Specified olicy and is unsound on the basis of not being precise or offerin where special circumstances can be demonstrated"” accordance with the development plan
policy ) ; >INg P ng P regulations. Consideration of the need to
certainty for prospective developers in relation to a key constraint in o
exclude specific parcels of land from the Green
the form of the Green Belt. ; o .
Belt where they are identified as suitable for
development is appropriate in the context of
preparing that subsequent plan.
Concerns are summarised as follows:
The policy of a dispersed pattern of growth into the local service The dispersal of development to the LSVs is
villages is contrary to the sustainable development principles intrinsic based on an approach which focuses growth
within the Framework, as evidenced by the council commissioned on those settlements that support local
Lepus Consultation Sustainability Appraisal; facilities and/or have good access via public
transport to nearby settlements with local
There is no evidence to suggest that the scale of development facilities. The approach is responsive to local
proposed could be satisfactorily achieved and there is evidence to circumstances in the rural area and consistent
suggest that the allocation of housing numbers to particular settlement with paragraphs 54 and 55 of th NPPF. The
has been derived from purely a desk- based exercise; 2012 SHLAA report and a number of evidence
base studies specific to the LSVs (eg Historic
The Sustainability Appraisal suggests that development on the scale Environment Assessment, Ecological and
proposed in the villages will put an unsustainable strain on services That the Service Villages be allowed to grow through windfall Geological Study, Landscape Sensitivity
Wilmcote and facilities and encourage increased car based out-commuting, development and in response to locally identified needs. Study) confirm both the availability and the
Parish Tyler-Parkes | Not Not No contrary to the requirements of the Framework; Recommend a change in policy away from a pattern of dispersed | suitability of sustainable development sites
Council Partnership Specified Specified y q ! 9 p y y P p Yy p :

It is unsound to pursue a policy which necessitates incursion into the
Green Belt in a number of different settlement areas throughout the
local authority area without a comprehensive Green Belt review.
Alterations to the Green Belt boundary should only be proposed in
exceptional circumstances which have not been demonstrated;

The feasibility of achieving sympathetic development on the scale
proposed in the Core Strategy has not been tested. It is unsound to
propose a policy when the deliverability is in doubt, all policies and
proposals should be based on robust proportionate evidence. In this
case, there needs to have been an assessment of the impact of the
proposed scale of development for example, on the landscape, nature
and heritage conservation, ecology, geology, highway safety and
flood risk.

development and instead encourage directing growth towards the
main urban and main rural centres.

Policy CS.10 provides if necessary that the
washed over nature of villages within the
Green Belt can be considered via the
preparation of the Site Allocations Plan. The
approach recognises that some development
will come forward through small-scale
schemes on unidentified but suitable sites
(windfall development). The extent to which
additional allocations may be required will be
assessed on a settlement by settlement basis
via the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan or
the Site Allocations Plan.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 73

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Not

John Horner Specified

It is not clear which 2,800 dwellings are
referred to. The dispersal strategy recognises
the role played by existing towns and villages
in the settlement hierarchy and builds on this in
a sustainable fashion having regard to the
evidence base.

The pattern of balanced dispersal is not sustainable development as

specified in the NPPF. The approach to a dispersal strategy pre-dates The conclusions set out in the 'Sustainability
the NPPF. The evidence base used to select Gaydon/Lighthorne Carry out a rigorous social, environmental and economic Appraisal of Alternative Strategic Options'
reviewed the option of dispersal in the report. The further dispersal sustainability analysis of the preferred and rejected options for (January 2014) are relevant. Assuming the

Not No option was rejected in favour of the five other sites. As a consequence | distribution of development. This will mean the dispersal strategy is | 2,800 dwellings quoted to include the

Specified the dispersal strategy is not the most sustainable way of delivering the | abandoned and either Long Marston Airfield, Wellesboume Airfield | proposed development in the Local Centre
2,800 dwellings associated with it. In the 2010 consultation that or Southam options are selected in place of dispersal for the Villages, it would not be appropriate to stifle
related to the dispersal strategy 85% or Parish Council respondents shortfall in housing provision. sustainable development in the identified
believed it to be unsustainable development and 75% of individuals settlements.

believed it to be unsustainable development.
In the early part of the plan period 79 dwellings
have been completed in these settlements and
a further 627 dwellings are committed
(31/03/14). The Council has taken into account
the comments received during the 2012
consultation.

WYG
Planning and | Yes
Environment

Europipes
UK Ltd

Policy CS.15 clearly articulates the distribution of development which
reflects the hierarchy of settlements outlined in the beginning of the
Publication Draft Core Strategy. Part 2 also recognises that

Yes Yes development will be delivered through the redevelopment of suitable None Comments noted.
land and property in Main Rural Centres Built-up Area Boundaries.
This is consistent with the NPPF, which encourages the re-use of
previously developed land.

Overall Officer Response

The proposed distribution of development is based upon a strategy of balanced dispersal and, in relation to each tier of the hierarchy, has fully taken into account the opportunities and constraints that are drawn
from the evidence base. It is evident that, whilst there are concerns from specific quarters or about some aspects of the detailed policy wording, the general approach based on the identified settlement hierarchy
is broadly endorsed. The comments made concerning Stratford-upon-Avon and the MRCs suggest that additional sites should be identified at both these levels of the hierarchy. This is principally a matter for
Policy CS.16.

The wording of Policy CS.15 provides the necessary flexibility to enable the identification of additional sites should that prove to be necessary to meet identified requirements. It is appropriate to clarify that
Stratford continues to be a settlement where housing and business development should be accommodated - see recommended change.

The inclusion of the new settlement continues to be justified as an important component of the dispersal strategy. The likely longer-term role of this settlement as a new Main Rural Centre is made clear in the
explanatory text. There are no new issues raised in relation to the proposal to establish the Local Service Villages as a tier in the hierarchy that is suitable to accommodate carefully managed sustainable growth.

As noted against the individual representations, Section 7 of the policy is considered fundamental in setting out the overarching principles that will be applied when assessing development proposals. It would be
appropriate to clarify the point raised about defining Built-up Area Boundaries and this is dealt with under the response at 8.1.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Part 1 ‘Main Town: Stratford-upon-Avon’ is modified as follows:

Add at the end of the first sentence "and as such is a main focus for housing and business development”
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 2. Main Rural Centres

Number of Supports: 3 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Policy rightly recognises that the MRCs are suitable locations for the
provision of further housing, employment and local services. Concur
that this strategy is entirely appropriate, properly reflecting the nature
gﬁ#@s Stansaate o of the settlements, and recognising that not only are they suitable to
(Midlands) Plann%g Yes Specified | 7S accom!'nodate additional development but that they should. With the None Support noted.
Ltd exception of Stratford-upon-Avon the 8 settlements are the most
sustainable settlements in the District and are the most suitable
places to accommodate additional housing. We support the proposal
to allocate housing to this tier of settlements.
K P Brooks
and the
Stearn Policy rightly recognises that the MRCs are suitable locations for the
Children’s provision of further housing, employment and local services. Concur
?ﬁfgfgiﬂe that this strategy is entirely appropriate, properly reflecting the nature
Edith and Stansgate Not of the settlements,_a_md recognising that not only are they suna_ble to
Jack Planning Yes Specified Yes accom_modate additional development but that they should. With the None Support noted.
Griffiths exception of Stratford-upon-Avon the 8 settlements are the most
%Tirt'tgb'e sustainable settlements in the District and are the most suitable
Carey places to accommodate additional housing. We support the proposal
Pension to allocate housing to this tier of settlements.
Trustees
Ltd
Welbec_k McLoughlin Not Not . e s .
E;rr?éeguc Planning Ltd | Specified | Specified Yes Support the identification of Bidford-on-Avon as an MRC None Support noted.

Overall Officer Response

None required

Overall Officer Recommendation

No changes required.
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 3. New Settlement

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0
Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The inclusion of ‘New Settlement’ (CS15(3) is unsound. This proposal Issues around t'he identification of opject|vely
CPRE Not Not is not justified as the housing requirement claimed to make it assessed housing need and the choice of the
Wanwickshire Src:ecified Sgecified No necesjsar is not correct Thg ne?ad for this location against other sites Delete Part 3 of Policy CS.15 preferred site for strategic development are
Branch is also no)tl demonstrated 9 fully discussed elsewhere. Deletion of the new
' settlement proposal is not justified.

Overall Officer Response

The New Settlement reference is Policy CS.15 is sound and should be retained.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No changes required.
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 4. Local Service Villages

Number of Supports: 5 Number of Objections: 5 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

CPRE
Warwickshire
Branch

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The policy would allow (or require) significant development in small
villages which are not suitable and which cannot accommodate new
development without harm to their character. Many have
Conservation Areas which would be harmed by development on the
scale proposed. The scale of development that would be allowed
under Policy CS16 for Categories 2, 3 and 4 villages would be
damaging.

Replace Part (4) of Policy CS15 with Policy stating that

development in Category 2, 3 and 4 villages should be restricted to
local needs and and new housing should be allowed only as minor

infill or as approved by a Neighbourhood Plan.

The Council is satisfied that the dispersed
pattern of growth will support the sustainability
of rural settlements. The proposed scale of
growth is modest, even in the Category 2 LSVs
where it equates to no more than 3-4 dwellings
per annum over the plan period.

Growth in the LSVs is proportional to scale and
reflects to a large degree the historic pattern of
incremental growth applicable to a majority of
rural settlements.

Alan Griffith

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Supports windfall development in LSVs to enable their expansion.
Supports development to meet local demands.
Development must be sustainable, but in villages such as Wilmcote

there are already concerns about the environmental and safety impact
of additional traffic. The strategy does not do enough to address this.

None specified

The comments are noted. Traffic growth
associated with the scale of development
proposed in the LSVs is strategically
insignificant. Concerns about the local impact
of additional vehicles will be addressed via the
development management process.

Heritage
Trustees Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

Yes

The Council has identified a hierarchy for the more sustainable
villages across the District which are capable of accommodating
additional development. This accords with the dispersed approach
and is an appropriate way to ensure the needs of as many
settlements as possible can be met, providing at the sametime
support for local services and facilities.

Agree that the Council is right to allocate sites in these villages and
allow development within their built up areas, to meet housing needs.
In particular we support the designation of Long Marston as a local
service village, thereby ensuring the provision of new housing to meet
a wider range of housing needs and thereafter sustain the village and
its existing services and facilities.

None

Comments noted.

A Anson

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Yes

Yes

The Council has identified a hierarchy for the more sustainable
villages across the District which are capable of accommodating
additional development. This accords with the dispersed approach
and is an appropriate way to ensure the needs of as many
settlements as possible can be met, providing at the sametime
support for local services and facilities.

Agree that the Council is right allocate sites in these villages, and
allow development within their built up areas, to meet housing needs.
In particular we support the designation of Long Compton as a
Category 3 village, thereby ensuring the provision of new housing to
meet a wider range of housing needs and thereafter sustain the
village and its existing services and facilities.

None

Comments noted.

H.G. Hodges
& Sons Ltd.

Prop

Stansgate
Planning

osed Subm

Yes

ssion Core

Not
Specified

Strategy -

Yes

Assessmeri

The Council has identified a hierarchy for the more sustainable
villages across the District which are capable of accommodating
additional development. This accords with the dispersed approach
and is an appropriate way to ensure the needs of as many
settlements as possible can be met, providing at the sametime
support for local services and facilities.

Agree that the Council is right allocate sites in these villages, and
allow development within their built up areas, to meet housing needs.
In particular we support the designation of Long Marston as a local
service village, thereby ensuring the provision of new housing to meet
a wider range of housing needs and thereafter sustain the village and
tied Rdptiespsdations and facilities. 77

None

Stratfor

Comments noted.
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Stansgate

Not

The Council has identified a hierarchy for the more sustainable
villages across the District which are capable of accommodating
additional development. This accords with the dispersed approach
and is an appropriate way to ensure the needs of as many
settlements as possible can be met, providing at the sametime
support for local services and facilities.

M Hale Planning Yes Specified Yes None Comments noted.
Agree that the Council is right to allocate sites in these villages, and
allow development within their built up areas, to meet housing needs.
In particular we support the designation of Mappleborough Green as a
Category 4 village, thereby ensuring the provision of new housing to
meet a wider range of housing needs and thereafter sustain the
village and its existing services and facilities.
The Council has identified a hierarchy for the more sustainable
villages across the District which are capable of accommodating
additional development. This accords with the dispersed approach
and is an appropriate way to ensure the needs of as many
settlements as possible can be met, providing at the same time
support for local services and facilities.
Agree that the Council is right to allocate sites in these villages, and
The Taylor Stansgate Not allow d_evelopment within their b_uiIt up areas, to meet housing needs.
Family Planning Yes Specified Yes Ir_1 particular we support the (_je3|gnat|on of Oxr_nll as a C_ategory 4 _ None Comments noted.
village. Almost no new housing has been provided within the village in
recent years and the result is a settlement skewed heavily towards the
older generation. This is often because people bought when they
were younger with families, have often extended, and have chosen
not to move away. The result is few smaller houses and little housing
to meet the needs of those with lower budgets. The designation of
Oxhill as a Category 4 settlement means an opportunity to provide
new housing to meet a wider range of housing needs and thereafter
sustain the village.
The Council is satisfied that the dispersed
Policy wholly unsound in that it proposes the dispersal of far too many pattern of growth will support the sustainability
new dwellings (about 18% of the District’s predicted additional of rural settlements. The proposed scale of
housing requirement of 10,800 during 2011-2031) over villages, many | The proposed amount of development in Category 3 and 4 LSVs in | growth is modest, in the Category 3 and 4
of which are, contrary to the conclusions set out in the Local Service particular should be very significantly reduced and redirected to LSVs equating to no more than 2-3 dwellings
Mr Michael Not Not No Village (LSV) Methodology, unsustainable locations. As such, the sustainable locations such as the proposed new settlement, the per annum over the plan period.
Lane Specified | Specified proposals of this policy are contrary to the requirements of the NPPF Main Rural Centres and, to a lesser extent, villages that already
and are also likely to cause harm to the character and appearance of | have a wide range of good key services and facilities such as Growth in the LSVs is proportional to scale and
many of the villages, especially those that are mainly in conservation those in Category 1 of the Methodology. reflects to a large degree the historic pattern of
areas and the Cotswolds AONB, again contrary to requirements of the incremental growth applicable to a majority of
NPPF. rural settlements. Issues concerning the LSV
methodology are responded to separately.
As with many LSVs, the envisaged growth is
likely to involve elements of greenfield
$iiﬁgi”§1t°” Not Not The proposed scale of development at Tiddington is not consistent development. This does not make the growth
Resi%ems Specified | Specified No with the principles outlined in section 7 of CS.15. The village has no None specified unsustainable or produce any unresolvable
Association brownfield sites and is surrounded by agricultural land. conflict with section 7 of the policy. Issues
concerning the LSV methodology are
responded to separately.
The Core Strategy is unsound as a significant proportion of the The Council is satisfied that the dispersed
proposed housing growth is in unsustainable rural locations. Accept pattern of growth will support the sustainability
that it is necessary and desirable to disperse a proportion of the of rural settlements. The proposed scale of
district’s 2011-2031 additional housing requirement over its villages The LSV Methodology should be thoroughly revised and refined, growth is modest, equating in limington's case
_ but believe that the proposal to disperse about 1,950, and possibly and the proposed number of new houses in the Category 3 and 4 | to no more than 2-3 dwellings per annum over
'F',';‘r'insghton Not Not No more, houses (nearly 20% of the district’s total additional housing LSVs, including in llmington, should be significantly reduced, with | the plan period.
Council Specified | Specified requirement of 10,800) over them is very excessive and will result in a | the resulting shortfall being defrayed across locations that are

large number of houses being built in unsustainable locations,
contrary to requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework. It
is also likely to cause harm to the character and appearance of many
of the villages, especially those, like limington, in conservation areas
and the Cotswolds AONB, again contrary to the NPPF.

sustainable such as, for example, the Main Rural Centres and the
Category 1 and 2 LSVs.

Growth in the LSVs is proportional to scale and
reflects to a large degree the historic pattern of
incremental growth applicable to a majority of
rural settlements. Issues concerning the LSV
methodology are responded to separately.
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John Read

Not
Specified

Not

Specified | \°

Policy CS.15.4 states that development may take place in LSV‘s on
‘suitable sites within their Built-Up Area Boundary (where defined) or
otherwise within their physical confines’. However policy CS.16 under
Development Management Considerations and in respect of counting
towards the relevant housing target states ‘The Local Service Village
housing requirements apply to development in and adjacent to the
village settlement itself, not the wider parish’. Because the phrases
‘within their physical confines’ may be seen as different to ‘adjacent to
the village settlement’ there is scope for conflict between the two
policies

The wording in CS.16 reflects the cumulative
impact of the options in CS.15/4, namely that
The relevant wording in policies CS.15 and CS.16 should be made | development may take place on identified
identical to avoid conflict of interpretation. sites, sometimes outside but adjacent to the
existing confines of the village, and on
unidentified sites within the existing village.

Overall Officer Response

No new issues have been raised that suggest a need to recommend any modification in approach.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No changes required.
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 7. Requirements

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

In terms of the requirements set out in Section 7, there is the concern The teth'n;ﬂalt% refertred tot is applicable OP:% to
that the first bullet points regarding additional opportunities being Ferop'?z?r;nt:se?got 'Lnggct(')gr? ;)r(g;(t)ge(g Thee
secured for the benefit of the local community is unclear. The Policy int?al#tion i< simol tL:) ildentifyl the scope of.
needs to be amended to better explain this requirement as on face material considzryations that could inﬁuence the
value, this bullet point could be interpreted to require the masterplan lanning balance when considering such
to show proposals, which cannot be justified under the requirements groposgls 9

\é‘if:t’sci'é McLoughlin | Not Not No of S106 agreements or CIL regulations. None specified '

d 9 Planning Ltd | Specified Specified p . .

Lan e L . These would necessarily be restricted to bona-
Further clarification is required in respect of the expectation to engage fide planning considerations and consistency
with the community. Welbeck support the need for community with the CIL Regulations. Regarding
consultation prior to the submission of a planning application. community engagement-on reflection the
However, the expectation to engage with the Neighbourhood Plan wording is perhaps clum,sy and could be
process places an unnecessary constraint on proposals, as not all improved through the minor change
Parish Councils are moving forward with a Neighbourhood Plan. recommended here

Overall Officer Response That the minor change recommended below would clarify the point regarding community engagement.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that the final paragraph of section 7 of the policy is modified as follows:

Insert after "process" the words "where such a plan is under active preparation,”
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 Explanation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

Heritage
Trustees
Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The methodology identifying Long Marston as a Category 4
settlement is flawed because it should be assessed as having a good
public transport service. Route 27 is a circular route running to and
from Stratford upon Avon via Luddington, Welford, Long Marston,
Broad Marston and Pebworth. It operates a service sufficient for work
in Stratford upon Avon, and approximately every 2 hours throughout
the rest of the day. In addition there are other services which run less
frequently providing further links with Stratford upon Avon and the
wider area. Overall the service is sufficient to warrant a score of 2.
Indeed a greater increase in the number of houses in the village will
mean more support for the bus services and the likelihood of an
increase in the frequency of its visits to the village.

Route 27 does not provide a 2 hourly service during the afternoon. On this basis
the categorisation is accurate. The current and envisaged services to Meon Vale
and on to Honeybourne do not serve Long Marston. However, this situation can
be kept under review and the categorisation will be amended if that proves to be
appropriate at some future point.

Re-categorise Long Marston as
a Category 3 village

Moreover it should be noted that the recent CODEX appeal
(application reference Wychavon W/13/00132) includes a s106
requirement for a regular bus to link to Honeybourne Station which will
pass within 500m of the southern edge of Long Marston (see attached
proposed route, which forms part of the s106 agreement). From
Honeybourne there are frequent train links to Oxford and Worcester.
The bus service must be in place before the completion of 50
dwellings and will further enhance the connectivity of Long Marston.

CALA
Homes
(Midlands)
Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Yes

No

Halford should be identified as a Category 4 settlement because it
should be assessed as having a general store scoring at least one
point. Current bus time tables show Route 50/50A running between
Stratford upon Avon and Chipping Norton (and onward to Oxford).
The early morning and late afternoon services run out to Idlicote The Council does not consider that the range of goods available from the kiosk
Road, Halford, there being at least two work hour services in each Include Halford as a Category 4 | at the filling station is sufficient to regard it as a general store. The bus services
direction to and from Stratford upon Avon Monday to Saturday. In village. do not meet the requirement of providing a morning work service. On this basis
addition to this Route 23/23A provides a further two journeys between the omission of Halford from the list of LSVs is accurate.

Halford and Stratford upon Avon each day Monday to Saturday, with
additional links to Shipston on Stour and Moreton in Marsh. This
assessment shows the settlement meets the criteria for scoring 1
point for public transport.

CALA
Homes
(Midlands)
Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The Council has applied a consistent approach to the analysis of shop size and
Re-categorise Snitterfield as a considers the store to be medium sized. It also considers the public transport
Category 2 village provision to be fair rather than good. On this basis the categorisation is
accurate.

The methodology identifying Snitterfield as a Category 3 settlement is
flawed because it should be assessed as having a large general store
and a good public transport service.

Overall Officer Response

The categorisation of villages shown in the explanation to Policy CS.15 is considered accurate.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change required.
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Section 5. Development Strategy — 5.1 Distribution of Development — Policy CS.15 Development Management Considerations

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

ReSpct’"de" Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Development Management Considerations bullet 3 states that the list
of Local Service Villages is ‘dynamic in order to reflect the
sustainability of a particular LSV at any point in time.' Appendix 2 in

Jon Not Not She:?rzlfglrrrlr?attri]c?nl_f% St]est:r?/(ijcoéogr%\?it;gens\/tvr;l?;(letezht(z)ul)det::ig(c)liig t:r?(tj Should be explicitly stated that this check and possible update will | The methodology is specific in saying that it is

onn O o) .. . . . . . . .S
Read Specified | Specified o updated on a regular basis in order to apply the LSV categorisation be based only on the provision of the three services as defined in new information about service provision that

accurately.’ Because of the ‘cliff edge‘ banding of settlement size,

there could be the perverse effect that approval of a single dwelling

could result in an additional 25 dwellings being required within a
settlement.

appendix 2 and not on any changed size of the settlement.

will lead to a reassessment of the points score.

Overall Officer Response

No change required.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change required.
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16

Number of Supports: 5 Number of Objections: 52 Number of Unspecified: 4

Legally Duty

R A i i
espondent gent compliant | compliant

Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

Our most significant concern focuses on the chosen housing target. While
the ERM Report may be useful to the Councll, it is a poor relation to the
SHMA. We do recognise that the SHMA indicates that the 2011-based
household formation rates, rebased to the 2011 Census data, reflect the
economic recession and a number of localised supply and demand-side
constraints in place between 2006 and 2011; with Stratford-on-Avon’s
housing moratorium cited. Based upon the current economic recovery,
household formation rates are likely to return to 2008-based rates earlier
than anticipated in the SHMA.

The SHMA clearly indicates that Stratford-upon-Avon is experiencing the
greatest affordability pressures across the HMA and this in the recognised
throughout the Council’s evidence base that the district’s housing needs
are the most acute in the housing market area and in need of rectifying.
West The Council is pursuing a purposely constrained approach, at
m’g{ag‘ds Ler:'gow Ves Ves No It is noted that based upon the SHMA employment projections, the annual | odds with national planning policy and is therefore unsound.
Planning Planning housing requirement would be between 754 and 776 per annum. Whilst
Consortium appreciating that the Council may feel that employment projections alone Reference to Core Strategy review required in policy.
are not sufficiently reliable to base their housing target, and there are
particular demographics in Stratford-upon-Avon, of an ageing population,
and the role that retirement migration will play, it is necessary to undertake
an uplift. However, the Core Strategy contains no detailed employment
projection to cross-reference to the employment projection within the
SHMA.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

No consideration has been given to increasing the housing target to reflect
affordable housing needs. The annual affordable housing need is likely to
be underestimated. In particular, it is noted that the current Housing
Register is only considered in relation to the Council’s opinion as to those
persons with greatest need, rather than all those in need, and that the
calculation of affordable housing need is based upon a zero-migration
scenario.
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Miller Homes
and Taylor
Wimpey
Homes

RPS
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

OAN is below the demographic requirement of the plan and fails to take
account of economic, market signals and affordability components. It is
also out of line with the Council’s commitment in the Coventry and
Warwickshire LEP SEP to plan spatially on the basis of a job-led strategy.
RPS has prepared an independent assessment of SDC OAN and
recommends a figure of 16,500 dwellings. SDC's OAN must be
established through a SHMA. The ERM assessment is hot a SHMA.

RPS concurs that using a hybrid approach to headship rates is
appropriate. However, while the Council has assumed that this is the most
appropriate manner to proceed also when establishing an OAN for
Stratford, it has not observed, or chosen not to heed the advice set out in
the SHMA, specific to Stratford on this matter which varies from the other
authorities. For Stratford the SHMA recommends using the 2008 headship
rate information from 2011 therefore leading to a higher level of need than
would be required under the hybrid approach. The Council is
fundamentally incorrect therefore that its OAN is associated with 540
dwellings per annum resulting in 10,800 dwellings. The SHMA actually
recommends that the OAN for Stratford is 11,400 dwellings. The Council
is therefore not meeting the OAN according to the 2013 SHMA
recommendations.

The figure of 75,000 new homes in the CWLEP is not linked to the
provision of 94,500 jobs. The accurate reference from the SHMA is that
75,000 new homes quoted will only support 48,000 new jobs. A significant
increase in housing is required if the CWLEPSs target is to be achieved.

The most recent information available from the Council in respect of jobs
forecasts for Stratford is the remains the SHMA jobs led scenario which
sets out a requirement for 475 jobs per annum based upon 2012 Experian
Forecasts which would require a housing need of 754 dwellings per
annum equating to 15,000 dwellings over the plan period. However, the
15,000 dwelling figure in the SHMA is based upon application of the 2011
headship rates evidence from 2011 through to 2031. It has not considered
the recommended approach of applying headship rates in the SHMA
which is the hybrid of applying 2011 headship rates to 2021 and then
2008 headship rates from 2021 to 2031. This indicates that the OAN for
Stratford District is 16,500 dwellings.

Prices or rents rising faster than the national/local average may well
indicate particular market undersupply relative to demand. The SHMA
sets out that the level of housing need in Stratford should be uplifted in
order to deliver on affordability issues.

The assessment undertaken by RPS indicates that based upon
the CWLEP jobs-led justification for its spatial strategy, supported
by paragraph 11.23 of the SHMA that the OAN for Stratford
District is 16,500 dwellings.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.
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Miller Homes
and Taylor
Wimpey
Homes

RPS
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

RPS objects to the housing trajectory set out in Figure 1. The Council has
identified an unjustified and unprecedented level of housing to be
delivered within years 2016/17 and 2017/18. A contribution from this is
identified to be from allocated sites. This is the 650 dwelling allocation
from the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone, however, no evidence is
available that this will be delivered as programmed leaving the authority
short on meeting its targets.

The Council has also identified 750 dwellings within the same phase
(2016/17 to 2020/21) to be delivered from the new settlement proposal.
Given the prematurity of the proposal RPS does not consider that
anything near 750 dwellings would ever be achieved in the phase as
indicated. The area has no planning consent at this stage nor is it
considered that this will be achieved in the near future. The delivery
issues of a new settlement as proposed are not akin to providing an urban
extension onto an existing urban area where services and facilities are
typically available. A new settlement will require a considerably longer
lead in period than the housing trajectory sets provides for.

Regarding Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath New Settlement, RPS concludes
that the new settlement will not deliver 2,500 dwellings during the plan
period and therefore housing supply will fall short of the Council’s target.
Regarding the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone, RPS concludes that it is
a complex site of multiple owners (approximately 60) with no delivery
mechanisms in place to bring it forward, especially no intentions for
compulsory purchase. As such, the site will not deliver as anticipated.

Allocate land at Bishopton Lane, Stratford-upon-Avon

The high level of completions expected in
2016/17 and 2017/18 is a reflection of the
need to rectify the shortfall since 2011 to
maintain a 5 year supply.

For clarification, in these two years only 80
homes are expected to come from the
Canal Quarter (at Warwick House). This is
a vacant office building on a separate land
parcel from the rest of the allocation,
delivery of which will not commence until
2019/20.

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being undertaken
to underpin the Masterplan SPD for the site.
This will address issues of scale, timing and
deliverability. The Draft SPD is due to be
reported to The Cabinet in October.

While there are complex issues to resolve,
there are no overriding reasons why it
cannot be achieved over the plan period.
There is evidence to show that large parts
of the Canal Quarter are readily available
for redevelopment and will be delivered in
the short to medium term.
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Stratford is the main town and has been recognised as such in successive
development plans including the WM RSS, the most recent document to
have been subject to independent examination. The Panel Report into the
RSS sets out that Stratford District is one of two halves where the
northern portion with the Green Belt abutting the central conurbation area
is a part of the District that would understandably seek to constrain
development. However, in the southern area Stratford Town is by far the
largest settlement and represents the optimum location for substantial
volumes of additional affordable housing to address the local shortage of
workers in the tourism, cultural and local service sectors.

In respect of the overall level of growth and strategic approach, the Panel
Report in 2009 sets out that a figure of 10,500 dwellings could be
identified for the District to minimise worsening affordability and enable the
flexible delivery of affordable housing. In proposing this, the Panel did not
consider the major expansion of Stratford-upon-Avon to be contrary to the
historic character of the town. When considering the proposals for a new
settlement within the District, the Panel concluded that the focus of growth
should remain a distribution pattern that focused growth across the
service centres, and primarily at Stratford-upon-Avon.

While the above represents preceding strategic approaches, and it is
entirely within the capacity of the local authority to determine the most
appropriate, and a potentially revised strategy for the future from
preceding approaches, the authority does need to ensure that it is
evidence led, sound and will deliver the aspirations of the Plan’s Vision

The Strategy should identify and promote bringing forward a
higher level of growth at Stratford-upon-Avon on suitable,
achievable and available non-Green Belt sites in advance of

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of:
- CS.15 Distribution of Development
- CS.21 Economic Development

CS.18 provides for a mix of housing to meet
the needs of the District to 2031. It is

Miller Hom i -reqi

andeTay?ores RPS Not Not No and the strategic needs of the sub-region. directing growth into a new settlement at Lighthorne/Gaydon. simplistic to assume that any development

Homes | TP The CWLEP SEP sets out a Jobs-Led Spatial Plan’ and identifes Siratford-upon-Avon and the Area Profle for Sratord-Lipon-Avon | sustamabie than elsewhers as i bell
Stratford Town as a ‘Key Urban Centre’. While there is reference to the pon-7 ; crupon-Avon | sustainaple than iSewnere as fis benes

_ ) be amended to include a non-Green Belt site allocation on the the fact that development is likely to be
potential expansion .Of the Jaguar and Land_Rover employ_ment land at edge of Stratford Town, at Land at Bishopton Lane. some distance from the town centre with its
Gaydon for economic growth, there are no firm proposals in the SEP to shops and facilities. A new settlement offers
support a new settlement or wider distribution of new housing the opportunity to provide a greater range
development away from Stratford Town. As such the strategic framework of facilities within walking distance as well
in the CWLEP SEP is to support the development of Stratford-upon-Avon. as, in the case of GLH access via public
The Strategy of directing growth to a new settlement away from Stratford tra7nsport to other sustainable centres such
town without first maximising the opportunities of presented by the town at as Kineton and Leamington, as well as
non-Green Belt sites is therefore inconsistent with the strategic economic Stratford. '
aspirations of the CWLEP.
Work undertaken by RPS indicates that the principal driver of the
population growth in Stratford will be within the age cohorts of 60/65 and
over (an additional 18,000 people) and a reduction in working age cohorts
(of 3,000). SDC is required to ensure that not only is the provision of the
type of housing appropriate, but also the location of housing. For a District
that will have significant levels of housing need in the age cohorts of 75+,
the development of a new settlement at large distances from Stratford-
upon-Avon is not a sustainable approach to delivering against such acute
specialist housing need. The strategy would result in a significant amount
of the population living in the new settlement being elderly.
The new settlement does not address specifically the requirement to meet
its own profile of housing need rather than a sound strategy that first
maximises the opportunities for growth in accessible sustainable locations
befitting of its population growth profile.
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Gladman
Developments

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

This tempering of the full OAN should only occur if the Council can
demonstrate that delivering the full OAN would result in significant and
demonstrable harm which would outweigh the benefits. This has not been
demonstrated. The Council need to use the true OAN figure (25,010
dwellings) as the starting point and undertake detailed work to establish if
this scale of development is achievable. Only once this process has been
gone through, can the Council propose a housing requirement which is of
a lesser scale than the true OAN. The housing requirement of 10,800
dwellings is based primarily on a population growth scenario adjusted to
account for trend migration over the previous 10 year period. Insufficient
regard is given to both the employment and affordable needs of the
district. The link between housing and employment is clearly established
in national policy.

The SHMA identifies that the adoption of an annual housing requirement
of 540 dwellings per year will only support job growth of 65 jobs per year.
Figures obtained from Oxford Economics show a strong history of job
creation in the authority (800 jobs pa between 1991 and 2011). This level
of job creation is twice the national average and is significantly higher than
neighbouring authorities. Against this context it is notable that the Council
appear to have ignored the evidence presented in the SHMA which finds
economic led requirement of 15,080 to 15,520 dwellings for Stratford-on-
Avon District.

The 2012 SHLAA Review identifies a capacity of 3,144 units from
deliverable and developable sites insufficient to achieve 10,800. However,
a significantly greater capacity to deliver a scale of housing growth in
excess of the proposed requirement, but due to the flawed methodological
approach within the SHLAA the true scale of capacity for growth across
the District has not been demonstrated (e.g. sites have been dismissed on
the basis that they are within medium-high landscape sensitivity).

No SA work has been undertaken on the reasonable alternatives
presented within the SHMA the SA (2011) only assesses the implications
of the delivery of 9,500, 10,300 and 13,000 dwellings). The economic
driven projections demonstrated a need of 15,080 and 15,520 dwellings.
Through the SA process reasonable alternatives such as 15,520 homes
should have been assessed.

Concern with potential impacts of changing the plan period and not
carrying forward previous unmet need.

Based on up-to-date and robust analysis by Regeneris, Gladman
recommend that the true OAN for Stratford-on-Avon is
significantly higher than the proposed 10,800 housing target.
Gladman suggest that the OAN for Stratford is 25,010 (1,245
dwellings per year).

Gladman believe that the Council have been too strict in the
application of policy in the determination of the suitability of
housing land that has resulted in a vast underestimation of the
capacity. This assessment is inconsistent with the findings of a
recent appeal decision and is divergent to several allocations
identified by the Council in this plan. A reassessment is required.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Any undersupply from previous plan
periods is included in the OAN. However,
as acknowledged by the SHMA, there is no
historic unmet need in Stratford-on-Avon
District.

Urban
Renaissance
Villages
(URV) and
Helical Bar

Barton
Willmore

No

No

No

The Joint SHMA (November 2013) for Coventry and Warwickshire,
prepared by GL Hearn states that the objectively assessed housing need
for the District is between 540-600 dwellings per annum (dpa) for the
period 2011-2031, and recommends 570 dpa (11,400 total). Separate to
this, the District Council has since commissioned ERM which reviewed
available housing data and recommended a lower housing requirement
(525-540 dpa), based solely on the requirements of the District.

We understand that the District Council did not commission the SHMA.
The SHMA was undertaken at the request of Coventry City Council - its
Core Strategy having been withdrawn in April 2013, following the
recommendations of the EiP Inspector. Whilst discussions between
Stratford-on-Avon District Council and its neighbours are clearly ongoing,
they cannot be described as having a ‘constructive outcome’ as the
proposed housing requirement in Policy CS16 is below that advocated in
the Joint SHMA.

Not compliant with Duty to Co-operate.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of
Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.

Shipston-on-
Stour and
Stratford
League of
Friends

Carter
Jonas -
Oxford

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Designation of Halford as category 4 LSV removed without justification.
LSV methodology flawed.

Reinstate Halford as category 4 LSV.

See separate comments in respect of
Appendix 2 and the LSV Methodology.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 87

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Our research utilising the Chelmer Housing and Population Model to
derive evidence as to the full objectively assessed need for market and
affordable housing. In our view, the full objectively assessed need for
housing in Stratford on Avon 2.011'2031 i 20,300 dwellings. The . The housing requirement set out in Policy CS.16 fails to meet the
Coventry and Warwickshire Joint SHMA does not represent objectively S .
assessed need in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF and full objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing.
PPG. Further. the Undate to Review of ngsin Requirements report b This is a serious and fundamental flaw in the soundness of the See overall response in respect of
_ S P . g ~ed P y Core Strategy which cannot be remedied through modification. identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Persimmon Pegasus ERM, which reduces the purported housing need figure to 540dpa, does : -
; Not Not : . . . We respectfully request that the Council should be required to (OAN) below.
Homes (South | Planning | o iceq | specified | O not accord with the requirements of the Framework and the guidance in o . I :
Midlands) Ltd | Group P P PPG and is not a sound basis for deriving a housing requirement for the review its evidence as to the full, objective assessment of housing .
District. In relation to Policy CS.16. we find that the quantum of need in order to inform the preparation of the Core Strategy. We | See separate comments in respect of
develo. ment oroposed forétrati‘ord ubon Avon itselfqa roximately 2. 590 have suggested that the town should accommodate at least a CS.15 Distribution of Development.
pment prop 1org up . » app ately <, further 1,000 dwellings, which can be accommodated in a
homes, is insufficient as a contribution the Main Town in the District sustainable urban extension to the south east
settlement hierarchy should make to meeting housing needs over the plan '
period. We have suggested that the town should accommodate at least a
further 1,000 dwellings, which can be accommodated in a sustainable
urban extension to the south east.
Policy CS.16 fails to meet the full objectively assessed need for market
and affordable housing. This is a serious and, in our view, fundamental
flaw in the soundness of the Core Strategy which cannot be remedied
through modification. We respectfully request that the Council should be
required to review its evidence as to the full, objective assessment of
housing need in order to inform the preparation of the Core Strategy. Policy CS.16 fails to meet the full objectively assessed need for
Our research utilising the Chelmer Housing and Population Model to market and affordable housing. This is a serious and, in our view,
. ; S fundamental flaw in the soundness of the Core Strategy which
derive evidence as to the full objectively assessed need for market and cannot be remedied throuah modification. We respectfully request
affordable housing. In our view, the full objectively assessed need for hat the G il should b 9 ired Lo p_d yreq
housing in Stratford on Avon 2011-2031 is 20,300 dwellings. that the Council should be required to review its evidence as to .
' the full, objective assessment of housing need in order to inform See overall response in respect of
Pegasus The Coventry and Warwickshire Joint SHMA does not represent the preparation of the Core Strategy. identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Rosconn Planning Not Not No objectively assessed need in accordance with the requirements of the . . , (OAN) below.
Group Specified | Specified . : s In relation to Policy CS.16, we find that the quantum of
Group NPPF and PPG. Further, the Update to Review of Housing Requirements ' . .
report by ERM. which reduces the purnorted housina need fiaure to development proposed for Stratford upon Avon itself, See separate comments in respect of
54%dpaydoes r’10t accord with the rFe)qul?rements of thge Framegvork and the approximately 2,590 homes, is insufficient as a contribution the CS.15 Distribution of Development.
guidanc’e in PPG and is not a sound basis for deriving a housing Main Town in the District settlement hierarchy should make to
requirement for the District meeting housing needs over the plan period. We have suggested
q ' that the town should accommodate at least a further 1,000
In relation to Policy CS.16, we find that the quantum of development g\zeelrl:gi%i’ tvc\)lhrlhcg chgtr?i:;commodated in a sustainable urban
proposed for Stratford upon Avon itself, approximately 2,590 homes, is '
insufficient as a contribution the Main Town in the District settlement
hierarchy should make to meeting housing needs over the plan period.
We have suggested that the town should accommodate at least a further
1,000 dwellings, which can be accommodated in a sustainable urban
extension to the south east.
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B and M
Glanfield

Framptons

No

No

No

The Gallagher Homes Ltd v Solihull MBC (April 2014) High Court
Judgment found that there needs to be a distinction between the full
objectively assessed needs figure and the ‘policy on’, housing
requirement figure fixed by the Local Plan. There is also a distinction
between OAN and household projections.

The Council's position as expressed in the evidence base prepared prior
to submission and the submitted plan itself does not make a distinction in
a clear way or provide evidence to justify the move between the OAN and
the housing requirement. The submitted plan leaps straight to a ‘housing
requirement’ i.e. a ‘policy on’ approach rather than the full objective
assessment of need for housing, namely the ‘policy off’ approach.

Additionally the Core Strategy fails to provide an adequate explanation of
the extent to which it has complied with the duty to co-operate with
neighbouring authorities, in particular in terms of the Birmingham and
Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Areas. For example, SDC
commissioned G L Hearn to produce a review of an earlier Strategic
Housing Market Assessment in January 2013 which focuses exclusively
on Stratford District and gives no consideration to the identification of a
‘Strategic Housing Market Area’ in terms of para.47 of the NPPF. It is
apparent that Stratford District cannot be viewed in isolation. It is part of a
wider area and it should be noted that earlier drafts of the Core Strategy
were subject to objections from neighbouring local authorities within the
same Strategic Housing Market Area SHMA as Stratford.

It is clear therefore that taking into account the unmet housing needs of
Birmingham and Coventry and Warwickshire within the district of Stratford
will undoubtedly increase the need for further housing options to meet the
District’s need. The focused consultation target of 10,800 homes does not
include the unmet housing needs of Birmingham and Coventry &
Warwickshire. A minimum of 13,600 dwellings in the plan period would
need to be provided within the District and provision for this should be
made by the most sustainable and deliverable options.

The plan should be subject to an immediate modifications
process. That would allow for a strategy to be formulated to meet
the full objectively assessed need based on a minimum of 13,600
dwellings for the period 2011 -2031 to adequately address the
issue of the Birmingham and Coventry & Warwickshire SHMA.
This will require, among other things, that proper consideration is
given to accommodating development in a sustainable way.

Increase the number of homes identified for the Local Service
Villages, in particular the category 2 Local Service Villages.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of
Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.

Jim Darling

Cerda
Planning

No

No

No

The CWSHMA sets out that the assessed need for Stratford District is
11,400 homes (570pa) over the period 2011 — 2031. The Council are
proposing to deliver only 10,800. The ERM Report considered the
objectively assessed housing need lay between 10,500 and 10,800. The
Council’'s own SMHA Update (Jan 2013) indicated a housing requirement
of 14,500 new dwellings up to 2028, notably more dwellings sooner than
the CWSHMA required and significantly higher than the ERM study. A
further piece of evidence, the Housing Provisions Options Study 2012
Update (Jan 2013) concluded that the OAN fell between 12,000 and
13,000 for the period up to 2028.

This wide range of conclusions indicates the difficulty in reaching an OAN.
It nonetheless shows that in only one study was the OAN found to be at
the low level the Council propose. A sceptic could say that the Council
have undertaken several SHMAs to reach a requirement that is more
politically palatable. Certainly by electing to propose the lowest housing
requirement, the policy requirement to meet in FULL their objectively
assessed housing need does not appear to have been met. On that basis,
the plan is unsound.

Notwithstanding the view that the housing requirement does not reflect the
Council’'s FULL obijectively assessed housing need, the manner in which
the consultation report was presented did not enable respondents to
separate Stoneythorpe with a site called ‘North of Southam’. The positive
aspects of Stoneythorpe were therefore watered down and nullified by the
less desirable proposals North of Southam. If respondents preferred
Stoneythorpe but considered the site North of Southam inappropriate,
they would be driven to rank the site lower than they might if they two
were separate, distorting the conclusions of this consultation. There was
no good reason why Stoneythorpe should not be accompanied by a
different option, such as the further disposal or alone as a freestanding
highly sustainable new settlement.

Stoneythorpe, due to its size of ¢.800 dwellings, is ideally placed
to make up the shortfall in the Council’s housing requirement in
one location. It is recognised that in sustainability terms, further
increasing housing in the District’s villages may be problematic.
The provision of a new settlement, compact and committed to
delivering a range of renewable technologies and other new
technologies in communication, design and community welfare
and living offers the opportunity to assist the Council now without
adversely impacting on historic Stratford or the other settlements
across the District. At the very least the site should be allocated
within the plan as a ‘safeguarded site’ such that should a review
take place and housing need be identified, the site can swiftly
come forward to address that need.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.
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Not convinced that the objective assessment of housing needs has been
carried out in a robust manner. Furthermore, it does not properly take into
account the wider needs of the region, in particular Birmingham's. Nor is
there sufficient flexibility in the proposals to allow for additional housing to
meet growth in local need should that be required in the longer term.

On the basis of the latest assessment of housing supply (March 2014)
Stratford have less than the required 5 year housing land supply and the
housing growth provision underestimates the local need over the plan

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need

iAacCrl((elvie E'oct:‘t‘;"rd g;’édﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No period. There is insufficient headroom in the calculations in the event of Allocate the site for future development (OAN) below.
some sites not coming forward particularly as windfalls. .
See overall response in respect of 5 Year
Generally support the overall spatial strategy based on a wider dispersal Housing land Supply (5YHLS) below.
of housing development across the District. It is evident that, if handled
with care, the provision of small scale housing development in a range of
the relatively more substantial villages in the area could help to promote
more balanced communities, respond to identified local needs for low cost
market and affordable housing and help to sustain the services they
support.
As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
Existing strategy should be maintained and enhanced with More detailed analysis is being undertaken
Peter and North Rae New settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath should be deleted - it is not greater levels of development applied to the hierarch)_/, With. an to F‘”d‘?fpi” the M_asterplan SPD fo_r t_he site.
Helon Pires Sanders Yes Yes No the most suitable option for meeting land supply needs expanded focus. on sgttlements of s sustainable size including Th|§ will a_tddress issues of sc_ale, timing and
' Southam. On this basis Land off Daventry Road to the Southeast | deliverability. The Draft SPD is due to be
of Southam should be allocated for 200-315 units. reported to The Cabinet in October.
See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH.
Greater clarity required in respect of Large Rural Brownfield Sites (LRBS).
\_Nhllst_ a cross refere_nce_to (_38.15 is included, it does not refer to the sites Amend CS.16 A to read "Large Rural brownfield Sites (as
Wellesbourne | SLR I'Stﬁd mhAS.i]l. The |m.|cf).llcz|i|t|o.8 IS 'g?a’:janythRI?]S could bef brought fﬁrV\;ard identified and assessed in accordance with Policy AS.11): d d d bel
Matters Consulting Yes Yes No rather than those specifically identified within the scope of AS.11. The four approximately 500 homes at the specific sites identified in Policy Noted. Amendment suggested (see below).

sites in AS.11 appear to be listed as example sites but in order to provide
greater certainty and make the policy more effective, CS.16 should make
specific reference to the four sites.

AS.11."
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Hallam Land

Marrons

Not

Not

The level of housing is 600 below OAN in the SHMA. Notwithstanding this,
a more up-to-date analysis of key socio-economic data and housing
market data suggests the minimum housing target for the period 2011 -
2031 should be 16,000 net new dwellings.

We find the assertion that if provision were set at a level above 10,800, it
would lead to a further unbalancing of the population by attracting in
migrants who would be either of retirement age or intending to commute
to jobs outside the District, difficult to understand:

- Proposals for the substantial growth in employment at
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath will offer the opportunity to reduce present
levels of out-commuting from the District and will need to be supported by
new housing of a scale that reflects the economic ambitions behind that
proposal;

- The distinction between 10,800 dwellings and 11,400 dwellings is, at the
strategic level, no more than a level of flexibility that should be
incorporated in the scale of housing provision so that the plan might
respond to any future changes in the housing or employment markets; -
There is no clear explanation as to why the additional 600 dwellings

CS16 should be modified to read as follows in the first paragraph:

Stratford on Avon District will meet its objectively assessed
housing needs for the period 2011 to 2031. Provision will be
made for at least 16,000 additional homes, distributed as follows
based on the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy CS15.
Hallam Land Management make no comment, at this stage, on

See overall response in respect of

Management | Planning Specified | Specified No recommended in the SHMA would result in the imbalances referred to and | necessary adjustments to the distribution of homes across the identifying Objectively Assessed Need
there is no quantification of adverse impacts (in numerical terms) might be | District and as set out in the policy. However, it is noted that the (OAN) below.
on the housing market and local economy. greater share of new homes (excluding the provision of 2,500 at

Lighthorne Heath) is at Stratford-upon-Avon, the main rural
Our research, the ‘Coventry Sub-Regional Housing Study’ (June 2014), centres and in the Local Service Villages. It would anticipate that
concluded that the full OAN across the sub-region, based on the 2012 much of the additional 5,200 new homes would be distributed
SNPP, a continuation of long term migration trends and the job creation across these settlements. It would also anticipate the necessary
forecasts as set out in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP SEP suggest identification of further strategic allocations in part B of the policy.
that the minimum housing target for Stratford on Avon should be 16,000
over the plan period.
The essential difference between the Sub-Regional Housing Study and
the SHMA arise from the use in the study of the 2012 Sub National
Population projections and more recent Experian job-growth forecasts
better able to reflect the growth in the UK economy. The study also notes
that that insofar as Stratford on Avon is concerned, the provision of 16,000
dwellings makes no allowance for any potential unmet need from
Birmingham, to be accommodated within the District over the plan period.
This could amount to between 110 and 387 dwellings per annum or an
additional 2,200 up to 7,740 new homes. The provision of 16,000
dwellings is therefore a recommended minimum target.
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Sharba
Homes

Barton
Willmore

lIp

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Taken together, the two housing needs studies prepared by Barton
Wilmore covering the Coventry and Birmingham housing market areas,
respectively, suggest a minimum target of 18,200 (910pa) for Stratford-on-
Avon District.

This figure should be treated as an absolute minimum as of course at this
stage, it is not known what proportion of its needs Coventry can meet
within its own administrative boundaries and therefore what proportion
may need to be accommodated within Stratford District. Even utilising the
unsustainable lower housing figure, and assuming also inclusion of the
unsustainable GLH proposal, within the distribution of development, the
Council propose to ‘deliver’ 1,390 dwellings through windfall sites
including an extraordinary 810 dwellings on windfalls sites in the Main
Rural Centres. Leaving such a significant proportion of the housing
element to chance can in no way be said to be ‘planning positively’ and
cannot be a sound approach as the Council cannot guarantee that such
numbers will be delivered.

The Council's justification for this is that some sites will come through
whilst the Core Strategy is under preparation. However the reason that
sites are coming forward in advance of the Core Strategy is due, in the
main, to the fact that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of
housing land due in no small part to a historic failure to meet housing
targets post 2008. Therefore these ‘early’ applications are in fact dealing
with historic unmet need and should not be off-set against future housing
need. Regardless, the Council appear to be operating under a
misconception that housing targets are a maximum rather than operating
a ‘positive planning’ framework as required by the NPPF. Windfall
development is unsecured to a far greater degree than proposed and
identified sites and delivery from such a risk-laden source of land should
be seen as a bonus and not form such a fundamental component of future

supply.

Given the Council have a current housing land supply shortfall; they are,
in our opinion, a ‘20% authority’ having failed to deliver sufficient housing
in a number of consecutive years; and are an authority which is
notoriously resistant to development as evidenced by past poor delivery
and high success of residential applications on appeal; every effort should
be made to ensure certainty in supply. These 1,390 dwellings should
therefore be allocated to specific sites and given the focus appears to be
on the Main Rural Centres, we suggest these should be allocated to
these 8 settlements accordingly, looking also at those towns / villages
which have not benefitted from or contributed to significant development in
the previous plan period.

Increase the housing target to a minimum of 18,200.

Delete windfall allowance for the Main Rural Centres and allocate

additional homes to these 8 locations.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See overall response in respect of the
housing trajectory below.
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Within the MRCs there are no proposals for new housing allocations. The
2,830 dwellings comprise existing planning consents only, plus windfalls.
In this context there is no plan for the MRCs, just merely reference to the
delivery of existing planning consents and windfalls and there will be no
new homes provided in the MRCs post 2021, other than potential
windfalls. This will not meet the needs of the population which arises
throughout the plan period. The Strategy being proposed in fact is not a
Focused Dispersal Strategy but is a strategy of restraint post 2021 in the
rural areas, only building out what is currently permitted in 2012 and then
directing all new development to a new settlement.

It is proposed that the LSVs will accommodate more development than
the MRCs in the last ten years of the Plan. While the LSVs are a key

The Strategy has not identified an objectively assessed need for
new homes and is therefore deficient in meeting its requirements
under the NPPF. The outcome of this is that the authority will
need to plan for a higher level of housing than is currently
accommodated in the plan.

This additional development should be distributed in accordance
with the settlement hierarchy of the Plan, where the Main Rural
Centres can play a positive role in accommodating new
development throughout the plan period, particularly post 2021.

Over the whole plan period, it is proposed
that the MRCs will deliver approximately
26% of all development compared to
approximately 18% in the LSVs. Moreover,
the MRCs will deliver a greater proportion in
the early phases of the plan. This approach
rightly reflects their status as sustainable
locations for development. There is no
requirement for a flat rate of development

Miller Homes gfosup ggteciﬁed g'gteciﬁed g;’;dﬁed component of the rural fabric of the District, they are not best placed to Irrespective of the level of need being provided for, the allocation throughout the plan period.
focus more development, in advance of the MRCs. The MRCs are of new homes to a new settlement in advance of the need to :
. - : . . . . Post 2021, 340 dwellings are expected to
identified as such for a reason in that they provide a source of services provide new homes at the source of need, such as the Main Rural : . ; :
oy X . - X be delivered in the MRCs. Whilst 100 will
and facilities for the wider rural area, and as such should be the focus of Centres runs contrary to the Councils principle of accommodating . )
) . : . ; S come from small windfalls, the remainder
new development in the rural areas. This approach therefore contradicts need where it arises. The Main Rural Centres distribution : .
) - : : : X . . would be delivered as allocations through
the identified settlement hierarchy for future planning housing and service | requirement should therefore be increased. . . ; h
provision the Site Allocations Plan, as explained in
The Main Rural Centre of Bidford-on-Avon is capable of providing paragraph 5.2.8.
Bidford-on-Avon is identified as a Main Rural Centre and yet it is identified | 200 additional dwellings at the suitable site, Land at Waterloo See overall response below in respect of
for no additional growth beyond the current consented 222 dwellings, all of | Road. The Main Rural Centres requirement should be increased Housin Tra'ec?or P
which will be delivered within the first ten years of the Plan period. Bidford- | by 200 dwellings and an allocation made in the Bidford-on-Avon 9 ray Y-
on-Avon is capable of accommodating a sustainable development for 200 | Area Strategy.
dwellings at land at Waterloo Road and it is unclear why the Council has
not allocated it as it was identified in the SHLAA.
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The housing requirement does not meet the full, objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing. Consequently, the Core
Strategy does not identify sufficient key sites to meet the necessary
housing strategy over the plan period. The Policy only seeks to meet the
objectively assessed housing needs of Stratford on Avon District.

Whilst in general the Joint SHMA adopts an appropriate framework and
methodology for considering objectively assessed housing needs, it is not
without shortcomings. The SHMA indicates this is based upon a Coventry-
focused housing market area which suggests the SHMA does not look
explicitly at what a Stratford-on-Avon centred housing market geography
may look like. By their very nature housing market geographies are not
definitive and will rarely match administrative boundaries, however, a
relatively good picture of a Local Planning Authority’s housing market area
interactions can be built up. It is not clear within the evidence what
Stratford-on-Avon’s HMA is and therefore, what area has been used as
the basis for: considering housing needs; undertaking co-operation with
other authorities; and flowing from this planning for an appropriate housing
requirement.

The migration figures used have been artificially reduced, without
sufficient rationale and evidence for the scale of reduction assumed and
despite ONS evidence suggesting a lesser or no reduction is more
reasonable. The ‘mid-point’ headship rates utilised are the only ones
presented within the Joint SHMA that are realistic and justified by the
Nathaniel evidence. They are not however set out as the ‘baseline’ in the SHMA
(C,vﬁ(';gr']'g’sr;"ftsd 'F','gn';:i'g& g‘;’;ciﬁe 4 | No No (which adopts the supressed headship rates as the ‘baseline’), despite
London being the only realistic baseline view of household formation. This is not
considered robust.

The housing requirement should be increased to a minimum of
13,000 dwellings in order to meet objectively assessed housing
needs in Stratford-on-Avon and contribute towards meeting needs
across the housing market area. This figure must also consider
including an element of unmet needs from Birmingham, but this
evidence is yet to be completed.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

The Joint SHMA clearly includes analysis of other factors such as ‘market
signals’, past under-supply, affordable housing needs and supporting
economic growth. However, the way these factors have been applied to
inform a conclusion on full objectively assessed housing needs is less
clear. It appears that such factors have been used as rationale for an uplift
on PROJ1a. While an uplift (or upwards adjustment) is considered
necessary, what ‘baseline’ it should be applied to and its scale needs a
more explicit consideration.

The Updated ERM Review concludes that an appropriate level of
provision is 525-540 dwellings per annum based upon the PROJ1a
‘midpoint’ headship rate scenario in the SHMA, but with a lower end to
reflect the lower migration figures put forward in the Updated Review. The
Updated Review rejects that any upwards adjustment from this is
necessary to meet objectively assessed needs taking account of
economic factors, market signals or affordable housing needs, indicating
that any figure above 540 dwellings per annum would be in excess of
needs. This conclusion seems incongruous with the NPPF and NPPG
which seeks to increase supply and particularly make upwards adjustment
to supply over demographic led needs where market signals indicate. We
would stress that this is a supply side response to those demand-led
signals, and upwards adjustment is considered necessary to meet full
objectively assessed housing needs.
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The Council have set out a housing requirement of 10,800 dwellings over
the period 2011-2031 (540 dwellings per annum (dpa)). We are aware of
Housing Needs studies produced by Barton Willmore covering the
Coventry and Birmingham HMAS; when read together these suggest a
minimum target of 910dpa for Stratford-on- Avon. Subsequently, to
progress the Plan in a sound and robust manner we would suggest that
Stratford-on-Avon District Council plan for a minimum of 910dpa (18,200
dwellings over the period 2011- 2031).

The increase to this dwelling target will assist the Council in complying

Increase housing requirement

Redrow . . See overall response in respect of
Homes South | Barton Not Not No with the NPPF and PPG by engbllng. Allocate more development to the MRCs including Southam identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Midlands Willmore Specified Specified - Demographic need to be met; (OAN) below
- Forecasted economic growth to be accommodated; Identify land to west of Southam as an allocation '
- Sufficient affordable housing to be supplied; and '
- A significant contribution made towards addressing the adverse market
signals.
In following the hierarchical approach as set out in Policy CS.15, we would
anticipate that a substantial amount of this growth would be re-directed to
Southam in its role as a Main Rural Centre and would promote the role
that the land west of Southam could have in sustainably meeting this
need.
No evidence which demonstrates satisfactorily that GLH will deliverable
during the plan period given the significant infrastructure works required to
be carried out early in the development. We also dispute the view
advanced that it is very unlikely that existing settlements could
accommodate the full and objectively assessed need for housing in the . .
S X i ! : As things stand there is no reason to
District over the Plan Period without damaging their role, character and : .
A : : assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
distinctiveness and that GLH would be the most appropriate choice to : ; .
S ; ) . 2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
meet these needs. We assume that this is view is arrived at, in part, using ) I .
. . More detailed analysis is being undertaken
the GLH promoters own assessments of the surrounding villages ' :
; X S X to underpin the Masterplan SPD for the site.
Sharb Barton published previously. However as highlighted during the last round of This will address issues of scale. timing and
Hofnreg Willmore Yes No No consultation, the promoters, for example, ruled out Kineton as a SDC must meet its OAN. ; - N 9
I ) . X deliverability. The Draft SPD is due to be
p settlement capable of accommodating growth despite no evidence to

support this and in the knowledge that the Council were granting planning
permission for 90 dwellings in the village. It is therefore plainly evident that
the evidence base produced by the promoters of GLH is self serving and
in no way objective. The Council themselves have produced little evidence
to support their assertions. There has been a failure to properly consider
and robustly test alternatives to the strategy proposed, in particular
sufficient and robust consideration has not been given to the alternative
options for accommodating the 2,500 dwellings, currently proposed to be
allocated to GLH.

reported to The Cabinet in October.

See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH. *See separate comments in
respect of Appendix 2 LSV Methodology.
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CS.16 is not compliant with the duty to cooperate because it does not
meet unmet needs from the Housing Market Area (both Birmingham and
Coventry). As there is currently no evidence produced regarding unmet
needs from Birmingham as the evidence is not at that advanced stage,
how can Stratford on Avon know categorically that they do not need to
help the city in meeting its unmet needs?

Itis clear that Birmingham does not have the capacity to meet its housing
needs (unmet housing needs of between 1,520 to 3,415 per annum). This
is underpinned by the Greater Birmingham & Solihull LEP Strategy for
Growth.

The Housing Market Area (HMA) for Birmingham is derived from the study
undertaken by the Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies at
Newcastle University in constructing consistent geography housing market
areas for England. It includes Stratford-on-Avon. In defining the proportion
of Birmingham’s unmet need that these local authorities should be taking,
consideration has been given functional linkages between places where
people live and work. These commuting and migration linkages have been
quantified to establish the different degree of relationship that local
Nathaniel authorities have with Birmingham. The average percentage represents the
CALA Homes | Lichfield & | Not No Not baseline degree of housing market linkage an area has with Birmingham,
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified Specified | and therefore is representative of its ‘starting share’ of Birmingham’s
London unmet needs which will need to be met in the Birmingham HMA. In
addition the migration and commuting apportionment exercise, analysis of
housing market signals for the local authorities have been undertaken to
ascertain the strength of their housing markets as places where people
want to live, and which would be attractive to developers. Stratford-on-
Avon should proportionately be taking 2.8% of Birmingham’s unmet
housing needs. This would be an addition to Stratford-on-Avon’s own
objectively assessed housing needs.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Non-compliance with Duty to Co-operate
See separate comments in respect of:
- Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues
- CS.15 Distribution of Development

Many of authorities are substantially covered by Green Belt and in this
context SDC will need to establish, under the duty-to cooperate, a
common position. The implication is that additional unmet needs are likely
to arise in surrounding local authorities, including SDC, which is largely
beyond the Green Belt and has numerous areas suitable for
accommodating growth (this position is not dissimilar to that of Aylesbury
Vale).

Furthermore, practically, the primary role of developments such as
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath in Stratford will be to meet the unmet housing
needs of Birmingham rather than those of Stratford as a result of its
location both to the North of the District and on the M40.

The Core Strategy is based on the population and household forecasts in
the Joint SHMA (2013) requiring 10,800 homes over the period 2011-
2031. Data used in the SHMA is unsound.

The figure of 10,800 should be replaced with provision for around
Population and household forecasts have been replaced by the ONS mid- | 5,000 dwellings in Stratford District between 2011 and 2031.
2012 based population projections 2012 to 2037 (May 14) and project a
population increase of 10,929 over the period, instead of the figure of The housing provision set out in the CS (Policy CS16, page 87)
15,500. The ONS mid-2012 based projections are the valid and up-to-date | should be replaced by the following:

basis for determining the Objectively Assessed Housing Need. - Stratford-upon-Avon 2100 dwellings

Svgﬁckshire Not Not No - Alcester 350 dwellings

Branch Specified | Specified Household size forecast used by the SHMA is also incorrect, assumes a - N of Southam 165 dwellings

continuing reduction in household size. The fall in household size as - Windfalls outside SuA 660 dwellings

previously predicted has not occurred to 2011. The SHMA uses a figure of | - Other locations throughout District 1750 dwellings

6745 houses required for a population increase of 10,929; applying the The Categorisation of
2011 Census figure of 2.18 persons per household, the housing villages should be removed or if retained the second section of
requirement is 4793. CS16(B), which covers the proposed allocation of 1,950 houses
to Local Service Villages, should be deleted.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

The use of 'village categorisation' as a basis for locating significant
numbers of new houses in villages is unjustified and would gravely
damage many attractive villages in the District.
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The CWLEP recognises that the Core Strategy makes strong connection
between the need for employment growth and housing growth. The level
of new housing growth proposed in CS16 is within the (midpoint) range of

housing proposed in the SHMA endorsed by the C&W Joint Committee. It is suggested that SDC should set out within the submission
Coventry & document how the implications of economic development on
Warwickshire Not Not No However, a significant change from the last SDC Core Strategy overall housing need will be further considered, by ensuring See separate comments in respect of
LEP (Planning Specified | Specified consultation is the inclusion of the JLR site at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath housing provision is meeting the requirements of economic Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.
Group) for up to 100ha of development. Despite this allocation there has been no | development projections, including the economic growth

adjustment on overall housing humbers as a consequence of its inclusion. | aspirations as contained in the C&W SEP.
It is acknowledged that there is little certainty about timescales, however
this does not negate the need to consider the impact of this level of
economic growth on the need for further housing within the district.
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Bloor Homes
(Western) Ltd

Yes

Yes

No

We support the housing allocations at Allimore Lane (ALC1/2) and
Banbury Road (SOU1). The Allimore Lane sites were granted planning
permission on the 5th March 2014 and thus form commitments. We
support the identification of Bidford-on-Avon as a main rural centre
although note that the Core Strategy does not allocate any additional
development which plainly ignores the fact that housing need and demand
will continue to arise at Bidford-on-Avon during the whole of the plan
period. The clearly is not an appropriate strategy for a town designated as
main rural centre and as such suitable for housing development.

In the context of representations concerning the overall level of housing
and housing supply, additional housing allocations should be provided at
Bidford-on-Avon and this should therefore be a matter that the Site
Allocations DPD addresses in due course. This necessitates an
amendment to the Bidford-on-Avon Area Strategy, Policy CS.16 as to the
amount of housing to be accommodated at Bidford-on-Avon and Figure 1.

We support the identification of Studley as a main rural centre. However,
only a small amount of new housing is to be provided at Studley over the
plan period. Again, there is no housing planned at Studley after 2021
despite its status as a main town. Maintaining this approach for more than
15 years is excessively restrictive as there exist opportunities for a modest
scale of new development to be accommodated sensitively. This should
therefore be a matter that the Site Allocations DPD addresses in due
course and the Core Strategy should allow such provision. The Core
Strategy must allow scope for the Green Belt to be reviewed. Areas of
land around Studley exist that can be developed without harm to the
critical role of the Green Belt in this location.

In any event, given the accepted position in paragraph 5.2.8 and Figure 1
that there is still an amount of housing that remains to be distributed
across the Main Rural Centres through the Site Allocation Documents
(810 new homes according to Figure 1), then the expression of the
housing requirement for this category in Policy CS.16 should be
expressed as a minimum rather than approximately.

We support the status of Long ltchington as Category 1, Fenny Compton,
Napton-on-the-Hill and Salford Priors as Category 2, and BNewbold-on-
Stour as Category 3.

We note the scale of growth that the consultation document intends is
accommodated at these settlements in Policy CS.16. Critically, the scale
of housing is referred to as an approximate range. This is important to
allow for flexibility at the Site Allocations DPD stage to consider the
development opportunities that exist in each of these settlements.
Genuine development opportunities should not be stifled or restricted due
to an overly prescriptive range being allocated to a settlement in the Core
Strategy. Clearly to achieve the requirement of 1,950 in Policy CS.16 the
levels of development will be towards the higher end of each category.

We object to the reclassification of Long Marston from Category 3 to
Category 4. The main justification appears to be the re-assessment of the
provision of public transport. Whilst there may be a reduction in the
provision of bus services to Long Marston, due regard should be had to
the surrounding context, in particular, the redevelopment of Long Marston
Depot will inevitably provide an increase in the public transport provision
to the existing settlement. Furthermore, the development proposes
educational facilities which would also improve the assessment of village.

The expression of the housing requirement in Policy CS.16
should be expressed as a minimum rather than approximately.

Taking into account the surrounding context, Long Marston
should be a Category 3 LSV.

See separate comments in respect of:
- CS.10 Green Belt
- Appendix 2 LSV methodology

See overall response below in respect of
housing trajectory.
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We remain of the view that the housing requirement of 10,800 is not
adequate for the plan period either in the context of objectively assessed
need or low levels of housing immediately prior to the plan period. We are
aware that similar representations have been submitted by the Home
Bloor Homes Builders Federation an_d others_ which, consistent with the e_vidence base,
(Western) Ltd Yes Yes No support a_IeveI of housing that is greater than _1(_),800 c_iwe_llmgs. Moreover,
Barton Willmore have prepared a Study examining objectively assessed
need having regard to the two housing market areas within which
Stratford-on-Avon is located. This demonstrates that the housing
requirement should in fact be a minimum of 16,000 new homes over the
period 2011-2031.

CS.16 should be amended accordingly. It follows that this
additional housing should be accommodated in a manner
consistent with the distribution strategy set out in Policies CS.15
and CS.16.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

The Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA identifies that there is a stronger
demand for homes in the District than elsewhere in the SHMA study area
and highlighted economic growth issues and significant affordability issues
within the District. The SHMA stated that the upper housing targets
outlined for SDC (i.e. 600 dwellings per annum) will better support
stronger growth in the work place and will improve affordability in the
District whereas the figure of 540 dwellings per annum only supports Housing target in CS.16 to be increased in order to meet SADC’s
“modest” economic growth. It is noted that SDC do not agree with this full objectively assessed housing need. In addition, the
approach due to the large elderly population within the District. They also submission of the Core Strategy should be deferred until

state within the consultation document that “new jobs do not necessarily Birmingham’s and Coventry’s housing requirements within SDC
have to be filled by in-migrants”. However, there is no evidence presented | are confirmed. This will allow the Core Strategy to demonstrate

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need

S]Lr’]ismessemial \?ﬁﬁmfe No No No to suggest that if the local economy was boosted, new jobs would not be that it has met and allocated the full objectively assessed housing (OAN) below.
filled by in-migrants. By not taking the necessary steps to plan to improve | need for the District, as well as that for Birmingham and Coventry ;
economic growth and housing affordability through increasing their under the Duty to Cooperate. In taking this approach, SDC would ggitisoenpzlirgtce:r%(;r:ggtr};sdglr;elzspjte:;of
housing target further, SDC are not planning positively for growth, as is be able to demonstrate that their Plan is positively prepared, as it ' '
required by the NPPF. would fully meet its objectively assessed housing needs, as well

as contributing towards those of its neighbours.
CS.16 does not take account of SDC'’s full objectively assessed housing
need, as outlined in the CWSHMA. In addition, it proposes to identify land
required for BCC’s and CCC’s unmet housing needs after the SDC Core
Strategy is adopted, through an early review. An alternative strategy
would be to defer the submission of the Core Strategy until such a time as
the requirements of BCC and the Coventry Sub-Region are made clear.
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Quintessential
Inns

Barton
Willmore

No

No

No

Policy CS.16 outlines a requirement for 10,800 dwellings (540 dwellings
per annum) during the period to 2031 and suggests that SADC will meet
this objectively assessed need in full, however, it does not refer to the
need to assist neighbouring authorities in the same Housing Market Area
(HMA) in meeting their objectively assessed housing requirements.

Paragraph 1.3.6 of the Core Strategy acknowledges that SDC falls within
two housing market areas, with the east of the District being influenced by
Coventry and Warwickshire and the west of the District being influenced
by Birmingham. Paragraph 1.3.8 goes on to identify that emerging
evidence suggests that BCC are unable to meet the City’s housing
requirement within its administrative area. It also contradicts itself by
stating that Coventry and Warwickshire authorities intend to meet their
own objectively assessed housing needs, but then stating that the extent
to which Coventry will achieve this is unknown. Paragraph 1.3.8 then
states that SDC will continue to liaise with its immediate and wider
neighbours and bring forward a review of the Core Strategy should
evidence suggest that further housing provision is justified in SDC.

There is limited evidence to suggest that an adequate level of cooperation
has taken place between SADC, BCC and Coventry City Council (CCC) to
address their housing requirements. In addition, it has long been apparent
that BCC are unable to meet the City’s housing requirements within their
administrative area. Even with the release of a large area of Birmingham’s
Green Belt, they will still require land for an additional 30,000 dwellings, as
first detailed in the Birmingham Development Plan Options Consultation
(October 2012).

We are aware of Housing Needs studies produced by Barton Willmore
covering the Coventry and Birmingham HMAs; when read together these
suggest a minimum target of 910 dwellings per annum for SDC. This
equates to a minimum housing target of 18,200 dwellings over the Plan
Period. However, this takes no account of any unmet housing need arising
from CCC that may need to be accommodated in SADC.

A number of other LPAs have recently been found to be in breach of the
Duty to Cooperate by an Inspector at Examination stage for undertaking a
similar approach (e.g. Rushcliffe). Whilst Rushcliffe engaged with other
Authorities during the preparation of their Plan, an adequate allowance
was not made to assist in meeting the housing needs of Greater
Nottingham. As such, the Inspector found that Rushcliffe had not complied
with the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate. Rushcliffe are now
undertaking additional work to try and address this before the Plan can
progress to Examination.

To be legally compliant, CS.16 must fully meet the requirements of the
Duty to Cooperate, and have full regard to the NPPF and PPG in
addressing strategic priorities through the Plan.

To meet the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate, SDC need to afford
sufficient consideration to helping BCC and the Coventry Sub-Region
meet their housing requirements. This should be done through the
preparation of the Plan, as opposed to at a later date.

The overall housing target should be a minimum of 18,200
dwellings (910 dwellings per annum) to take account of the need
to increase SDC’s housing target, as well as the minimum likely
requirement to accommodate growth from BCC.

However, it does not include provision to accommodate some of
CCC’s unmet housing need, which would be in addition to this.

By deferring the submission of the Core Strategy, detailed
consideration may be given to the proportion of BCC’s and the
Coventry Sub-Region’s housing needs which will need to be
absorbed by SDC. This will allow the identification of sites, such
as the site at Captain’s Hill, Alcester, to absorb the required level
of Birmingham and Coventry’s housing supply to be identified
within the Plan.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of
Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.

Taylor
Wimpey UK
Ltd

Barton
Willmore

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

We are aware of two housing needs studies undertaken by Barton
Wilmore for the Coventry and Birmingham housing market areas,
respectively. These suggest a minimum requirement of 910pda for SDC.

Increase housing requirement to 18,200 to comply with NPPF and
redirect a substantial amount of growth to Stratford-upon-Avon.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.
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The proposed overall housing target, even though it has been increased
from 9,500 (475 units pa) to 10,800 (540 units pa) for the period to 2031,
remains inadequate. It does not take account of the true objectively
assessed need for housing in the District and accordingly the proposed
submission core strategy is not consistent with the requirements of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

The Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA was published in November 2013,
and indicates an objectively assessed need of 570 dwellings per annum or
11,400 dwellings over the plan period. Therefore the housing requirement
identified via Policy CS.16 of the proposed submission core strategy is at
least 600 dwellings below the objectively assessed housing need
identified by the SHMA.

Where a planning authority wants to depart from meeting the full
objectively assessed need it must provide justifiable reasons for doing so
and also agree that it is acceptable to do so with the other authorities in
the same Housing Market Area. In this instance Stratford upon Avon
Council has done neither of these things.

To properly objectively assess housing need consideration needs to be See overall response in respect of
given to population and household projections, taking account of migration identifying Objectively Assessed Need
_ , and demographic change (although demographic projections should be Significantly increase the housing requirement to reflect OAN and | (OAN) below.
mg‘ed Farms gi‘ggisné Yes Yes No considered as minimums as they are backward rather than forward identify SE of Stratford-upon-Avon as a SUE to meet these
looking). In addition the National Planning Policy Guidance indicates that needs. See separate comments in respect of:
employment trends and market signals such as land prices, house prices, - CS.15 Distribution of Development
rents affordability, rates of development and overcrowding are also - AS.1 Stratford-upon-Avon

considerations that should be taken into account when objectively
assessing housing need.

Taking account of these various factors there is a case for increasing the
housing target for the District to beyond the 11,400 units identified by the
SHMA. Evidence suggests that the true level of objectively assessed
housing need is likely to in the region of 15,300 to 20,300 units. The
remedy is for the Core Strategy to adopt a more realistic approach to the
identification of an appropriate housing target, based on the true
objectively assessed housing need. There is also a need to review how
housing could be accommodated in the Borough in the most sustainable
manner. The most sustainable way to deliver housing for the District in the
plan period is via a Sustainable Urban extension to the east of Stratford
upon Avon.

The SEUE was the subject of focused consultation carried out by the
District Council in March 2014, being identified as Option D. In Mixed
Farms response to the consultation, it was demonstrated that the SEUE is
the most sustainable option for addressing the Council’s housing land
requirement in the period to 2031.
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Commercial
Estates and
Bird Group

Nexus
Planning
Limited

Yes

Yes

Yes

Support Policy CS.16, in particular the identification of a new settlement at
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath (GLH) for approximately 3,000 homes of which
2,500 will be built within the plan period.

Our client currently controls 243 ha of land and is working collaboratively
with the only other significant landowner who controls 44 ha. We
understand that landowner has made separate submissions confirming
that the land will be available for development and confirming that
collaborative working arrangements are in place to ensure the
comprehensive masterplanning of the development. JLR is working
closely with CEG / Bird Group and SDC during the preparation of the
Masterplan SPD and they have confirmed that they welcome the cohesive
approach to the overall development proposals for this major site
allocation.

The technical assessments do not show any constraints which would
prevent the delivery of the 3,000 dwellings. Indeed, the constraints
analysis work carried out to date shows that there is a net developable
area of circa 80 hectares. Based upon a density range of between 35 - 40
dwellings per hectare net, the site has capacity of up to 3,200 dwellings.

It is proposed to submit an outline application for the first phase of
development, including a full EIA, in advance of the Examination in order
to further demonstrate deliverability. This would be determined as soon as
possible after the adoption of the Plan (assumed Spring / Summer 2015)
thus allowing first completions in 2016 / 2017. A scoping request will be
submitted to SDC in the next few weeks for the first phase of
development. We anticipate that the first completions would be possible
by mid- 2016 with delivery rates dramatically increasing through 2017 and
2018.

The Housing Trajectory Table identifies that GLH will deliver 750 dwellings
by 2021, 875 dwellings between 2021/22 and 2025/26, and a further 875
dwellings between 2026/27 and 2030/31. There are no land ownership
issues that would prevent the delivery of the proposed allocation in
accordance with this housing trajectory.

Detailed masterplanning will examine logical development phasing,
housing typology and tenure which will be set out in the Masterplan SPD.
This mixture will provide a variety of market products thus allowing the
potential for maximum delivery rates to match market demand. Within the
context of the current housing market, and in particular the forecast
acceleration in housing delivery based upon central government economic
and policy objectives, our client considers that the above trajectory is
robust but cautious. Whilst the trajectory demonstrates that 2,750
dwellings could be delivered by 2031 (250 more than the allocation
requires) including 750 dwellings by 2021, but these figures could in fact
be higher should market conditions prevail, particularly in the first five
years. For comparison, the build out rates of other sites allocated in Local
Plans for some 2,000 dwellings (average 844) in the first 5 years are as
follows:

- Land at Warfield (Bracknell Forest): 50, 150, 200, 200, 200 = 800

- Land at north Colchester (Colchester): 100, 150, 200, 200, 200 = 850

- Barton Farm (Winchester): 50, 100, 200, 200, 250 = 800

- South Wokingham Strategic Development Location (Wokingham): 100,
200, 200, 200, 225 = 925

These figures were deemed appropriate by an Inspector art Local Plan
Examinations. It is therefore clear that the housing trajectory put forward
for GLH of 750 dwellings in the first five years is robust and the long term
average of 200 dwelling per annum is conservative, particularly when
viewed in the context the buoyant housing market conditions we are
currently experiencing. It is therefore considered that Council’s housing
trajectory is robust with regards to GLH but that the yield from the site
could exceed the Council’s housing trajectory. CS.16 is therefore
considered to be sound in this regard.

None specified.

n/a
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St Modwen
Developments
Ltd

Barton
Willmore
llp

Yes

No

No

In respect of Duty to Co-operate:

Mindful however that the CWSHMA figures do not include any allowances
for contributing to shortfalls in housing supply outside the HMA which is
relevant to SDC as different parts of the District fall within different HMAs.
Nine out of eleven of the District’s neighbouring authorities do not form
part of the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA and, at this stage, SDC has
provided no evidence of joint working with these authorities or the
consequences of any under supply in these areas. Shortfall of 32,900
dwellings from Birmingham will need to be met elsewhere in the HMA.

Recent research undertaken by the Centre for Urban and Regional
Development Studies (CURDS) at Newcastle University shows that the
Birmingham HMA is made up of a ‘best-fit’ of 14 local authority areas,
including SDC, of which a larger proportion, including the town centre and
the majority of the main rural centres, sit within the Birmingham HMA.

Whilst recognising that the evidence base is not currently complete, it is
already clear that BCC cannot meet its own objectively assessed needs
and will be looking to other surrounding authorities to accommodate
housing.

In respect of soundness:

Do not consider the inclusion of the new settlement GLH to be justified or
effective. It could take up to 8 years to see dwellings on the GLH site and
on this basis it is unlikely the site will deliver 2,500 dwellings by 2031,
creating a significant hole in the Council’s Trajectory and the maintenance
of a five year deliverable supply of housing land. CS.16 does not afford
appropriate weight to the adverse impacts which are outlined in the
SA/SEA.

In terms of the overall housing requirement, LPAs should ensure that their
assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are
integrated, and that they take full account of relevant market and
economic signals. The Coventry Sub-Regional Housing Study (June
2014), prepared by Barton Willmore, is considered to provide the most up
to date Obijectively Assessed Housing Need for housing development
within the Coventry Sub-Region. According to research sponsored by
DCLG, Coventry, Warwick, Nuneaton and Bedworth, and Rugby form the
‘Coventry Housing Market Area’. Stratford-on-Avon and North
Warwickshire are both considered to be part of the ‘Birmingham HMA’, but
have significant areas within and ties within the Coventry HMA.

Through analysis of market signals, the study indicates that a significant
boost in housing supply will be needed to improve affordability and bring
house buying back in reach of the majority recommending a requirement
of 5,100 dwellings pa across the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA
between 2011 and 2031, with SDC delivering a minimum of 800 dwellings
pa (16,000), not including any additional housing to accommodate
Birmingham’s needs. This would enable housing to match local job
growth. Dependent on the extent to which Coventry’s housing supply is
constrained any further unmet need will need to be met within the other
authorities of the HMA, e.g. SDC. Birmingham will also need to look to its
own HMA to accommodate its unmet need, which includes Stratford-on-
Avon. The Birmingham Sub-Regional Housing Study — Part 2 (February
2014), prepared by Barton Willmore, indicated that SDC could be required
to accommodate between 110 and 387 dwellings pa in order to meet
Birmingham’s housing needs.

On the basis of both the Coventry and Birmingham Sub-Regional Housing
Studies, it is our view that SDCs housing requirement should be increased
to 18,200 dwellings (910 dwellings pa) as a minimum.

It is recommended that the Council’s housing requirement is
increased to 18,200 dwellings (910 dwellings per annum) as a
minimum in order to meet Stratford-on-Avon District’s housing
needs, reflecting the findings of the Coventry and Birmingham
Sub-Regional Housing Studies, ensuring the Core Strategy is
based on the District’s objectively assessed housing needs and in
turn positively prepared and justified and the Duty-to-Cooperate is
fully complied with. In order to meet this additional housing, it is
our view that Meon Vale (formerly known as the former Engineer
Resources Depot, Long Marston) should be included as a site
where housing should be directed to. It is our view that the new
settlement at GLH should be withdrawn and instead the 2,500
dwellings should be dispersed within the spatial hierarchy,
including existing sites such as Meon Vale (formerly known as the
former Engineer Resources Depot, Long Marston). If however,
the Inspector considers, despite our views, that there is evidence
to support GLH, then we would draw further attention to our
points in respect of the ambitious delivery rates, which we also
consider are without evidence, and are covered within our
‘Delivering Large Scale Housing Developments’ Report.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of
Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues.
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University of
Warwick

Turley
Associates

Yes

Yes

Yes

As a Main Rural Centre, Wellesbourne is anticipated to accommodate
around 385 dwellings out of a total allocation of 2,830 for this category of
settlement, from a district wide requirement of 10,800. There are no
strategic allocations in Wellesbourne as planning permissions already
exist to meet the plan period requirement. The University is concerned
that, should the plan’s housing requirement or its distribution to the
settlement hierarchy be found unsound on the basis of the objections of
others, consideration should be given to land to the west of Wellesbourne
previously promoted by the University as surplus to its requirements which
would provide an option for a strategic allocation to meet the district’s
housing needs.

None specified.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

See overall response below in respect of
the Main Rural Centres.
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Consortium of
Developers

Barton
Willmore

No

No

No

Concerns about the SHMA'’s projection scenarios are raised:

- Headship Rates: other than for one scenario (PROJ 1 (SNPP)),
sensitivity scenarios based on alternative headship rates are not
presented in the SHMA. It is considered that these should be provided for
all scenarios to provide the potential range of growth across the range of
scenarios tested.

- Migration Assumptions: more up to date migration assumptions from
January 2014 show significantly higher trends, which have the potential to
show significantly higher growth in households.

- Economic Growth: the SHMA uses January 2013 Experian forecast
data, which have been superseded by five subsequent quarterly job
growth forecasts, all of which have been published since the UK economy
has improved significantly. Using more up to date forecasts has the
potential to show higher economic led household growth.

- Market Signals: whilst the SHMA provides a significant level of detail in
respect of market signals, it appears that no uplift has been made to
respond to worsening trends as advised by national guidance, with the
SHMA'’s conclusion recommending overall housing need of 3,750
dwellings (PROJ 1A — Midpoint Headship scenario).

- Affordable Housing Need: the SHMA identifies a requirement of 1,356
dwellings per annum, which could not be delivered from the 3,750 overall
dwelling per annum recommendation at current affordable housing
guotas. A small upward adjustment of circa 10% would accommodate
assessed need at current affordable housing quotas as stipulated in local
planning policy.

The SHMA was prepared before the publication of the LEP SEP. It is
unclear whether the SHMA takes the SEP into account.

It is noted that the methodology employed in the joint SHMA is in keeping
with the NPPF and PPG.

Based on our analysis using Cambridge Econometrics/CWLEP
employment forecasts, 5,100 dwellings pa should be planned for across
the HMA. By adopting a lower housing figure than recommended, local
authorities run the risk of exacerbating market dysfunction in relation to
market signals and affordable housing delivery, as well as stymieing the
ambitious plans of the CWLEP for economic growth and job creation
which is reliant on sufficient new housing delivery if its ambitions are to
come to fruition. In respect of Stratford District, this would translate to a
recommended minimum housing target of 800 dwellings per annum or
16,000 dwellings over the period 2011-31.

The figure of 800 dwellings per annum only reflects the District’'s OAN and
does not take of any unmet needs arising elsewhere within the Coventry
and Warwickshire HMA, nor the Birmingham HMA. Based on the extent to
which Coventry’s housing supply is constrained, any further unmet need
would be required to be met within the other authorities in the HMA under
the duty to cooperate. The Birmingham Sub-Regional Study, indicated
that SDC could be required to accommodate between 110 and 398
dwellings to meet Birmingham’s unmet need, resulting in a minimum 910
dwellings per annum.

SDC intention to review the Core Strategy if and when it becomes
apparent that they will be required to meet some of Coventry and
Birmingham’s needs constitutes a ‘concrete action or outcome’. SDC are
effectively deferring the identification of suitable sites to meet the needs of
an adjoining authority, if evidence of this arrives, until some future and
unknown date in the future, stating that when this occurs they will then
review the Core Strategy to address this issue then.

In order to address our concerns and make the Plan sound, we
consider it is necessary to reassess the objectively assessed
level of housing need in light of the findings of the Coventry Sub-
Regional and Birmingham Sub-Regional Study submitted by the
Consortium, which when read together indicate that the Council
should be planning for a minimum of 910 dpa / 18,200 dwellings
over the period 2011 to 2031. In planning for this level of housing
it would take account the OAN for the District and also the level of
unmet need that has been identified for Birmingham (in the
Birmingham Sub-Regional Study) that would need to be
accommodated within Stratford. What this minimum figure does
not take account of is any unmet need arising from the
acknowledged likelihood that Coventry City will not be able to
accommodate all of its own needs within its own administrative
area. The consequence of this is that the housing requirement for
Stratford is therefore actually going to be higher than the 910
dwelling per annum figure that is currently proposed.

*See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below. *See separate comments in
respect of Section 1.3 Cross Boundary
Issues.
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Grevayne
Properties Ltd

Cerda
Planning

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The CWSHMA sets out that the assessed need for Stratford District is
11,400 homes (570pa) over the period 2011 — 2031. The ERM Report
considered the objectively assessed housing need lay between 10,500
and 10,800. The Council’s own SMHA Update (Jan 2013) indicated a
housing requirement of 14,500 new dwellings up to 2028, notably more
dwellings sooner than the CWSHMA required and significantly higher than
the ERM study. A further piece of evidence, the Housing Provisions
Options Study 2012 Update (Jan 2013) concluded that the OAN fell
between 12,000 and 13,000 for the period up to 2028.

This wide range of conclusions indicates the difficulty in reaching an
OAN. It nonetheless shows that in only one study was the OAN found to
be at the low level the Council propose. A sceptic could say that the
Council have undertaken several SHMAs to reach a requirement that is
more politically palatable. Certainly by electing to propose the lowest
housing requirement, the policy requirement to meet in FULL their
objectively assessed housing need does not appear to have been met. On
that basis, the plan is unsound. Notwithstanding the view that the housing
requirement does not reflect the Council’'s FULL objectively assessed
housing need, the manner in which the consultation report was presented
did not enable respondents to separate Stoneythorpe with a site called
‘North of Southam’. The positive aspects of Stoneythorpe were therefore
watered down and nullified by the less desirable proposals North of
Southam. If respondents preferred Stoneythorpe but considered the site
North of Southam inappropriate, they would be driven to rank the site
lower than they might if they two were separate, distorting the conclusions
of this consultation. There was no good reason why Stoneythorpe should
not be accompanied by a different option, such as the further disposal or
alone as a freestanding highly sustainable new settlement.

The sites at Alcester Road represent sustainable options that will
not cause harm the historic character of Stratford nor place undue
pressure on the wider rural settlements.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

St Modwen
Developments
Ltd

Barton
Willmore
llp

Yes

Yes

No

Notwithstanding the Council’s position regarding their five year housing
land supply, it is our view that there is significant levels of un-met need
dating from the end of the previous plan period (i.e. 2008) and up to the
beginning of the new plan period (i.e. 2011) which will simply be ‘lost’ and
not accounted for. It is considered that the shortfall against the relevant
Regional Spatial Strategy requirement for this period (500 dwellings per
annum) amounts to 982 dwellings.

The Council’s lack of an up to date housing land supply is further
compounded by the evidence provided in the Birmingham and Coventry
Sub-Regional Studies, which indicate that the housing requirement should
be increased from 10,800 dwellings to a minimum of 18,200 dwellings
(910 dwellings per annum). This would require a significant amount of
additional housing to be identified if the Council are to maintain a five year
housing land supply.

We therefore believe that the Council’s five year housing land supply is
less than 4.8 years, on the basis that the Council’s housing requirement
should be a minimum of 18,200 dwellings, a 20% buffer should be applied
due to previous under delivery, which has continued after the end of the
moratorium on the grant of planning permission for new housing sites, as
well as the requirement to accommodate the unmet need. Notwithstanding
our position regarding the Council’s housing requirement, in agreeing with
the Inspectors decision to allow residential development at Alcester in
March 2014, the Secretary of State was of the opinion that there is no
dispute that the Council does not have a five year housing supply and that
in allowing the appeals there would remain a shortfall in the five year
supply. Furthermore, it is noted that in allowing an appeal at Bishop’s
Itchington in January 2014 (Appeal Reference APP/J3720/A/13/2202961),
the Inspector criticised the Council’s five year housing supply for including
sites which were not likely to come forward within the period.

Our position is therefore that the actual five year housing land supply is
significantly less than that acknowledged by the Council. The proposal at
Meon Vale (formerly known as the former Engineer Resources Depot,
Long Marston) would make a significant contribution to this shortfall,
helping the Council to maintain a five year housing land supply.

Include site at Meon Vale.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See overall response in respect of 5 Year
Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) below.

For clarification, the previous plan period
ended in 2011. 2008 was simply the date at
which the first draft of the Core Strategy
was published and was, at the time,
considered a sensible start date for the
Core Strategy itself.
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Ainscough
Strategic
Land

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Shipston-on-Stour warrants a site allocation within the Core Strategy,
particularly bearing in mind strategic sites of 160 dwellings have been
identified in other Main Rural Centres. It should be noted that the mixed
use ASL application delivers up to 174 extra care homes (comprising of
up to 80 apartments and 130 cottages) whilst the second residential led
application promotes 74 extra care apartment units. Both applications
gained support from Warwickshire County Council because they
addressed the total local need for Extra Care Homes in Shipston or made
a good contribution towards it.

We recommend a similar allocation to that of SHIP.1
policy/strategic site allocation as indentified in the 2008 and 2010
Draft is re-instated into the Core Strategy in order to address the
town’s retail needs, promote more sustainable travel patterns,
create new jobs for the settlement, and to meet the town’s
general and specialist housing needs. It is considered the
allocation should be extended onto the land south of Campden
Road to the west of the Banner Homes site. This is considered
necessary to ensure the town of Shipston receives equitable land
of housing development in line with the suggested and objectively
assess housing needs for the District and the suggested
distribution of development to the key existing Centres.

Without such an allocation, the Core Strategy fails to meet the
objectively assessed needs for the town as set out in the
evidence base and is therefore unsound.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See overall response in respect of the Main
Rural Centres below.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Midland
Commercial
Properties

Stansgate
Planning

No

No

No

10,800 fails to meet SDC's OAN and ignores need arising from adjoining
authorities such as the Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP where
Birmingham acknowledges it cannot meet its need. In addition, Coventry
and Warwickshire HMA where Coventry is unlikely to be able to
accommodate its own future housing needs in its area.

It is unclear what the HMA is for the district and whether housing needs
for the HMA are being meet across it through Duty to Cooperate.
Furthermore, migration trends supress the likely scale of migration that
Stratford on Avon could expect to accommodate and there is selective use
of ‘headship’ rates.

New population projections 2012 have been published since the SHMA
and these can inform an assessment but in fact they actually distort
picture. The lack of housing supply combined with the economic recession
and constrained housing market over the most recent five year time period
has driven a low migration rate. As house prices reduced and supply
remained stagnant, people were not migrating to new locations as they
would have done prior to the recession. As such it is clear that the 2012
projection is an artificially low projection of population change in Stratford-
on-Avon in terms of a long term view up to 2031.

The SHMA 2013 finds the economic led projection provides an
assessment of between 754-776 homes per annum and uplifts are
unjustifiably dismissed as having potentially unintended consequences
through attracting retired in-migrants.

Notwithstanding comment on the soundness of the overall housing
requirement, the Core Strategy is over reliant on windfalls and this should
be addressed by making additional allocations. It also relies on delivery of
a new settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath which is a complex
proposal that may not deliver the number of houses relied on in the plan
period and as such the Plan lacks flexibility.

The housing trajectory table identifies a reliance on windfalls in Stratford
upon Avon, the Main Rural Centres and Other Rural Locations. In the
Main Rural Centres it relies on 810 dwellings from windfalls which equates
to about 100 dwellings per settlement which is considerable given the
small size of the settlements (810 windfalls/8 MRC). It is stated as
comprising 660 dwellings from large windfalls in phases 2 and 3. There
does not appear to be any evidence to support this figure based on past
trends, no evidence to suggest windfalls will materialise and there is no
reason why the Plan cannot allocate sites in these settlements. Indeed the
purpose of the plan is to provide some certainly in allocations rather than
leave this to chance. The SHLAA 2012 considers sites within settlement
with potential and demonstrates that there are no such sites available in
many of the Main Rural Centres to accommodate this development and
there is therefore a real chance that the Plan may not deliver the number
of houses required.

The objectively assessed need should be revised to address the
shortcoming of the SHMA identified above and the Plan must
meet needs arising from adjoining areas that cannot be met in
those areas (including Birmingham and Coventry). This will lead
to an increase in the housing requirement which will mean making
further housing allocations. Furthermore, there is an over reliance
on windfalls and the Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath new settlement
and more sites should be allocated to reduce reliance on these
elements.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See overall responses in respect of 5 Year
housing Land Supply (5YHLS) below.
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_ Support the identification of housing requirements of 10-25 homes in the
Ladbrook Savills - category 4 LSVs, particularly Part C that provides for Neighbourhood -
Park Golf Birmingha | Yes Yes Yes . e . None specified. n/a
Club m Plans to identify sites to meet or exceed the proposed housing
requirements.
Core Strategy housing requirement is unsound. In our view, using the
Chelmer Model the full objectively assessed need for housing in Stratford-
on-Avon 2011-2031 is 20,300 dwellings.
We have also reviewed the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint SHMA
prepared by G L Hearn and find that the housing need identified of Housing requirement should be 20.300 See overall response in respect of
A A 5 570dpa does not represent objectively assessed need in accordance with greq e identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Inscoug egasus Not Not the requirements of the Framework and guidance in PPG. Further, the (OAN) below.
Strategic Flanning Specified | Specified | "° Update to Review of Housing Requirements report by ERM, which Stratfprd—upon-Avon should accommoda.te at Ieast' a further 1,000
Land Group . : ' dwellings, which can be accommodated in a sustainable urban .
reduces the purported housing need figure to 540dpa, does not accord extension to the south east See separate comments in respect of
with the requirements of the Framework and the guidance in PPG and is ' CS.15 Distribution of Development.
not a sound basis for deriving a housing requirement for the District. In
relation to Policy CS.16, we find that the quantum of development
proposed for Stratford upon Avon itself, approximately 2,590 homes, is
insufficient as a contribution the Main Town in the District settlement
hierarchy should make to meeting housing needs over the plan period.
The SHLAA identifies whether land COULD
be developed not whether land SHOULD
be developed. Whilst the SHLAA has
. e . informed decisions about the overall
Magdal Savill N N ;lljc?cp;iré;hgfIggr‘fggﬁ%‘eﬁ igwgttc;ﬂ aso?tggtﬁg??élctﬁxaﬁsogﬁxer’ the CS.16 should be amended in order that the amount of housing guantum and distribution of development, it
C;‘I?eae” avllls - ot ot No . IS O SUpp y allocated to each of the category 1 LSVs is based upon the is the role of the Core Strategy (and Site
ge Reading Specified | Specified evidence (SHLAA 2012) which identified a parcel of land capable of id i ) 76 - 130 h Al ) Pl d . h e
accommodating up to 130 homes evidence: e.g. Quinton 76 - omes. ocations an_) to determine what scale is
’ appropriate, taking into account the
preferred strategy as a whole. As such, it is
considered that 76-100 homes is an
appropriate range for Category 1 LSVs.
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Gloucester
Diocesan
Board of
Finance

Smiths
Gore (inc
Hives
Planning)

Yes

Yes

No

The increase in the total housing requirement is welcomed. However, we
maintain that the most appropriate figure should be 600dpa (12,000 in
total). Whilst we agree with the findings of the Coventry and Warwickshire
SHMA and the December 2013 Update to Review of Housing
Requirements for Stratford on Avon that the minimum housing
requirement for the District would be 480dpa (9,600 in total) we disagree
with the conclusion of the ERM that a figure of 540dpa (10,800 in total) is
appropriate.

No adjustment has been made to allow for local demographic
circumstances. Whilst we agree that the slowdown in household
formation is likely — at least in part — to be due to the effects of the
recession (and the consequent impact on the housing market), we do not
agree with the application of non-recession headship rates from 2021.
Whilst the economy has not yet returned to pre-recession levels, the
country is out of recession and it seems extremely cautious (and
somewhat arbitrary) to wait 2021 to apply the pre-recession headship
rates. Instead, it is reasonable to assume that pre-recession headship
rates should be applied well before 2021 (especially given that housing
demand has been supressed, creating “pent up” demand).

We agree with the findings of the SHMA that the housing requirement
should be raised to increase labour supply in the District. However, the
Update suggests that this is “both arbitrary and unwarranted.” The
absence of a specific jobs target for the District does not excuse the
Council from the provisions of the NPPF in respect of planning positively
for growth. We do not agree that the potential for additional dwellings to
be accommodated by retired workers or those who work outside the
District, allows the Council to simply not provide these dwellings, which
would support the local economy and improve affordability in the housing
market — key drivers in the NPPF.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the District is one of the least affordable, the
Update appears to suggest that increasing the local supply of housing is
unlikely to lead to an increase in the provision of affordable housing.
Rather, it notes that the supply of new affordable homes will be
determined principally by local policy including the requirement for
developers to provide on-site affordable housing. Whilst this may be true,
there is an upper limit to the policy requirement that the Council can viably
apply and beyond this the only way to increase provision of affordable
housing is to raise the total requirement in order to deliver more affordable
housing at any given policy percentage requirement.

The total housing requirement for the District should be increased
to 600 dpa (12,000 dwellings over the plan period).

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Gallagher
Estates

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Yes

Yes

No

The full objectively assessed need for housing 2011-2031 is 20,300
dwellings (see also Housing Background Paper submitted as an Appendix
to our representations. This paper utilises the Chelmer Housing and
Population Model to derive evidence as to the full objectively assessed
need for market and affordable housing).

The housing need identified in the SHMA of 570dpa does not represent
objectively assessed need in accordance with the requirements of the
Framework and guidance in PPG. Further, the Update to Review of
Housing Requirements report by ERM, which reduces the purported
housing need figure to 540dpa, does not accord with the requirements of
the Framework and the guidance in PPG and is not a sound basis for
deriving a housing requirement for the District.

We find that the quantum of development proposed for Stratford-upon-
Avon itself, approximately 2,590 homes, is insufficient as a contribution
the Main Town in the District settlement hierarchy should make to meeting
housing needs over the plan period. The Council’s own evidence supports
growth of at least 1,000 dwellings south east of the town, which can
include the Category 1 Local Service Village of Tiddington. On the basis of
our findings regarding objectively assessed need, all settlements in the
settlement hierarchy referred to in Policies CS.15 and CS.16, can and
should accommodate significantly higher levels of housing growth.

The housing requirement set out fails to meet the full objectively
assessed need for market and affordable housing. In this regard,
the Core Strategy has not been positively prepared, is not justified
by the evidence provided, is not effective and is not consistent
national policy. This fundamental flaw in the soundness of the
Core Strategy is not one which cannot be remedied through
modification. We respectfully request that the Council should be
invited to withdraw the Core Strategy in order to review its
evidence as to the full, objective assessment of housing need. In
the alternative and at the very least, this important preliminary
finding we invite the Inspector to reach should lead to a
suspension of the examination.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.
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Gloucester
Diocesan
Board of
Finance

Smiths
Gore (inc
Hives
Planning)

Yes

Yes

No

In order to be found ‘sound’, the Core Strategy needs to provide for a total
of 12,000 dwellings over the plan period. On this basis, Policy CS16
requires consequential amendments to the distribution strategy in order to
provide for this level of housing. The NPPF requires local authorities to
plan positively for growth in rural areas, in particularly in terms of a
prosperous rural economy. This is a step-change in national policy and as
a result the Core Strategy needs to acknowledge the need for rural areas
to maintain vitality and viability as well as the urgent need to improve
housing affordability. One of the reasons to provide a higher housing
requirement for the District is so that the level of housing provided is at a
level where it will support the economy — this necessarily needs to include
the rural economy which is highlighted as important in the NPPF.,

The LSVs have been identified as the most sustainable of the rural
settlements and therefore growth in these villages should not be limited to
1,950 dwellings over the plan period, or 10-25 dwellings per village, as
currently proposed. The current strategy is not soundly justified, having
regard to the need to increase the housing requirement of the District, and
is not consistent with national policy.

We support an increase in the total housing requirement from 540
to 600 dpa equal to 1,200 homes over the plan period. These
should be provided in the rural areas, predominantly within the
LSVs, in order to meet the objectives of providing for full
objectively assessed housing needs. CS.16 should therefore
allow for ¢.3,000 homes to be provided in the LSVs, or up to 50
per village.

SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
the vitality of rural areas, hence the
significant change in policy between the
current Local Plan, which restrains
development in the countryside, and the
approach set out in the Core Strategy,
which proposes over 25% of overall
development to 2031 to villages and the
rural area (including on Large Rural
Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
Strategy is consistent with national policy.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Rugby
Borough
Council

Yes

Yes

Yes

The proposed housing requirement of 10,800 dwellings does not meet the
assessed need of 11,400 dwellings, as identified in the joint Coventry and
Warwickshire SHMA, as the figure does not include an uplift as detailed
within the joint SHMA to support a stronger growth in the workforce within
the district. Notwithstanding this, the proposed level of growth is
consistent with the range of 3750-3800 (pa) agreed by the Coventry and
Warwickshire Joint Committee for Economic Growth and Prosperity and
as such is supported by Rugby Borough Council. The acknowledgement
of the SHMA as evidence and the inclusion of Stratford within the
Coventry and Warwickshire HMA is welcomed.

The commitment of Stratford to work with its immediate and wider
neighbours in accordance with the duty to co-operate is welcomed, as is
the commitment to review the Core Strategy where evidence which
identifies further housing provision is justified is also welcomed. However,
it is requested that this be enshrined in policy and be more detailed in its
implementation, whereby, the review will commence where need within
the HMA as a whole cannot be met, as is agreed by the Joint Committee.

A review policy is also relevant to the proposed Jaguar Land Rover
extension. An addition from previous consultation drafts is the inclusion of
the Jaguar Land Rover expansion at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath for up to
100ha of development. Despite this allocation there has been no
adjustment on overall housing numbers as a consequence of its inclusion.
Whilst the Core Strategy it is acknowledges that there is little certainty
about timescales, this does not negate the need to consider the impact of
this level of economic growth on the need for further housing within the
district. A review of the housing requirement as a consequence of the
progress of Jaguar Land Rover must be detailed within policy to ensure
that this is fully clarified and committed.

Include the review of the Core Strategy in respect of the housing
requirement and JLR in policy.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate response to 'Section 1.3
Cross Boundary issues' in respect of
reviewing the Core Strategy.

Warwickshire
County
Council

Yes

Yes

Yes

The Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA, has considered population
dynamics, economic growth trends, potential housing market dynamics
and affordable housing needs in each area. These are brought together to
provide an assessment of housing need for each local authority within the
sub-region. Unless, there is significant other evidence that we are not
aware of, the County Council supports the conclusions of the Joint SHMA
as robust strategic evidence and therefore fundamental in shaping
development strategies and strategic polices. The SHMA mid- point
number of 10,800 is supported.

None specified.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.
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Dallas
Burston

Framptons

No

No

No

The Council has failed to fully demonstrate compliance with the criteria as
set out in Gallagher Homes Ltd v Solihull MBC and has a policy on
approach rather than a policy off approach. The Core Strategy fails to
provide an adequate explanation of the extent to which it has complied
with the duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities, in particular in
terms of the Birmingham and Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market
Areas.

SDC commissioned GL Hearn to produce a review of an earlier SHMA in
January 2013. The review focuses exclusively on Stratford District. No
consideration is given to the identification of a ‘Strategic Housing Market
Area’ in terms of para 47 of the NPPF. It is apparent that Stratford District
cannot be viewed in isolation. It is part of a wider area and it should be
noted that earlier drafts of the Core Strategy were subject to objections
from neighbouring local authorities within the same Strategic Housing
Market Area as Stratford.

10,800 homes does not include the unmet housing needs of Birmingham
and Coventry and Warwickshire and is not in accordance with the NPPF.
A minimum of 13,600 dwellings (an additional 2,800) in the plan period
would need to be met within the District, 700 of which could be delivered
at Stoneythorpe Magna.

Amend Policy CS16 B (Strategic Allocations) - include reference
to a new Strategic housing allocation Land at Dallas Burston Polo
Club for 700 dwellings and care retirement community.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Barratt and
David Wilson
Homes
(Mercia) Ltd

RCA
Regenerati
on Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The evidence base indicates a substantial shortfall in achieving this
objective based on a housing growth target of 10,800. This is an
inadequate target and therefore the policies will not achieve this vision.
The evidence base shows that the proposed housing target does not take
account for the maximum amount of economic growth that the district
could accommodate. This is based on the assumption that the economy
remains unstable at the present time. As such the growth target of 10,800
is a conservative figure which will not provide sufficient housing for the
district should the economic targets be accurately met.

The Council’s evidence base notes that the ability to deliver 12,800 new
homes to maximise economic growth. Furthermore the housing growth
rate has increased over the last year, thus demonstrating more confidence
in the market which is likely to continue.

Furthermore, there is no justification for adopting a target of 10,800 new
homes but rather this was simply taken as a mid-point figure based on the
projected housing scenario PROJ3. Such a figure is not considered to
represent the objectively assessed needs for the District, as required
under paragraph 47 of the NPPF.

None specified.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Follett
Property
Holdings Ltd

Nigel Moor
Planning

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

CS.16 indicates approximately 500 dwellings for Large Rural Brownfield
Sites but the Housing Trajectory indicates that this figure refers to the 500
dwellings granted planning permission at Long Marston and on which
construction has started. No other sites are included for the Large Rural
Brownfield category. This makes no provision for the potential contribution
from the Harbury Site in addition to those dwellings recently granted
planning permission. As set out subsequently an additional 500 dwellings
can be accommodated on the Harbury site with associated development
and infrastructure.

The Core Strategy includes a further allowance for large windfalls (i.e.
sites of between 5 and 99 homes) of 160 homes in Stratford-upon-Avon
and 660 homes across the Main Rural Centres - a total of 820 dwellings
not allocated in the Core Strategy itself. This approach appears to be self-
defeating when the purpose of the Core Strategy is to make provision for
the established level of housing needed for the district council area. This
is particularly so when no additional housing is proposed for the Large
Rural Brownfield sites. These additional 820 dwellings can be allocated to
the large rural brownfield sites.

We therefore propose that the dwelling figure for Large Rural
Brownfield Sites be increased from 500 to 1320.

Policy AS.11 permits homes to come
forward on the identified Large Rural
Brownfield Sites. Although they have been
listed separately in CS.16, SDC is not
relying on the further delivery of homes
from these sites to meet its housing
requirement. Any additional homes in
accordance with AS.11 would therefore
comprise an additional source of windfalls.
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SDC does not have a credible 5 year Housing Land Supply at the time of
submitting the draft CS for inspection and therefore falls foul of the NPPF.
In April 2014 SDC admitted that it did not have 5 years housing land
supply available and that the position fell back to 4.5 years for a number of
technical reasons. We believe that, as it took SDC two and a half years to
achieve a housing land supply of 4.5 years, it is not credible that it could
find the remaining 0.5 year's supply (10%) in less than 1 month.

The NPPF requires SDC to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable
housing sites otherwise housing policy is out of date. Demonstrating
housing supply is not just about housing numbers, deliverability is key.
Part of the sudden increase in SDC’s housing land supply has come from
a re-working of the allocations outside Stratford and the larger towns
under their ‘dispersal approach". It is evident to us that SDC is so
panicked by the rush by builders to develop in Stratford that it has, without
any consultation or consideration of the consequences, altered its mix of
future housing every time a new draft CS has been produced.

See the overall response in respect of the 5
Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) below.

The figures for the overall quantum of
development for the LSVs are based on an
approximate mid-point of the specified
ranges. The increase by 150 units results

E?{';Y;‘de & For example, in the previous version of the Core Strategy the LSV figure from changes to the LSV categorisations
Heath No No No was 1,800 homes. The submission Core Strategy includes a figure of None specified. (i.e. the number of villages within each
Residents 1,950. This has been plucked out of thin air in order, we believe, to meet category) and takes account of two large
Association the 5 year housing land supply requirements and have the CS accord with brownfield developments considered to fall

the requirements of NPPF. Of the 10,800 homes “objectively assessed" within their respective villages (Maudslay

for the next 17 years, 150 have just appeared in last few weeks. We raise Park at Great Alne and Compton Buildings

concerns that these additions have not been “objectively assessed" with at Fenny Compton). This totals 1,925

the correct objectivity in mind. There is no evidence to support any other homes which has been rounded up to

objective other than that of finding 5 years housing land by any means 1,950, comfortably within the overall range

possible. of between 1,315 and 2,200 homes.

The newly objectively assessed 150 LSV houses equates to 1.4% of total

housing objectively assessed, which equates to 3.6 weeks’ worth of

housing over a 5 year period. There is absolutely no evidence to prove

that SDC did any research in the few of weeks between the publication of

the March 2014 and the May 2014 draft Core Strategy, so how could this

policy accord with the requirements of NPPF, Para 47? We can further

evidence our belief that this is the case by drawing the Inspector's

attention to the previous iterations of this policy from previous draft CSs.

That being the case, the CS fails the 5 year development land

requirement of NPPF, Para 49.

To make the Core Strategy sound, the quanta allocated to the
Main Rural Centres of Alcester, Bidford, Southam and
The evidence base for the Plan, or the strategy, do not fully assesses the WeIIesbourne n partlcula_lr, could anq should be increased to
) N : secure and improve public transport in each of those settlements. .

Stagecoach scope for the _proposed hou_smg dlstnbynon strategy to help sustain See Qvgrall response in respect of
Midlands Yes Yes No existing marginal commercial bus services, nor to catalyse more frequent identifying Objectively Assessed Need

services. Thus the opportunities to take advantage of sustainable
transport are not fully assessed or taken up.

We do not see that overwhelming limits or constraints to
development exist that would prevent the allocation of between
200-400 additional units, depending on suitable sites being
identified, having due regard to the full range of other planning
policy considerations.

(OAN) below.
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Bloor Homes
and Hallam
Land
Management

Boyer
Planning

Yes

Yes

No

My clients are working to bring forward the West of Shottery site which
was identified in the Local Plan Review (Policy STR2.a and Proposal
SUA.W) and for which outline planning permission was granted in October
2012. Presently we are working to discharge the pre-commencement
conditions and to prepare Reserved Matters applications that will shortly
be submitted to the LPA. The West of Shottery scheme is rightly identified
at para 5.2.6 of the consultation document as a ‘commitment’.

It is an central component of housing land supply at Stratford-upon-Avon
and in the District more generally; contributing to the five year supply of
housing and providing surety of supply over the longer term. Its
development is of course consistent with the spatial strategy included in
the consultation document that rightly identifies Stratford-upon-Avon as a
main focus for future development given its pre-eminent role in the
District. The town is a wholly sustainable location at which to concentrate
future development. Its development will also bring forward the Stratford
Western Relief Road, which is referred to as critical infrastructure in Table
1, as well as other community infrastructure including areas of open space
and the relocation of the existing Primary School in Shottery. In this
regard, we note that Appendix 3 identifies the relationship between Core
Strategy Policies and Saved Policies from the Local Plan — which the
West of Shottery proposal was. Whilst Policy STR2.a of the Local Plan is
to be replaced by Policy CS.16, there is no reference to the treatment of
Proposal SUA.W.

Given its pivotal contribution to meeting the future housing
requirement of 10,800 new homes, the Core Strategy should
clarify that Proposal SUA.W is similarly included with Policy
CS.16. In conjunction with this we would repeat that it would be
right for the West of Shottery development, as an existing
commitment, to also be shown on the Policies Map to explain to
the reader where the future developments can be expected to
take place. The Proposals Map (page 215) should therefore also
include the annotation of the West of Shottery proposal in order to
give a proper representation of the proposed site allocation:
Proposal SUA.2; which immediately adjoins this committed
development and the alignment of the Stratford Western Relief
Road (which is referenced in Proposal SUA.2).

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Noted. See amendment below to Figure 1.

William Davis
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The Core Strategy is accompanied by a report on 5 year Housing Land
Supply, as at March 2014, dated May 2014 which purports to show 4.8
years supply of housing. Whilst this is less than 5 years supply, it is
considered that the actual supply in practice is significantly worse that this
document implies, for the following reasons:

- Based on the requirement of 10,800 dwellings which is not an objective
assessment of housing need;

- 5% buffer has been applied when a 20% is more appropriate in the light
of persistent under delivery of housing within the district (only 751 46% of
the required 1620 homes were delivered between 2011 and 2014);

- Relies on significant additional provision from windfall and have not
provided compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become
available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of

supply;

- Additional strategic allocations in CS16 (Canal Quarter and
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath) are ambitious proposals which carry significant
risks of under-delivery particularly in the short term. We have severe
reservations regarding the viability of the Canal Quarter which involves the
relocation of existing businesses, remediation of the site and then
complete development of the housing and employment land uses will be a
lengthy process. (We note that the evidence concludes that “dwellings are
in Rural Centres this is in relation to meeting the scale of windfall
development identified in the Housing Trajectory Table on page 89 of
preparation”). Similarly it should not be expected that any dwellings will be
delivered on the Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath New Settlement within the first
five years of the Plan given the time required for the preparation of a
Masterplan and provision of necessary infrastructure;

- Doubtful whether further unallocated sites anticipated to come forward
through Neighbourhood Plans and a future Allocations Document will
come forward quickly enough to contribute to supply in the first 5 year
period of the Plan.

*Additional provision needs to be made for housing preferably in
the form of non-strategic sites that can contribute to housing
supply within the first 5 years of the Plan.

See overall response in respect of 5 Year
Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) below.

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being undertaken
to underpin the Masterplan SPD for the site.
This will address issues of scale, timing and
deliverability. The Draft SPD is due to be
reported to The Cabinet in October.

While there are complex issues to resolve,
there are no overriding reasons why it
cannot be achieved over the plan period.
There is evidence to show that large parts
of the Canal Quarter are readily available
for redevelopment and will be delivered in
the short to medium term.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 113

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Coventry City
Council -
Planning
Policy
Manager

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

We welcome the commitment that SDC will meet its OAN for housing. In
this context we also recognise that the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint
Committee (of which SADC is a member) endorsed a paper which
supported the Joint SHMA for the sub-region, supporting an annual
housing delivery requirement of 3,750-3,800 homes. The number of
homes proposed by SDC (540 per annum) is 30 dwellings bellow the OAN
identified in the Joint SHMA, but assuming each of the other local
authorities meet their proportion of the need in full would still sit within the
range agreed by the Joint Committee. As such, we do not object in
principle, but would however invite the Inspector to draw their own
conclusions on whether or not SAC should be planning for the additional
600 dwellings or if indeed making a contribution towards a level of growth
that sits within the range is acceptable.

None specified.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

Rajkowski
Architectural
& Building
Services

Parkwood
Consultanc
y Services
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The total number of houses for which the Plan seeks to make provision is
insufficient to make full and proper provision to account for the needs of
the District - having regard to the needs of other neighbouring authorities -
as set out in the recent SHMA.

In addition it is considered that the allocation of 2500 homes for the new
settlement is unrealistic - irrespective of the merits or otherwise of the
actual proposed location. It will simply not be feasible to secure and sell
(ie. DELIVER) development of this quantum in a new settlement by 2031.

The shortfall is likely to be such that it would be wrong to limit potential
contingencies to Stratford and Main Rural Centres when Local Service
Villages offer potential for additional development and could benefit from
additional housing.

To reappraise housing needs and increase this to approximately
12,000; *To increase the housing distribution pro rata across the
existing settlement hierarchy (i.e. excluding the new settlement)
to reflect the increased requirement;

To reduce the allocation for a new settlement to a more realistic
1,500 within the Plan Period and accordingly to increase the
guantum delivered in MRCs and LSVs each by 500;

To make it clear that LSVs will be considered for additional
housing sites, where appropriate, to provide a contingency
allowance for possible further needs.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being undertaken
to underpin the Masterplan SPD for the site.
This will address issues of scale, timing and
deliverability. The Draft SPD is due to be
reported to The Cabinet in October.

See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH.

One Property
Group

Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt Limited

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Given that we consider 1,500 to be the maximum delivery from GLH in the
plan period, this would leave a shortfall of 1,000 units. We consider that
there is scope at the Main Rural Centres and Local Service Villages to
make up either all or a significant proportion of that shortfall. In terms of
the Main Rural Centres, there is a strong argument to say that these
settlements are already not ‘pulling their weight’ in terms of the
contribution that they can and should be making to the overall
development strategy. Taken together, the population of the Main Rural
Centres is in the region of some 40,000 persons (compared to 27,500
persons at Stratford-Upon-Avon), and their significance to the overall
settlement pattern of the district cannot therefore be over-stated.
Currently, the Core Strategy proposes some 2,830 units for the 8 Main
Rural Centres equates to an average of roughly 350 each. The provision
of an additional 650 units to the Main Rural Centres represents an
average of just over 80 units per settlement, which on the basis of the
SHLAA should be achievable. 3,480 units out of the total of 10,800 would
be just over 32% of the District total, which is still relatively modest given
the function and size of these settlements. That there is additional scope
for development at the Main Rural Centres is confirmed in Section D of
the policy, which acknowledges that in the event of a shortfall elsewhere,
additional allocations at these settlements could be made.

Increasing the overall yield for the Local Service Villages by 350 units
from 1,800 to 2,150 is actually within the range of new housing already
identified by the Core Strategy. Removing the lower end of the range, and
treating the upper end as a target to be met immediately realises a
commitment to an additional 350 homes. Not only would the extra 350
homes fall within the ranges previously subject to consultation, but the
total equates, over the 44 LSVs, to an average of just 8 additional homes
per Local Service Village (compared to the previous mid-range
assumption).

Given reduction at GLH by 1,000, increase MRCs by 650 and
LSVs by 350.

See overall response in respect of
identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) below.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.
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10,800 is not positively prepared and objectively assessed - should be
between 12,000 and 14,000 homes, exclusive of any requirement from
Birmingham.

Reference in CS.16 to 500 homes from brownfield sites. Not aware that

Cobe's of gigelh Not Not any sites have been properly identified to meet this figure. Nor has the See overall response in respect of
Eananood Ltd | Assoriates Sgeciﬁed sgecified No Council robustly assessed brownfield sites across the District to establish | None specified. identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Ltd to what extent they may be available for development within the plan (OAN) below.
period.

Reference to site allocations in CS.16, however the Council should have
identified the brownfield sites on a plan as part of the Core Strategy, given
its commitment to release those sites in preference to greenfield sites.

10,800 is an insufficient level of housing provision. It is believed that a
higher figure should be applied that is consistent with background
evidence and recent Inspector’s decisions within the District.

GL Hearn ‘Housing Provision Options Study’ (2011) considered housing
projections for the plan period 2008-2028 and recommended a robust and
positive figure of 11,000-12,000 dwellings. The Shottery Inspector’s
decision found that 11,000 — 12,000 was justified.

Even if the Council consider that the aforementioned GL Hearn report and
decision are out of date, they have failed to give proper consideration to
further, more up to date, evidence. The GL Hearn 2012 Update (Jan 13)
based on new demographic information including the 2011 Census and
new population projections, advice within NPPF, found that an objective
assessment of development needs would fall between 12,000 and 13,000
homes over the plan period 2008-2028.

It is considered that as a minimum the CWSHMA figures for
Stratford should be applied which recommends provision of
11,400 dwellings over the plan period. However it is also See overall response in respect of
considered appropriate to review this figure if evidence becomes identifying Objectively Assessed Need
available from within the housing market area or adjacent market | (OAN) below.

areas that Stratford District needs to help accommodate growth
from those areas.

The figures contained with the ERM Review of Housing Requirements for
Stratford-on-Avon District Council’ (April 2013) recommended a housing
AC Lloyd Delta Yes No No figure of between 9,500 and 10,000 dwellings would be more appropriate.
Homes Ltd Planning This figure is not realistic and does not take proper account of past
migration given the housing moratorium and the effects of the recession.
Furthermore, these figures, if applied, would not assist in the provision of

affordable housing or economic growth.

The Council has also failed to take into proper consideration the GL Hearn
Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(November 2013) which confirms that the impact of the moratoria on
housing provision in the latter half of the 2001-2011 decade has had
implications on population growth. It recommended an up-lift in housing
numbers to support economic growth and improve housing affordability
and recommended a figure of 11,400.

At recent appeal decision at Gaydon Road, Bishop’s Itchington (January
2014), whilst the Inspector does not make an assessment of housing
requirements in advance of the examination of the Core Strategy, she
does highlight the GL Hearn Report in respect of the CWSHMA and
suggests that the 570 per annum figure or 11,400 over 20 years with a
minimum of 480 per annum as being broadly consistent with the findings
that were confirmed as relevant in the Shottery decision.
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The control process lacks clarity and precision. The dispersal element of
the housing provision requires small number of homes to be built over a
15 year period. The phasing and delivery table (FIG 1) considers LSV as
one entry. The numbers in LSV include market housing and local needs
housing. The is no indication how the LPA intends to control market

An assessment made of expected local needs housing and

Need to be clear as to what is meant by
'local needs housing' and how this differs
from 'affordable housing', for example. It is
envisaged that affordable housing will be
provided in villages through S106
agreements on market sites, thus
contributing to meeting local housing
needs.

Whilst CS.16 sets indicative ranges for the

John Horner Not Not No housing construction to ensure there is sufficient head room for local ensure there is sufﬁment headroom ava_llable. Or limit all bw!dmg amount of housing the Council considers
Specified | Specified . - to no more allocation/15 per year and give local needs housing . ;
needs housing within the allocated number. For example a category 2 . - reasonable in each category of village, the
) s . requirements priority.
village might require 30 local needs homes spread over 15 years. upper end of the range should not
However a market development might build 60 market houses in one necessarily be seen as a maximum. If the
development, being less than the 75 permitted, and so the local needs local community wanted to bring forward
housing when built will result in more homes being built than in the policy. additional housing to meet specific
identified local needs (whether affordable or
market) then they could do so either
through a Neighbourhood Plan, a
Community Right To Build Order or in
accordance with CS.15 Part 6.
Concern that the figure of 10,800 is still below the preferred figure of
Bidford-on- 12,000 (as per the Shottery Inquiry). Rejection of the Core Strategy by the See overall response in respect of
Avon Parish ot ot ot | tor on this basi ld d frustration in the District N ified identifying Objectively A d Need
_ Specified | Specified | Specified nspector on this basis would cause anger and frustration in the Distric one specified. identifying Objectively Assessed Nee
Council particularly in those communities preparing Neighbourhood Plans and (OAN) below.
extend the period of a planning vacuum.
The strategy of dispersal and how sites are
delivered in accordance with this strategy
are separate issues. In theory, the entire
: . . . . . housing requirement for Wilmcote could be
Dispersal of 1,950 homes, including strategic allocatlo_ns in settlements Wilmcote Parish Council formally requests that the Service delivered through windfalls. However, to
washed-over by the Green Belt such as Wilmcote. This scale of . . . : : .

_ Tvler- 7 . o . Villages be allowed to grow through windfall development and in provide certainty to residents, SDC
Wilmcote Y! development is inappropriate within the Green Belt without a Green Belt locally identified ds. Th dach ) .
Parish Parkes | Not Not No review and demonstrable exceptional circumstances response to locally identified nee ds. They recommend a change considers Ianc_i should b_e allocated either
Council Partnershi | Specified | Specified ' in policy away from a pattern of dispersed development and through the Site Allocations Plan or through

p . . . . - instead encourage directing growth towards the main urban and a Neighbourhood Plan, and offers SDC
The scale of development coupled with windfall will put strain on existing . .
] N, main rural centres. encouragement and support to Wilmcote

services and facilities. : .
Parish Council in respect of the latter.
See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Support the principle of the identification of the Canal Quarter

Regeneration Zone but it is not clear how the dwelling yields have been

calculated. We recognise that the Core Strategy has to be deliverable but

it is important not to underestimate its potential. Notwithstanding this, even

if the yield does not increase, the figure of 650 should not been seen as

an artificial constraint on the number of units delivered.

For example, the Masons Road site is identified as having a gross area of

4.4ha, but a developable area of 3.6ha. It is unclear why this has been

reduced since normally gross site areas include incidental open spaces

gggr:heei(::?l?gelg eggf;es?ti?sf gfp ggdsphaﬁzvaelo;:ggIgzézeacszgﬂilgdazsg %c;ggarilc))/t Increase dwelling yield from 650 to 700 and ensure that See separate comments in respect of

Listers Group Yes Yes No ' P references to the Canal Quarter in CS.16 and SUA.1 are b b

explain why higher densities have not been considered (Warwick House is
assumed at 190dph). We would not suggest this represents a typical or
desirable density but does demonstrate higher densities could be
achieved.

As currently presented, the viability appraisal does not appear to give any
express consideration to the costs associated with relocation. The
landowner incentive in this case needs to accommodate the costs of
acquiring alternative land, constructing premises and relocating plant and
equipment. We consider relocation viable but the combination of CIL and
potentially reduced development potential from a lower yield could affect
viability.

expressed as a minimum.

SUA.1 Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone.
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John Read

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

CS. 16 identifies a number of circumstances when housing will count
towards the District ‘windfall’ total including small infill schemes, Local
Needs schemes after the preparation of a Site Allocations Plan, and
additional development delivered by a Neighbourhood Plan above that set
out in the Core Strategy. However, the policy does not contain a windfall
target over the plan period (whereas the previous version did). It is
therefore unclear how windfall sites will be accounted for.

In such a large and dispersed District, it is
not considered appropriate to have a single
windfall figure for the whole District. Rather,
the overall windfall allowance has been
divided between the settlement hierarchy to
provide more certainty as to how and when
windfalls will come forward as set out in the
Housing Trajectory (Figure 1).

CS.16 should either include a specific target for windfall or be re-
written to allocate windfall sites to other relevant categories e.g.
the target for LSVs.
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Overall Officer Response

Objectively Assessed Need (OAN):

The Core Strategy housing requirement of 10,800 is based on the evidence presented in the GL Hearn 'Coventry and Warwickshire Joint SHMA' (November 2013) and the ERM 'Update to the Review of Housing
Requirements for Stratford-on-Avon District Council’ (December 2013). It is not based on any previous technical studies that considered the District's housing needs in isolation. To understand how SDC has arrived at
the OAN of 10,800 it is first necessary to understand the background to the preparation of the technical evidence.

Prior to publication of the PPG, SHMAs tended to look solely at housing need and demand in the context of a housing requirement set elsewhere. For Stratford-on-Avon, the Housing Provisions Options Study (HPOS)
was prepared in June 2011 by GL Hearn to consider the District housing requirement. This recommended a range of figures, of which the Council selected a requirement of 8,000 homes. In 2012, SDC lost an appeal
on Land West of Shottery. In his report, the Inspector concluded that, on the evidence before him, a figure of 11,000 to 12,000 more closely accords with the NPPF for the period 2008 to 2028. In light of this, SDC
commissioned ERM to reconsider the HPOS study and formulate a housing requirement for the District. This study was published in April 2013. This recommended a figure of 9,500 to 10,000 for the same period.
During this time, Coventry City Council submitted, and was asked to withdraw, its Core Strategy because of concerns regarding its housing requirement, particularly in respect of cross-boundary issues. In response,
authorities across Warwickshire decided to commission GL Hearn to prepare a joint SHMA for the period 2011 to 2031. Based on midpoint headship rates i.e. part return to trend (e.g. 2011 data for the period 2011 -
2021 and 2008 data for the period 2021 — 2031) and a further uplift for affordability and economic growth, the SHMA recommended a figure of 570pa or 11,400 for the plan period.

Although SDC did not commission the joint SHMA it was a partner authority and was involved in its preparation. Following publication of the SHMA in November 2013, SDC considered it prudent to retain ERM to
update their previous work in light of the new SHMA. This updated Review was published in December 2013. ERM supported much of the SHMA, including GL Hearn’s use of mid-point headship rates. They also
echoed GL Hearn’s caution about the instability of economic projections. ERM did, however, explicitly disagree with applying further uplifts to the housing figure to try and ease affordability because of the local
demographic context, specifically, the fact that more housing is likely just to attract wealthy in-migrants rather than those of a working age. ERM also ran their own projections based on the modelling in the SHMA but
using even more up-to-date demographic data particularly in respect of migration.

The figure of 10,800 is based on the work of ERM (which in turn is informed by the SHMA). ERM’s midpoint projections result in a figure of 10,500 (compared to 10,800 in the SHMA). Given that any housing over 9,800
will contribute to economic growth, they cautioned SDC against any further significant uplift and recommended a range of 10,500 to 10,800 (the higher end providing sufficient scope for improved affordability and
economic growth). Thus, the 10,800 is not “a lower figure taken from the SHMA”. It is an objective assessment of need, albeit one that incorporates a smaller uplift applied to a lower migration trend than many
respondents consider appropriate. Nonetheless, the methodological approach follows that of the PPG. The rationale of these assumptions is based on the findings in the ERM report which question the validity of the
otherwise assumed direct relationship between employment, migration and the resident population/labour force. Whilst it is noted that the provision of additional housing may well lead to a boost in economic growth, in
a District like Stratford-on-Avon which on the whole attracts wealthy older households, this cannot be guaranteed, and additional housing may simply lead to a disproportionate number of out-commuters and elderly in-
migrants. This would do nothing to contribute to the creation of sustainable communities and moreover, would contribute to a further un-balancing of the population.

It is important to understand that there is a difference between Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) and the housing requirement. The housing requirement takes into account whether the District can actually
accommodate the OAN or whether, through the Duty to Co-operate, part of the OAN must be met by neighbouring Districts. This works in reverse and OAN from neighbouring Districts can, if appropriate, be added to
the District OAN to form the housing requirement for the District. The OAN forms the housing requirement because in respect of Coventry and Warwickshire, each individual Warwickshire District has committed to
meeting its OAN and to date there is no reason to believe that Coventry's OAN will need to be partly accommodated within Stratford. Furthermore, none of the other adjacent Districts to SDC has made a request
through the Duty to Co-operate for SDC to accommodate any of their OAN. As such, there is no change between the OAN and the housing requirement.

It is appropriate that the SHMA does not take account of additional housing needs from outside the housing market area. This is because the SHMA considers OAN, not housing requirements. If there is additional
housing that needs to be taken account of from neighbouring authorities, these are on top of the OAN and are matters for individual local authorities through the Duty to Co-operate.

The Duty to Co-operate applies to strategic planning issues that cross administrative boundaries and in principle, this clearly would include an issue such as housing provision. However, if the issue can be satisfactorily
resolved within individual local authority boundaries, the Duty to Co-operate requires that this should be an agreed outcome from a collective process but would not require further action. As explained above, this is the
case in respect of Stratford-on-Avon and its Neighbouring Districts. With the exceptions of Birmingham and Coventry, there are considered to be no uncertain Duty to Co-operate issues in respect of housing. This
position will remain under on-going review.

In the case of Birmingham, SDC accepts that part of the District does relate functionally to Birmingham/Solihull and its housing market. However, the scale of the housing shortfall in Birmingham is as yet not wholly
defined and the extent to which its immediate neighbours within the market area can accommodate any shortfall is also not yet known. If at some future stage there were to be an acceptance that housing needs
relating to the Birmingham population should appropriately be met within Stratford District, it would form part of the District housing requirement (but not its OAN).

However, at the current time, there is no good reason to delay the preparation of the SDC Core Strategy given the resultant lack of certainly that would provide. Instead, should it become necessary, the Council is
committed to an early review of the Core Strategy to deal with this issue in collaboration with other local authorities in the Housing Market Area. Should it prove to be necessary, a similar approach will be adopted in
relation to Coventry. In this regard the Council will maintain its on-going co-operation with other Councils in the housing market area.

Any undersupply from previous plan periods forms part of the OAN for the District. It is different from shortfall since the start of the current plan period which is taken account of in the 5YHLS calculation. The SHMA
considered this issue but found that against the Regional Plan targets, there was no undersupply across the HMA as a whole.

It is important to note that, despite its title ‘objectively assessed need’, the process advised by the PPG is difficult to regard as entirely objective. It requires assumptions and decisions (which are by their very nature
subjective) to be made about appropriate relationships between housing and economics. Not only is this relationship inherently dynamic, but it is neither fixed nor direct. This is especially true for individual Districts
within any given housing market area. The NPPF recognises this instability, hence its requirement in paragraph 47 that Local Plans meet their objectively assessed needs for the housing market area. The crucial issue
of importance about OAN is that it is “policy off”, as confirmed by the Solihull High Court Judgement. The starting point is to objectively assess need and then determine whether other planning policies require that less
housing should be provided in the area. This is the approach SDC has followed.

Whilst the SHMA makes recommendations for individual Districts, GL Hearn “ascribe a greater weight to the HMA-level conclusions” noting that “there may be wider evidence which forms part of the evidence base
regarding more local dynamics and issues, including in regard to local economic growth potential, which may provide a basis for refining estimates herein”. The SHMA sets out a minimum provision of 3,335 homes per
annum and an assessed need of 3,750 to 3,800 homes per annum across the HMA for the period 2011 to 2031. The OAN of 10,800 or 540pa is accepted by the Councils within the HMA as being consistent with this
range. The range has been formally agreed by all Councils across Coventry and Warwickshire, which are committed to working together to ensure that housing needs across the HMA are met.
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Housing Trajectory:

Part A of Policy CS.16 sets the overall quantum of housing for the different parts of the District for the plan period. These figures therefore include completions, commitments, allocations and windfalls, as appropriate.
Figure 1 shows that windfalls are expected to come forward in Stratford-upon-Avon, the Main Rural Centres and Other Rural locations. The Core Strategy Housing Trajectory shows that the Housing Requirement will
be exceeded, demonstrating in-built flexibility within the plan. The accompanying footnote states that the Council will update the Housing Trajectory at the time of Submission. This work suggests the Core Strategy will
deliver at least 11,500 homes to 2031; a minimum of a 6% increase over the figure of 10,800. This is considered to be a reasonable contingency should the Housing Trajectory not deliver as anticipated.

It is important to remember that even the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not mean every site considered sustainable should be developed. It is a policy mechanism designed to speed up
development that accords with the Local Plan and a means to ensure that Local Plans are kept up-to-date. Providing OAN are met through a positive approach to planning, there is no obligation for local planning
authorities to permit additional development over and above this level, whether it is considered sustainable or otherwise, other than that being brought forward through neighbourhood planning processes. Indeed, as
stated in para.12 of the NPPF, "this National Planning Policy Framework does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making."

Whilst at first glance the Council appears not to have met its annual housing target in 9 of the previous 13 years, this situation is not as straightforward as the figures suggest since it ignores the fact that a housing
moratorium, approved by the then Government Office for the West Midlands, was in place between 2006 and 2011. The moratorium was introduced because the rate of development experienced between 2001 and
2006 had significantly exceeded that envisaged under the West Midlands RSS. The moratorium presumed against the grant of permission for most planning applications seeking to provide new homes. However, due
to the ‘time-lag’ between obtaining planning permission and actually building homes on site, although the moratorium ‘ended’ in 2011 the residual effects were still felt in 2011/12 and 2012/13. This is because the
moratorium applied to permissions and not the construction of homes. As such, in order for homes to be completed in 2011/12 and 212/13, applications would have needed to have been submitted and granted in
2010/11 or earlier i.e. during the moratorium. It is reasonable to consider that SDC is a '5% buffer' authority. This is as concluded by the Inspector and Secretary if State following the Shottery Inquiry in 2012. There has
been no material change since then. SDC therefore remains a 5% authority.

Whilst the inclusion of a total of 1,390 homes from windfalls appears high, it is important to understand how the figure has been derived. Firstly, the Council has distinguished between windfall supply from large and
small sites. Of the windfall allowance, a total of 570 are expected to come forward on small sites of up to 4 homes (excluding residential garden land) in Phases 2-4 of the plan: 90 in Stratford-upon-Avon, 150 in the
Main Rural Centres and 330 in other rural locations. Given the nature of the District (i.e. large rural District, numerous settlements each with older residential areas), this rate is considered reasonable and justified.
Moreover, it should be noted that the Council is not relying on windfalls to deliver its housing trajectory until Phase 2 of the Core Strategy (i.e. 2016/17 onwards). The remaining 820 is based on an allowance for large
windfalls in Stratford-upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres in Phases 2 and 3. Whilst the Council expects a large proportion of this figure to come forward prior to adoption of the Core Strategy, the remainder will be
delivered as allocations through the Site Allocations Plan, as explained in paragraph 5.2.8. The Council is committed to preparing its Site Allocations Plan by the end of 2015/16 (Regulation 18 consultation ends on 2
October 2014).

SDC accepts that the inclusion of 820 as windfalls in Figure 1 Housing Trajectory and the accompanying paragraph 5.2.8 is incorrect and has caused some confusion and unnecessary objection to the Core Strategy. It
is therefore proposed to amend Figure 1 and paragraph 5.2.8 in this respect. It must be stressed that this is a correction and does not change the Council's approach to either its overall strategy or the preparation of
the Site Allocations Plan itself, which is to identify sufficient sites to meet the 10,800 in full, including a number of contingent sites, as appropriate. Thus, the Council is not relying on unjustified rates of windfalls to meet
its housing requirement.

Notwithstanding the above, although the Core Strategy runs to 2031, in accordance with the NPPF (paragraph 47) the Council should identify specific sites, where possible, in years 11-15 (i.e. 2021+). Furthermore, as
the Planning Practice Guidance states, ‘Local Plans can pass the test of soundness where local planning authorities have not been able to identify sites or broad locations for growth in years 11-15'. As such, by
seeking to identify the full Core Strategy housing requirement (including contingent sites and an appropriate allowance for windfalls), the Council is fully meeting its plan-making obligations. In this respect, objections to
proposed post 2021 allocations based on fears relating to deliverability might be considered immaterial.

The Council has prepared an updated Housing Trajectory which includes additional commitments as of 30 June 2014. An allowance for some of these commitments was already included in the Trajectory Table as
windfalls and thus, these figures have been reduced accordingly (and the corresponding ‘with permission’ figures increased). Other commitments were not identified and these have been added to the overall total.
Taking this into account, the updated Trajectory also corrects the error in respect of "large windfalls" which should have been listed in the 'allocated sites' columns. For example, 330 homes in the MRC Unspecified
Row and 90 in the Stratford-upon-Avon Row each in Phases 2 and 3. The updated Trajectory also specifically identifies the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone.

Main Rural Centres:

In the context of Stratford-on-Avon District, it is appropriate to have identified the 8 MRCs as sustainable locations for development. Whilst it is accepted that the 8 MRCs have a combined population of some 40,000
residents, it would be a oversimplification to apportion an equivalent quantum of development, because in terms of functionality (i.e. level and range of services and facilities), the 8 MRCs are neither a single entity nor
do the sum of the eight parts match or exceed that of Stratford-upon-Avon as the main town. As a proportion of the overall housing requirement, the quantum proposed for the MRCs is therefore considered
appropriate. The Council expects some 2,833 homes (26% of the total housing requirement) to be delivered across the eight Main Rural Centres (MRC) during the plan period. Of these, 220 have already been built,
1,088 have planning permission and 150 are expected to be delivered as windfalls on small sites. 715 have been specifically identified as Core Strategy allocations in Phases 1 and 2, on sites in Alcester and Southam.
The remaining 660 homes will come forward from 2016/17 onwards on currently unspecified sites across the MRCs. These will be identified through the Site Allocations Plan, although the Council expects that a
proportion will achieve planning permission prior to the adoption of the Core Strategy.

Because the quantum of development in individual MRCs is not yet known, CS.16A simply states the overall quantum for the MRCs as a whole. It is not deemed necessary for the Core Strategy to identify additional
allocations in the MRCs since this will be done through the Site Allocations Plan. As such, the totals for individual MRCs shown in Figure 1 will increase as the '"MRC Unspecified' allowance is apportioned accordingly.
This approach does not defer key decisions about where or when development will happen. Rather, in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, CS.16 identifies broad locations for growth (i.e. 2,833 across the
MRCs) in years 6-10 and where possible years 11-15. Notwithstanding this, it is acknowledged that the 660 homes have been incorrectly attributed to the windfall allowance, when they should be attributed to
allocations.

5 Year Housing Land Supply:

It is important not to confuse the overall housing requirement and the 5 year housing land supply (5YHLS), particularly in respect of any undersupply or shortfall. The latter is a component of the former. The 5YHLS is a
comparison between the anticipated supply of new homes against the number of homes required to be built (i.e. the housing requirement). As such, any shortfall since the beginning of the plan period is only taken
account of within the 5YHLS calculation. A separate issue is that of any shortfall in supply from the previous plan period. This shortfall is taken account of in the identification of the housing requirement for the plan
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period. To add the shortfall from the beginning of the plan period back onto the overall housing requirement for the plan period would be to double count it.

In respect of the 5 Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS), the Council published its annual update to the 5YHLS on 1 May 2014, showing the land supply position as of 31 March 2014. This calculation did not specifically
accompany the Core Strategy. As such, it is important to understand that whilst the 5YHLS calculation showed a land supply equivalent to 4.8 years, it specifically excluded sites identified in the Core Strategy that did
not have planning permission. When these are added to the 5YHLSC, over 5 year supply is achieved. Notwithstanding this, on 5 August 2014 the Council published a revised 5YHLS calculation (as of 31 March)
demonstrating an equivalent of 5.4 years worth of land supply. Again this revised calculation excludes sites identified in the Core Strategy that currently do not have planning permission. As such, the 5YHLS should be
regarded as a minimum. The Council will publish a 5YHLS calculation which will incorporate the Core Strategy proposals to accompany Submission of the Core Strategy.

The Council is dealing with the undersupply since 2011 through its 5YHLS calculations which require any shortfall to be rectified within the first 5 years. The high levels of expected completions shown in the Housing
Trajectory graph are testament to this fact. It is important not to confuse undersupply from previous plan periods (which forms part of the OAN for the current plan period) and undersupply within the current plan period
(which is dealt with in the 5YHLS calculation). The 5YHLS is simply a measurement of the current land supply position and is a component of the housing requirement for the plan period.

SHLAA:
In respect of the SHLAA, the Council is undertaking a review to ensure robust and up-to-date evidence. However, it is important to note that the Council is not using the findings of the SHLAA to limit the overall

quantum of housing in the District. Whilst it has helped inform the strategy of distribution, the requirement of 10,800 is based solely on evidence relating to objectively assessed housing needs, which the Council
considers to be 10,800 homes for the period 2011-2031.

Overall Officer
Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to propose the following modifications:

In Part A:

- Delete "around" and replace with "at least"

- Amend the bullet points accordingly:

- SUA: approximately 2,690 homes

- MRC: approximately 2,900 homes

- GLH: approximately 2,500 homes

- LSV: approximately 1,950 homes

- Other Rural Locations: approximately 1,290 homes

In Part B:
- 1st bullet point insert "within the plan period from a total of approximately 1,010 homes" between "homes" and "on" - Last bullet point insert "within the plan period from a total of approximately 3,000 homes" between
"homes" and "on"

Paragraph 5.2.6:

Delete the last sentence and replace with the following text: "The figure for the Large Rural Brownfield Sites refers to those listed in Policy AS.11 and represents the number of homes with planning permission from
these sites. Whilst further homes may come forward from this source in accordance with Policy AS.11, the District Council is not relying on this supply to meet its housing requirement. Any additional homes would
therefore comprise an additional source of windfall supply. The remainder of the housing requirement is being delivered through the remaining strategic allocations as set out in Policy CS.15, through the Site
Allocations Plan, with an allowance made for ‘windfall’ sites. Notwithstanding the above, it should be noted that whilst the Council considers the housing requirement to be appropriate for the District, local communities
may wish to make additional provision through the auspices of Neighbourhood Planning. In accordance with Policy CS.18, the Council will also count ‘extra care’ and specialised accommodation for older people
(whether Use Class C2 or C3) as part of its housing requirement. In respect of C2 provision, the number of units provided will be based on assumptions regarding the number of homes they release onto the market.
This District-wide provision will not however count against individual settlement requirements. Provision will be monitored through the Annual Monitoring Report.”

Delete paragraph 5.2.8 and replace with the following text as paragraph 5.2.7. Existing paragraph 5.2.7 to become 5.2.8. New text as follows:

"The Core Strategy also makes provision for further sites to be allocated in Stratford-upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres in Phases 2 and 3 of the Plan. These sites will be allocated through the Site Allocations
Plan, which the District Council has committed to preparing by the end of 2015/16. The Council anticipates that a proportion of this provision will have obtained planning permission and be under construction by
2015/16. Thus, the Site Allocations Plan will identify and allocate land to meet any residual shortfall in supply, taking account of the overall supply of windfalls across the District. This pragmatic and flexible approach is
consistent with the Planning Practice Guidance which allows for Core Strategies to be found sound where they do not identify specific sites in years 11-15. The Site Allocations Plan will also allocate sites to meet any
shortfall of housing in each Local Service Village as appropriate, and will assess the need for further contingent housing sites to be identified in Stratford-upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres. These contingent sites
would only be released during the plan period if monitoring shows there is a significant shortfall in the amount of housing already delivered."

Insert following text as new DMC(5):
“For the avoidance of doubt 'extra care’ and specialised accommodation for older people (whether Use Class C2 or C3) will be counted as part of the District housing requirement. In respect of C2 provision, the
number of units provided will be based on assumptions regarding the number of homes they release onto the market.”

Amend Figure 1 in respect of the following:

- up-dated figures as of March 2014

- Additional permissions to June 2014

- Apportion large windfall allowance in MRCs and SUA to allocations
- Identify Canal Quarter and Shottery as separate commitments

- Include Large Rural Brownfield Sites within Other Rural locations
- Include District-wide C2 provision

For clarification, phasing schedules for Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath and the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone are included in Proposals GLH and SUA.1, respectively.
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Fig.1 Housing Trajectory - Table

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Location (2011 /12 — 2015/16) (2016/17 — 2020/21) (2021/22 — 2025/26) (2026/27 — 2030/31) Total
Built with. Allocated with Allocated | Windfall With Allocated | Windfall | Allocated | Windfall
Permission Permission Permission
Stratford-upon- 365 161 0 585 0 30 37 0 30 0 30 1,238
Avon
Canal Quarter 0 0 0 0 160 0 0 280 0 210 0 650
West of Shottery 0 90 0 600 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 800
Main Town 365 251 0 1,185 160 30 147 280 30 210 30 2,688
Alcester 57 72 80 2 270 0 0 0 0 0 0 481
Bidford-on-Avon > 156 0 131 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 289
Henley-in-Arden 48 14 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66
Kineton 8 1 0 91 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
Shipston-on-Stour 66 42 0 173 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 281
Southam 8 55 40 13 325 0 0 0 0 0 0 441
Studley 20 38 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
Wellesbourne 29 176 0 194 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 392
MRC Unspecified 0 0 0 0 300 50 0 300 50 0 50 750
MRC Total 231 554 120 646 895 50 0 300 50 0 50 2,896
Local Service 85 300 0 493 72 0 0 500 0 500 0 1,950
Villages
CRuelin 0 0 0 0 750 0 0 875 0 875 0 2,500
Heath
Large Rural 22 138 0 420 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 700
Brownfield
Rural Elsewhere 80 141 0 123 0 90 0 0 90 0 90 614
OLther Rural 102 279 0 543 0 90 120 0 9% 0 9% 1,314
ocations
District Wide C2 82 13 0 87 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 208
Total 865 1,397 120 2,954 1,877 170 293 1,955 170 1,585 170 11,556

Footnote to The Housing Trajectory Table: The Table presents the housing supply situation as of 30 June 2014The Council will update the Housing Trajectory to reflect the latest position at the time
of Examination.
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Fig.1 Housing Trajectory — Graph
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 A. Housing Requirement

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 21 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent comoli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant
Barrait and RCA I See overall response to CS.16 in respect
e | e e | B e e ier o vion s S8 | panunsound - one st oy ety Asesc Mo
(Mercia) Ltd (OAN)-
Regeneris have identified the full OAN requirements of Stratford to be
. . . 25,010. This figure is significantly higher than that currently proposed
g dbé%(gfot:ig?g (%gl\clj\lse}l?r;gg?b:tthmeu;tl;nepoeurtiggevc\j/ggﬁ :gg?;sgsh the by the District Council. In order to maximise the delivery of this need,
, T . . ; . there is a requirement for the Council to radically alter their existing
Stratford’s hous_ln_g needs, this reqwr_ement potentlglly_lgnores those strategy. The Council should look to adopt a mixed strategy to deliver
unmet needs arising _elsewhere (particularly fror_n Blrm_mgham and new development. New settlements and strategic sites have their role
Coventry). Against this context, Gladman submit that in qrder tomeet | ¢, play, but this must be supported by a dispersal strategy that See overall response to CS.16 in respect
Gladman Not Not No Duty to Cooperate, the adoption of the OAN based housing recognises the needs and opportunities provided by the District’s of identifying Objectively Assessed Need
Developments Specified | Specified requirement (25,010) is sound subject to future review. The timing of ; ) o
. . : . e villages to accommodate housing need. In context of this significant (OAN).
this review must take place following the identification of the extent of need. Gladman submit to the Council land West of Wellesbourne as a
\évtr; ::fgﬁﬁsrig;egosnﬁﬁgr;g xvvgr?l:ilt;]seg;ys\r/]v?tw?tsbﬁggﬁgrgﬂiﬁza;% stra_ltegic site for housing. Gladman consider_the site sgitqble for the
partnership authorities to ensure that should any needs arise, then a delivery .Of 1,500 dwellings over the plan perlod. The site Is capable of
solution can be found efficiently and effectively ' to benefit from and enhance existing services and facilities currently
' available in the settlement, and represents a suitable option for a
sustainable urban extension.
The Policy makes provision for 10,800 new homes over the Plan
period. It is considered that this is unsound as it is not justified when
based on the available evidence.
DCLG Household Projection Tables dated April 2013, show that the
projection in households in the District between 2011 and 2021 is for
the District to grow by an additional 6170 and if it were assumed that
this was rolled forward to 2031 at the same rate, this would equate the
Plan having to provide 12,340 dwellings over the Plan period.
' In addition to this 12,340 figure is the need to accommodate any Given that the Plan has to make a greater allowance for additional csmﬁedgr:/t?fg/eiﬂri r?sponse t0 CS.16 in respect
gf:t’:ci'é 2";‘;;’:%2“ Not \o o residual shortfall, as identified in the Council’s own 5-year supply housing in the District, then there is a need for further allocations to be | ~ Ob'ectivelg. Assessed Need (OAN)
Land 9 Ltd 9| specified calculation dated May 2014. This identified a shortfall of 869 dwellings | made and Part B of the Policy should allocate land to the north of 18 ) y

against what should have been achieved by the start of the Plan
period. This would equate to circa 660 dwellings per annum.

The SHMA readily accepts that it does not address the Duty to
Cooperate for housing needs outside of the Housing Market Areas
and cannot be considered to meet the requirements for an objectively
assessed need and is therefore unsound.

This analysis also serves to show that the Council would is unable to
meet its 5 —year supply commitments, with either a 5% or 20%
allowance for previous underperformance.

Salford Road, Bidford-on-Avon for up to 150 dwellings.

- 5 Year Housing Supply
- Housing Trajectory
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The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District and that further provision should
therefore be made. Much of the additional provision should be
directed towards the Main Rural Centres. It is too low, meaning the See overall response to CS.16 in respect
Plan is not positively prepared or properly justified. The settlement of identifying:
hierarchy in CS.15 acknowledges the relative sustainability of the - Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
Main Rural Centres and identifies that they are suitable to - Housing Trajectory
accommodate additional development. The evidence that they are not - Main Rural Centres
suitable to accommodate more than is presently allocated is weak. - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
Indeed reference is only made to the SHLAA, to impact on character,
and to infrastructure capacity. See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.
CALA Homes | Stansgate Not The .2012 SHLAA cannot be can|dered to be gntlrely accurate: The number of houses to the Main Rural Settlements should be S
(Midlands) Ltd | Planning Yes Specified No - it discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, increased SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning ' the vitality of rural areas, hence the
permission including SOU.2. significant change in policy between the
- it discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this current Local Plan, which restrains
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes development in the countryside, and the
- Core Strategy excludes sites included within the SHLAA broad approach set out in the Core Strategy,
locations. Broad locations are only so desighated because they are which proposes over 25% of overall
considered suitable for development without harm to character. development to 2031 to villages and the
rural area (including on Large Rural
CIL monies can be combined to pay for infrastructure improvements Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding impacts on Strategy is consistent with national policy.
infrastructure. *A proper review may be required to identify the most
appropriate parcels for development as the capacity of the Main Rural
Centres is much higher than previously thought.
There is no flexibility in the plan to allow for a scenario where the new
settlement does not deliver the completions required. There is a risk
of relying on this proposal to deliver as there are known difficulties in
CALA Homes | Stansgate terms of the substantial infrastructure to be provided before a certain More sites should be allocated to reduce the reliance on the See separate comments in respect of
(Midlands) Ltd | Planning No No No amount of develppmen'; can take p!ace. Thg W_Ol’k needed, land Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath new settlement. CS.16 (D).
control and funding for it is uncertain. Lead in times may therefore be
longer than expected at this at point in time and there is a strong
likelihood fewer houses will be delivered in the plan period than
allowed for.
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The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the See overall response to CS.16 in respect
District, including the problems facing rural communities. of identifying:
- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300 - Housing Trajectory
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500 - Main Rural Centres
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through See separate comments in respect of
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity. The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its CS.15 Distribution of Development.
Heritage stansgate | yoq Not No The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
Trustees Ltd Planning Specified . ! . . - acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local o
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting Service Villages the vitality of rural areas, hence the
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008- ges. significant change in policy between the
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with current Local Plan, which restrains
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to development in the countryside, and the
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA: approach set out in the Core Strategy,
- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs. which proposes over 25% of overall
- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, development to 2031 to villages and the
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning rural area (including on Large Rural
permission. Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this Strategy is consistent with national policy.
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes
CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.
The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the See overall response to CS.16 in respect
District, including the problems facing rural communities. of identifying:
- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300 - Housing Trajectory
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500 - Main Rural Centres
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through See separate comments in respect of
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity. The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its CS.15 Distribution of Development.
H.G. Hodges | Stansgate | y oo Not No The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
& Sons Ltd. Planning Specified . 1 . : - acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local o
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting Service Villages the vitality of rural areas, hence the
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008- ges. significant change in policy between the
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with current Local Plan, which restrains
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to development in the countryside, and the
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA: approach set out in the Core Strategy,
- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs. which proposes over 25% of overall
- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, development to 2031 to villages and the
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning rural area (including on Large Rural
permission. Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this Strategy is consistent with national policy.
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes
CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.
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Urban
Renaissance
Villages
(URV) and
Helical Bar

Barton
Willmore

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The housing requirement fails to be “positively prepared”. ERM’s
lower requirement does not have regard to the needs outside the
District and therefore the housing requirement is not based on an
objectively assessed nee and fails to meet the housing needs of all
the community include in particular older people, for which the is an
acknowledged increasing demand.

The Core Strategy is not justified. The Council has not put forward a
robust assessment to demonstrate that higher levels of housing
provision would not increase affordability or support economic growth.
The proposed housing requirement is not based on effective joint
working on cross boundary strategic priorities as it does not reflect the
housing needs established in the Joint SHMA.

The Core Strategy is not consistent with the NPPF as it does not meet
the full housing needs.

We therefore remain concerned as to whether the figure of 540dpa
will satisfactorily address the objectively assessed housing needs for
the District and in the absence of further justification, if the proposed
housing level is justified and therefore “sound”.

The Core Strategy should include clear housing policies that meet the
needs and demands of the elderly, in line with the Council's evidence
base to ensure that it is “justified” and “effective”, which are key tests
of soundness (NPPF, para 182).

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN).

CALA Homes
(Midlands) Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the
District, including the problems facing rural communities.

The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity.

The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008-
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA:

- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs.

- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact,
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning
permission.

- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes

CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.

The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its
more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing
acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local
Service Villages.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying:

- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

- 5 Year Housing Supply

- Housing Trajectory

- Main Rural Centres

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.
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The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District and that further provision should
therefore be made. Much of the additional provision should be
directed towards the Main Rural Centres. It is too low, meaning the
Plan is not positively prepared or properly justified. The settlement See overall response to CS.16 in respect
hierarchy in CS.15 acknowledges the relative sustainability of the of identifying:
Main Rural Centres and identifies that they are suitable to - Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
accommodate additional development. The evidence that they are not - Housing Trajectory
suitable to accommodate more than is presently allocated is weak. - Main Rural Centres
Indeed reference is only made to the SHLAA, to impact on character, - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
and to infrastructure capacity.
See separate comments in respect of
The 2012 SHLAA cannot be considered to be entirely accurate: CS.15 Distribution of Development.
"C’”d'a”d . Stansgate Not - it discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, | o\ her of houses to the Main Rural Settlements should be -
ommercial Planning Yes specified | N° yet sgve_ral sites vylth that designation have now achieved planning increased SDC.ac!mowIedges the need to maintain
Properties permission including SOU.2. ‘ the vitality of rural areas, hence the
- it discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this significant change in policy between the
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes current Local Plan, which restrains
- Core Strategy excludes sites included within the SHLAA broad development in the countryside, and the
locations. Broad locations are only so desighated because they are approach set out in the Core Strategy,
considered suitable for development without harm to character. which proposes over 25% of overall
development to 2031 to villages and the
CIL monies can be combined to pay for infrastructure improvements rural area (including on Large Rural
which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding impacts on Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
infrastructure. Strategy is consistent with national policy.
A proper review may be required to identify the most appropriate
parcels for development as the capacity of the Main Rural Centres is
much higher than previously thought.
The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the See overall response to CS.16 in respect
District, including the problems facing rural communities. of identifying:
- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300 - Housing Trajectory
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500 - Main Rural Centres
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through See separate comments in respect of
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity. The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its CS.15 Distribution of Development.
lgemlay'or stansgate |y o Not No The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
y Planning Specified . . . : . acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local o
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting Service Villages the vitality of rural areas, hence the
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008- ' significant change in policy between the
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with current Local Plan, which restrains
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to development in the countryside, and the
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA: approach set out in the Core Strategy,
- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs. which proposes over 25% of overall
- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, development to 2031 to villages and the
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning rural area (including on Large Rural
permission. Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this Strategy is consistent with national policy.
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes
CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.
Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 127 Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




The proposed 10,800 is 600 under the OAN of 11,400 as identified in
the SHMA. This highlights a failure to meet the objectively assessed
housing needs during the plan period and demonstrates that the Local
Planning Authority is not planning positively for the growth of the
District.

The previous Focused Consultation stated that with the number of

The Core Strategy needs to allow for further growth at Stratford town by

See overall response to CS.16 in respect

P Henson & Andrew Not Not homes _built or expected Fo be built total_lin_g approximately 8,300, there | primarily review_ing the green belt betw_een the tOV\_/n and the A46 t(_) the | of ide_ntifying:
Bird Group of | Granger & Specified | Specified No was a figure of 2,500 to find. If the 600 is included, this totals 3,100 north and allowing for a new self contained, sustainable Garden Village | - Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
Companies Co which should be a minimum target and not a maximum, especially Suburb which would assist in ensuring the requisite number of new - Housing Trajectory
when questions can be raised over the deliverability of commitments homes and jobs are provided for in this key location. - Main Rural Centres
and proposed allocations, and furthermore the reliance on windfall
sites to deliver the required number of dwellings over the plan period.
In this respect the Core Strategy fails to recognise the role of Stratford
town as the key location for new growth and to plan accordingly in line
with the NPPF and the SHMA.
The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the See overall response to CS.16 in respect
District, including the problems facing rural communities. of identifying:
- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300 - Housing Trajectory
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500 - Main Rural Centres
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little - 5 Year Housing Land Supply
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through See separate comments in respect of
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity. The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its CS.15 Distribution of Development.
A Anson ﬁlta”s.gate Yes Not No The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
anning Specified . . . : . acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local o
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting Service Villages the vitality of rural areas, hence the
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008- ' significant change in policy between the
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with current Local Plan, which restrains
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to development in the countryside, and the
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA: approach set out in the Core Strategy,
- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs. which proposes over 25% of overall
- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, development to 2031 to villages and the
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning rural area (including on Large Rural
permission. Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this Strategy is consistent with national policy.
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes.
CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.
. irgws There is no flexibility in the plan to allow for a scenario where the new
Stearn settlement does not deliver the completions required. There is a risk
Children’s of relying on this proposal to deliver as there are known difficulties in
Settlement terms of the substantial infrastructure to be provided before a certain . . :
Trust & The Stansgate More sites should be allocated to reduce the reliance on the See separate comments in respect of
Edith and Planning No No No amount of development can take place. The work needed, land Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath new settlement CS.16 (D)
Jack Griffiths control and funding for it is uncertain. Lead in times may therefore be ' ' '
Charitable longer than expected at this at point in time and there is a strong
:);Unsstigﬁncafey likelihood fewer houses will be delivered in the plan period than

Trustees Ltd

allowed for.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 128

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District and that further provision should
therefore be made. Much of the additional provision should be
directed towards the Main Rural Centres. It is too low, meaning the
Plan is not positively prepared or properly justified. The settlement
hierarchy in CS.15 acknowledges the relative sustainability of the
Main Rural Centres and identifies that they are suitable to
accommodate additional development. The evidence that they are not
suitable to accommodate more than is presently allocated is weak.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying:

- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
- Housing Trajectory
- Main Rural Centres

. iré)(’ks Indeed reference is only made to the SHLAA, to impact on character, -5 Year Housing Land Supply

Stearn and to infrastructure capacity. See separate comments in respect of

Children’s s .

Sememerr;t St t Not The 2012 SHLAA cannot be considered to be entirely accurate: The number of houses to the Main Rural Settlements should be €515 Distribution of Development.

Trust& The ansgate | yeg ot No - it discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact, | . o

Edith and Planning Specified . ) . . . ; increased. SDC acknowledges the need to maintain

Jack Griffiths yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning the vitality of rural areas, hence the

$hart't§b(|:e permission including SOU.2. . L . significant change in policy between the

rust & Carey - it discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this ) .

Pension X " . current Local Plan, which restrains
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes . :

Trustees Ltd o o development in the countryside, and the
- Core Strategy excludes sites included within the SHLAA broad aoproach set out in the Core Strate
locations. Broad locations are only so desighated because they are w?wii)ch [0DOSES OVer 25% of overallgy,
considered suitable for development without harm to character. develorp))mgnt t0 2031 to villages and the
CIL monies can be combined to pay for infrastructure improvements ;jr?vlv?][iee? d(lsr}f(li()jlr:r? &?sl}irsgeegu;ﬂie Core
which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding impacts on Strateqy is consiétent with nF)atioﬁaI olic
infrastructure. *A proper review may be required to identify the most 9y policy.
appropriate parcels for development as the capacity of the Main Rural
Centres is much higher than previously thought.
Figure of 10,800 is too high. A lower figure would remove the need for ggi/gé?l?ﬁzalt:]%rrr?ens\évaiﬁ tit;,err:aigts:;ry to
the GLH proposal. contribute to meeting Stratford-on-Avon
The mid-2012 projected population figures show a reduction of %ﬁg]{ﬁg Robuescl:ggnglsaidescg;igr’8%?.
housing needs across all of Warwickshire of between 25% and 39%. aopropriate to meet any of Cozentr s
Coventry is shown with a higher requirement of 70%. However, hgﬁsir? needs is still tg/be determir):ed
analysis of the numbers of people in single age groups for each year throu r?the Duty to Co-operate. An
from 2002 to 2031 identifies two problems with this projection. The 2 u dat% to the J(g?nt SHME has been
universities currently have about 13,500 international students. From cgmmissioned but is vet to be finalised
2005 there has been an increase in these cohort numbers but not a he housing fi : ising in li ith the mid hilst it i q g hat th '
corresponding outflow. Between 2002 and 2004 the inflow was The ousing figures require revising in line with the mid-2012 Whilst it is understood that the 2012

SaYdO” : . i population projections which are considerably lower than the 10,800 SNPP suggests a reduced level of

arish No Yes No between 2400 and 3700. From 2005 inflow increased to 7700 by dwell . - ; .
Council wellings in the proposed submission Core Strategy. This would ensure | population growth for Stratford-on-Avon

2011. At this time universities sought to increase international
students. There was not a corresponding change in outflow until 2009
to 2011 but this was still less than the inflow 3 years earlier. This
suggests that international students are on courses that have not yet
finished. The higher inflow is reflected in the population projections
since it takes the 6 year average from 2007 to 2012. This represents a
temporary number that over time should rectify with corresponding
inflow and outflow. It does not make sense to build houses for a
population that will not be there. If you factor out the international
student bulge figure then it is unlikely that Coventry will be asking
Stratford to meet its housing need.

that we start with a plan based on up-to-date information.

and certain other Warwickshire Districts,
the impact across the housing market
area as a whole appears more neutral.
The Council will assess the new evidence
when it is available. However, it
acknowledges the instability of District-
level projections in comparison with those
for the wider market area. A housing
requirement of 10,800 appears likely to
remain consistent with housing needs
across the housing market area.
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Home
Builders
Federation
Ltd

Chartered
Town
Planner

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

CS.16 proposes a housing requirement 600 below the OAN identified
in the SHMA, justified by its Report by ERM. SDC dismisses any uplift
in numbers above the baseline for demographic or affordability
reasons as unwarranted. The Council’s approach is inappropriate. If
the Council departs from its OAN such a departure must be agreed
with other authorities in the HMA otherwise the OAN in the HMA will
not be met contrary to the NPPF.

The “What Homes Where?” website toolkit based on 2008 household
projections and the DCLG 2011 based interim household projections
provide useful starting points and baseline figures for benchmarking.
The toolkit identifies household growth of 13,872 (693 per annum)
over the plan period whilst the 2011 interim household projections
indicate a household growth of 617 per annum between 2011 — 2021.
If the standard National Housing & Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU)
methodology for converting household growth into number of dwelling
is applied the equivalent figures are 713 and 635 dwellings per annum
respectively. The figure of 635 dwellings per annum derived from
2011 based household projection reflects a recessionary trend whilst
the 713 dwellings per annum derived from 2008 based data
represents a long term trend.

With regards to the SHMA and the ERM Report, there are three main
concerns:

- household formation rates

- economic trends / forecasts

- attitude to worsening market signals such as affordability and rates
of development.

A hybrid approach to the use of the 2008 and 2011 data is
recommended in acknowledgement of a gradual recovery from the
slowdown in household formation rates due to the recession and its
impact on the housing market. However it is questionable if the mid-
point scenario used in the SHMA is sufficient. The SHMA ignores the
impact of a restricted housing supply on the suppression of household
formation rates. The Council has persistently under delivered housing
for which the SHMA makes no additional allowance.

The SHMA's job led scenario is based on Experian economic forecast
data which is older and potentially more pessimistic in outlook than
the more up to date data used to inform the LEP SEP. Even more
confusing the SHMA job led scenario uses 2011 headship rates rather
than the midpoint figure as discussed above. However irrespective of
these inconsistencies between the SEP and the SHMA the Council
has determined that any uplift to the OAHN on the grounds of
economic trends is unwarranted.

The Council also defers assessing any increase in OAHN from the
proposed expansion of Jaguar Land Rover.

With regards to worsening trends in market signals, whilst the Core
Strategy indicates that the District has a poor house price to income
ratio, the highest rents in the HMA, and high average house prices,
the Council rejects the recommendations of the SHMA to increase its
OANN accordingly against the advice in the NPPF that the more
significant the affordability constraints and the stronger other
indicators of high demand, the larger the improvement in affordability
needed and therefore the larger the additional supply response should
be.

The housing requirement set out in CS16 should be expressed as a
minimum because it is overly based on demographic projections. The
Council must acknowledge the NPPF with its greater policy emphasis
on housing provision and its approach to start with full OAN. The
Council has failed to acknowledge that demographic projections are
just the starting point and economic trends and market signals should
also be considered in the calculation of OAN. If the Core Strategy is to
be found sound the full objective assessment of need for market and
affordable housing should be met.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN).

See separate comments in respect of:
- Section 1.3 Cross Boundary Issues
- CS.16 housing Development

- CS.21 Economic Development

- Proposal GLH

Solihull
Metropolitan
Borough
Council -
Policy &
Spatial
Planning

Not
Specified

Yes

Not
Specified

Although at the lower end of the SHMA figure, SDC has met the Duty
to Co-operate in this respect.

None specified.

n/a
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Client - Upper
Quinton c/o
NGA

Nigel
Gough
Associates
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

10,800 has not been positively and objectively assessed as a need.
The figure should be at least between 12,000 and 14,000 excluding
any requirement from Birmingham.

None specified.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN).

One Property
Group

Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt Limited

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Assuming adoption in 2015, this Core Strategy is only looking forward
some 16 years from the date of adoption, and in the context of the
delivery of new towns or new villages, this is in a very short timeframe.

Firstly, a new settlement inevitably requires an approval process that
is longer than for smaller or less controversial applications; a period
required for Masterplanning and public engagement before even an
Outline application is submitted, and thereafter there will be the
normal process of detailed permission, discharge of conditions, and
obtaining the other necessary approvals, all of which tend to be more
protracted given the scale and complexity of the development, and the
fact some items of infrastructure need to be delivered from scratch,
rather than by upgrading existing services. Previous research has
shown that it is not untypical for new settlements/large scale urban
extensions to take around 5 years from the start of the planning
process (i.e. post allocation) to commencement, although there are
many examples of schemes that have taken far longer than that.

Secondly, is the rate of delivery: build rates are of course governed by
sales rates, as the developer or developers involved will only build at
a rate commensurate with sales. In the early years at least, delivery
rates are relatively low compared to urban extensions or smaller sites
and sales rates on new settlements tend to be comparatively slow in
the early years, and the progress towards full production takes time,
as the new settlement itself takes time to establish. Given the limited
build period of around 10 years from 2021 to 2031, and even
assuming a generous average of 150 units per annum (market and
affordable) over the first 10 years (likely to be less in the initial years),
then a new village/new settlement is only likely to deliver 1500 units in
the Plan period. Multiple developers can help keep build rates up, but
ultimately it is the rate at which the house buying public wants to buy
new property in that location that determines build rate, not the
number of developers. In practice, multiple house-builders are
competing with each other, and therefore these is no simple formula
that says if one house-builder can deliver 4 sales per month, so two
can deliver 8 etc.

The need to be realistic about the rate of delivery does not of itself
make a new village/new settlement an inappropriate option, and we
do not seek to suggest that the proposal for a new settlement at
Gaydon/Lighthorne is incorrect in principle. But in order to be
Effective, it is important to be realistic as to both the speed with which
a new settlement can start to deliver homes on the ground, and the
rate at which new homes could actually be delivered thereafter. It will
also be necessary to accommodate the shortfall in delivery elsewhere,
or at least have the flexibility in the Plan to ensure that the shortfall
can be met elsewhere.

In the light of the above, we consider that the scale of development
deliverable within the Plan period should be adjusted to a more realistic
1,500 units. We consider the shortfall in provision needs to be made up
elsewhere in the District (e.g. Main Rural Centres and Local Service
Villages).

In any event, and irrespective of the above, Proposal GLH requires
clear targets for delivery. At the moment, the proposal states simply
that 2,500 homes should be completed by 2031, but if monitoring of
delivery is to be effective, there is a need to include earlier targets
against which delivery can be measures e.g. date of approval of the
SPD (or AAP), date of commencement of development, date of delivery
of first homes, date of delivery of first 500 homes, date of delivery of
first 1,000 homes. Only be regular monitoring targets will it be possible
to take action in the event that the proposal is unable to deliver the full
2,500 in the Plan period.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying:

- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

- Housing Trajectory

- Main Rural Centres

- 5 Year Housing Land Supply

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
the vitality of rural areas, hence the
significant change in policy between the
current Local Plan, which restrains
development in the countryside, and the
approach set out in the Core Strategy,
which proposes over 25% of overall
development to 2031 to villages and the
rural area (including on Large Rural
Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
Strategy is consistent with national policy.

Paul
Ridgeway

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

No

There is no flexibility in the plan to allow for a scenario where the new
settlement does not deliver the completions required. There is a risk
of relying on this proposal to deliver as there are known difficulties in
terms of the substantial infrastructure to be provided before a certain
amount of development can take place. The work needed, land
control and funding for it is uncertain. Lead in times may therefore be
longer than expected at this at point in time and there is a strong
likelihood fewer houses will be delivered in the plan period than
allowed for.

More sites should be allocated to reduce the reliance on the
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath new settlement.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.16 (D).
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M Hale

Not
Specified

Stansgate

Planning Yes

No

The housing provision figure does not meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District. Further provision should be made and
some of this should be directed towards the LSVs. The LSV figure is
too low, meaning the Plan is not positively prepared or properly
justified. We have consistently supported the dispersal approach as
the only way to meet the very real housing needs of the whole of the
District, including the problems facing rural communities.

The Council has concluded that it can accommodate some 8,300
dwellings under the dispersal approach, leaving the remaining 2,500
to be accommodated in a new settlement. There is, however, little
evidence to show that 8,300 is the maximum number of dwellings
which could be accommodated by existing settlements through
dispersal without detriment to character or infrastructure capacity.

The 2012 SHLAA indicates that the existing settlements could
accommodate some 8232 dwellings (including sites already benefiting
from planning permission but excluding the 500 completions 2008-
2011). This figure has been taken through to the Core Strategy with
little alteration. This assessment, however, cannot be considered to
be entirely accurate as the SHLAA:

- considered 39 LSVs; the Core Strategy now contains 44 LSVs.

- discounted all sites with a high or medium/high landscape impact,
yet several sites with that designation have now achieved planning
permission.

- discounted all sites which had potential heritage impacts but this
excludes potential for sensitively designed schemes

CIL monies can be combined from small sites to pay for infrastructure
improvements which overcome Council's previous concerns regarding
impacts on infrastructure.

The Council has given little consideration to the real capacity of its
more sustainable villages. With the need for additional housing
acknowledged, the Council must increase the allocation to the Local
Service Villages.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying:

- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

- Housing Trajectory

- Main Rural Centres

- 5 Year Housing Land Supply

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

SDC acknowledges the need to maintain
the vitality of rural areas, hence the
significant change in policy between the
current Local Plan, which restrains
development in the countryside, and the
approach set out in the Core Strategy,
which proposes over 25% of overall
development to 2031 to villages and the
rural area (including on Large Rural
Brownfield sites). In this respect, the Core
Strategy is consistent with national policy.

See overall response to CS.16.

See overall response to CS.16.

See overall response to CS.16.

See overall response to CS.16.
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 B. Strategic Allocations

Number of Supports: 6 Number of Objections: 16 Number of Unspecified: 3

Responden
t

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Gladman
Developm
ents

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Raise concerns around the process the Council have undertaken
when selecting Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath as the location for the new
settlement. This was the only option presented within the Focused
Consultation in 2013, and as such it would appear that decisions were
made regarding this site prior to the additional consultation in
February 2014. There has been a lack of transparency and clarity in
the Councils decision making and therefore it is unclear whether this
new settlement is the most appropriate strategy for the District or not.

As stated in previous submission made to the Focused Consultation
(February 2014) Gladman submit that SADC should not be
progressing with just one new settlement / SUE (proposal GLH).
Linked to the significant need to increase the proposed housing
requirement (as discussed through the Regeneris OAN) the Councils
proposals will not deliver the scale of growth necessary to meet the
true needs. Gladman contend that it would be appropriate in
combination with the existing proposed dispersal and new settlement
approach, to include at least one further SUE across the district.
Gladman object to the methodology used by the Council, as it is too
simplistic and could potentially result in the illogical categorisation of
some settlements. The role and function of the local service centres
and how they reflect the components of a sustainable community
should also be considered. This should go significantly further than
merely addressing the settlement size and access to a small number
of services and facilities.

Gladman believe the assessment process should have been
significantly more in depth and should have considered a number of
additional factors, including:

- demographic and socio-economic profile of the settlements

- the balance and mix of housing stock (in terms of type, size, tenure)
and its fit to housing needs (current and future) of the community

- Availability of employment opportunities and the ability and potential
of the settlement to host economic activity

- Relationship with other settlements and the importance it may have
for the wider hinterland.

- Facilities and Services available in the settlement.

The Council have provided no clear rationale for how the scale of
growth allocated to each of these categories has been determined.
These appear to be arbitrary figures, which do not reflect a thorough
assessment of the Local Service Villages and are not evidentially
based. The Council need to be able to show through their evidence
base documents the process they have gone through to reach these
decisions.

Gladman object to the approach taken in Part B of this Policy. In
categorising settlements the methodology applied is too simplistic.

Gladman question the transparency in the process taken by the Council

in the identification of the new settlement at GLH as a preferred
strategic option. The Council failed to present strategic alternatives for
consultation to this site until in 2014. The process seems to have been
predetermined.

See separate comments in respect of:
- Proposal GLH
- Appendix 2 LSV Methodology

See separate comments in CS.16 in
respect of Main Rural Centres.
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We have severe misgivings as to the viability and deliverability of the
650 dwellings at the Canal Quatrter, involving as it does the relocation
of existing businesses which is dependent on development of new
sites and premises, including in the Green Belt.

From the Council’s own evidence (PBA Reports darted March 2014) it
is clear that very little reliance should be placed on the Canal Quarter
to deliver housing over the plan period. The scheme relies on a local
engineering firm successfully relocating together with the agreement
of another firm to break its lease. The consultants note that the major

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being
undertaken to underpin the Masterplan
SPD for the site. This will address issues
of scale, timing and deliverability. The

Persimmo occupier has said it may not move and recommend that “the Council Draft SPD is due to be reported to The

?S';‘Jtmhes Eﬁ;ﬁ;‘; Not Not No should be cautious in relying on its delivery in meeting their housing Sustainable Urban Extension delivering 1,00 units to the southeast of Cabinet in October.

Midlands) | Group Specified | Specified needs”. Subsequent phases are even more unlikely to be delivered, Stratford-upon-Avon should be allocated to meet housing needs.

Ltd as the report makes clear. At best, only the Warwick House proposals While there are complex issues to
could be relied upon and this is a scheme which is for specialist resolve, there are no overriding reasons
housing, fell outside the scope of the report and, we suggest, is why it cannot be achieved over the plan
almost certainly counted elsewhere as a commitment. period. There is evidence to show that

large parts of the Canal Quarter are
The identification of Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath is not a sustainable readily available for redevelopment and
response to meeting the housing needs of the District. Furthermore, it will be delivered in the short to medium
is not credible to suggest that delivery of new dwellings can term.
commence in 2016/17 and progress thereafter and an average annual
rate of 166 per year. Experience suggests that after an initial surge in
interest such a location will struggle to sustain such completion rates.
Support the settlement hierarchy and allocation of housing levels to
villages, appropriate to their size and sustainability and support the

CALA indicative numbers proposed, acknowledging that some villages will

Homes Stansgate Ves Not Yes be able to accommodate more. The Council must be aware that it is None specified Dealt with through the Site Allocations

(Midlands) | Planning Specified reasonable for a village to provide the top end of the range and ' Plan.

L occasionally more. The Council must not dismiss larger schemes but
should apply the final part of CS.15 which refers to detailed
masterplan and proper justification.

The figure of 10,800 dwellings is not supported as it fails to meet the

full objectively assessed needs of the District. The housing market for

Stratford upon Avon clearly includes the Birmingham HMA and the

Coventry and Warwickshire HMA. The plan fails to demonstrate how it

will meet these needs and should plan on an interim basis for a .

minimum of 13,600 dwellings. . . . See separate (.;Ommems in respect of

The Bird ' Include reference to a new Strategic housing allocation SUA.4 Land CS.16 and Objectively Assessed Need

gmp °f | Framptons Yes No No Housing should be directed to the most sustainable locations at a south of A46 Stratford upon Avon for 750 dwellings which should be (OAN).

panie ) . ; removed from the Green Belt. Consequential changes to Part A and

s scale commensurate with the role, function and capacity of the SUA 1 See separate comments in respect of
settlement. This should be done on a settlement by settlement basis o parate c P

- . . : ; CS.15 Distribution of Development.
with the intention to deliver the most sustainable development.
Additional provision for housing should be made at Stratford upon
Avon and this will help meet the needs of the District and the wider
strategic housing market areas with an identified shortfall namely
Coventry and Birmingham.
Support the settlement hierarchy and allocation of housing levels to
villages, appropriate to their size and sustainability and support the
_ indicative numbers proposed, acknowledging that some villages will

?reurgtaegei Stansgate Ves Not Ves be able to accommodate more. The Council must be aware that it is Dealt with through the Site Allocations

Ltd Planning Specified reasonable for a village to provide the top end of the range and Plan.
occasionally more. The Council must not dismiss larger schemes but
should apply the final part of CS.15 which refers to detailed
masterplan and proper justification.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of Main Rural Centres.

CALA Additional land should be allocated to meet the OAN of the District. As

Homes Stansgate Yes Not No a Main Rural Centre, Shipston-on-Stour is a sustainable settlement to | Allocate land west of Shipston-on-Stour, south of Campden Road for 70 | See separate comments in respect of

(Midlands) | Planning Specified accommodate additional housing development to help support homes. CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Ltd

services and meet housing needs.

Dealt with through the Site Allocations
Plan.
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H.G.
Hodges &
Sons Ltd.

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Not
Specified

Yes

Support the settlement hierarchy and allocation of housing levels to
villages, appropriate to their size and sustainability and support the
indicative numbers proposed, acknowledging that some villages will
be able to accommodate more. The Council must be aware that it is
reasonable for a village to provide the top end of the range and
occasionally more. The Council must not dismiss larger schemes but
should apply the final part of CS.15 which refers to detailed
masterplan and proper justification.

None specified.

Dealt with through the Site Allocations
Plan.

Welbeck
Strategic
Land

McLoughlin
Planning Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

In light of the fact that the figure of 10,800 is unsound, further strategic
allocations need to be made.

Include land north of 18 Salford Road, Bidford for 150 dwellings as a
strategic allocation.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of identifying:

- Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

- Main Rural Centres

Warwicksh
ire County
Council

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

The Core Strategy should have robust policy so that sufficient
capacity exists for key County Council Services i.e. school places in
rural areas, transportation and sustainable transport matters should
be addressed.

None specified.

See separate comments in respect of
CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Gallagher
Estates

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

We have severe misgivings as to the viability and deliverability of the
650 dwellings at the Canal Quarter, involving as it does the relocation
of existing businesses which is dependent on development of new
sites and premises, including in the Green Belt. From the Council’s
own evidence (PBA Reports darted March 2014) it is clear that very
little reliance should be placed on the Canal Quarter to deliver
housing over the plan period. The scheme relies on a local
engineering firm successfully relocating together with the agreement
of another firm to break its lease. The consultants note that the major
occupier has said it may not move and recommend that “the Council
should be cautious in relying on its delivery in meeting their housing
needs”. Subsequent phases are even more unlikely to be delivered,
as the report makes clear. At best, only the Warwick House proposals
could be relied upon and this is a scheme which is for specialist
housing, fell outside the scope of the report and, we suggest, is
almost certainly counted elsewhere as a commitment.

None specified.

While there are complex issues to
resolve, there are no overriding reasons
why it cannot be achieved over the plan
period. There is evidence to show that
large parts of the Canal Quarter are
readily available for redevelopment and
will be delivered in the short to medium
term.

Hayward
Developm
ents Ltd

Stansgate
Planning

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

It is considered that Gaydon has the capacity to accommodate more
than 10 - 25 dwellings during the Plan period without harm to the
established character of the settlement or the surrounding
countryside. The village is not affected by environmental designations
and is in a sustainable location to major employment opportunities at
Jaguar Land Rover, Aston Martin Lagonda, and the Heritage Motor
Centre. Further the village is close to Kineton, a Major Rural Centre,
and the services and facilities including a school at Lighthorne Heath.
The sustainability of the village would be increased should the
Council’s proposals for a new settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath
come to fruition.

It is considered that the individual circumstances of the village should
be taken into account to supplement matters of the size of the
settlement and the provision key services. Such circumstances would
include proximity to other settlements providing key services and
facilities, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework,
and employment opportunities.

The village of Gaydon should be reclassified as a Category 3 Local
Service Village capable of accommodation 26 — 50 dwellings over the
Plan period.

See separate comments in respect of
Appendix 2 LSV Methodology.
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We have severe misgivings as to the viability and deliverability of the
650 dwellings at the Canal Quatrter, involving as it does the relocation
of existing businesses which is dependent on development of new
sites and premises, including in the Green Belt.

From the Council’s own evidence (PBA Reports darted March 2014) it
is clear that very little reliance should be placed on the Canal Quarter
to deliver housing over the plan period. The scheme relies on a local
engineering firm successfully relocating together with the agreement
of another firm to break its lease. The consultants note that the major

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being
undertaken to underpin the Masterplan
SPD for the site. This will address issues
of scale, timing and deliverability. The

Persimmo occupier has said it may not move and recommend that “the Council Draft SPD is due to be reported to The

?S';‘Jtmhes Eg%ﬁ;‘s Ves Ves No should be cautious in relying on its delivery in meeting their housing Sustainable Urban Extension delivering 1,00 units to the southeast of Cabinet in October.

Midlands) | Group 9 needs”. Subsequent phases are even more unlikely to be delivered, Stratford-upon-Avon should be allocated to meet housing needs.

Ltd as the report makes clear. At best, only the Warwick House proposals While there are complex issues to
could be relied upon and this is a scheme which is for specialist resolve, there are no overriding reasons
housing, fell outside the scope of the report and, we suggest, is why it cannot be achieved over the plan
almost certainly counted elsewhere as a commitment. period. There is evidence to show that

large parts of the Canal Quarter are
*The identification of Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath is not a sustainable readily available for redevelopment and
response to meeting the housing needs of the District. Furthermore, it will be delivered in the short to medium
is not credible to suggest that delivery of new dwellings can term.
commence in 2016/17 and progress thereafter and an average annual
rate of 166 per year. Experience suggests that after an initial surge in
interest such a location will struggle to sustain such completion rates.

KP

Brooks

and the

Stearn

gzt”t?;;r‘eﬁt Additional land should be allocated to meet the objectively assessed

Trust & housing needs of the District, and that much of this additional See overall response to CS.16 in respect

The Edith | Stansgate Ves Not No requirement should be directed towards the Main Rural Centres. Allocate approximately 270 houses on land adjacent to teh A423 at of identifying:

and Jack | Planning Specified Southam is one of the Main Rural Centres and is therefore a Southam. - Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

gﬂg'rﬁ‘:ble sustainable settlement suitable to accommodate additional housing - Main Rural Centres

Trust & development.

Carey

Pension

Trustees

Ltd
The development of LSV's would put a serious strain on existing
services. Small windfall development would however help to maintain
and enhance our local community of Wilmcote. No account appears to
have been taken of issues (e.g. flooding, ecology, character, heritage, . . .

Richard Not Not Not Green Belt) that could affect village life. The green belt has existing . o See separate comments in respect of.

Hoskin Specified | Specified | Specified | boundaries - where are the exceptional circumstances that might None specified -CS.15 D]strlbutlon of Development

. P g - Appendix 2 LSV Methodolo
cause development outside of these? Any development should be PP 9y
viable, sustainable and wanted by the local community who also want
to have a say so as to meet with why they live in the area in the first
place.
Concur that a pattern of balanced dispersal across a wide range of See separate comments in respect of
sustainable settlements is the most appropriate way to meet the CS.16 Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).
housing needs of the District. However, the figure of 10,800 is

The Taylor | Stansgate Ves Not Ves inadequ_ate and sho_uI(_JI be increased_. If additional dev_elopment is to None specified See separate comments in respect of

Family Planning Specified be provided the majority should be directed to the Main Rural Centres ' CS.15 Distribution of Development.
with some additional development to the Local Service Villages, which
have not so far been required to accommodate much development Dealt with through the Site Allocations
but which are highly suitable to do so. Plan.

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
vidian Additional land should be allocated to meet the objectively assessed of Main Rural Centres.

CcIJmamnerci Stansgate Not hous_mg needi of ltg% D('js.t”Ct’ 3nd tha:jmuhch of _th|s add||t|onal Land east of Banbury Road, Southam should be included as a strategic | See separate comments in respect of

al Planning ves Specified No _requwgment shouid be |r§ecte towgr S the Main Rura .Centres, allocation for 30-40 homes CS.15 Distribution of Development.

Properties including Southam which is a sustainable settlement suitable to

accommodate additional housing development.

Dealt with through the Site Allocations
Plan.
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Paul

Stansgate

Not

Additional land should be allocated to meet the objectively assessed
housing needs of the District, and that much of this additional

Land south of The Slough, Studley should be included as a strategic

See overall response to CS.16 in respect
of Main Rural Centres.

See separate comments in respect of

Ridgeway | Planning ves Specified No reqwrgment should b.e d'lrected toyvards the Main Rurgl Centres, allocation for 60 homes CS.15 Distribution of Development.
including Studley which is a sustainable settlement suitable to
accommodate additional housing development. Dealt with through the Site Allocations
Plan.
We fail to understand the maths of how the LSV figure of 1,950 has
been arrived at without any further work when SDC has previously
admitted that the LSV figure of 1,800 was the maximum number that
could be accommodated in the LSVs. Where do the extra 150 come
from? The figures for the overall quantum of
development for the LSVs are based on
No consideration has been taken (irrespective of whether 1,800 or an approximate mid-point of the specified
1,950 are built in the LSV) of the fact that some of these villages are ranges. The increase by 150 units results
washed over by the Green Belt. 475 of these houses will be built in 10 from changes to the LSV categorisations
Earlswood villages in the Green Belt representing 24% of LSV housing. This (i.e. the number of villages within each
& Forshaw cannot be accommodated by "limited infilling" as per the NPPF and is category) and takes account of two large
Heath ] . .
Residents No No No therefore outside the law. brownfield developments considered to
Associatio fall within their respective villages
n This figure is not objectively assessed, and not the most appropriate (Maudslay Park at Great Alne and
strategy when compared with alternatives. The SHLAA dates from Compton Buildings at Fenny Compton).
2008 and is out of date and cannot be used in any meaningful way to This totals 1,925 homes which has been
inform the Submission Core Strategy. The SHLAA 2012 Review maps rounded up to 1,950, comfortably within
do not indicate anything like the amount of housing identified in the the overall range of between 1,315 and
Core Strategy. 2,200 homes.
Development in the Green Belt is to satisfy unmet demand for housing
and this does not meet the Green Belt requirements as set out in the
NPPF. SDCs approach is ultra vires.
Part B of CS.16 sets out the range of humbers of dwellings to be
accommodated in the different categories of village. This is an
appropriate strategy to ensure the housing needs of all can be met,
appropriate to their size and sustainability. In the light of this we
support the indicative number of houses proposed for each category
Stansgate Not of village, whilst noting that in certain circumstances some villages will . Dealt with through the Site Allocations
A Anson | planning ves Specified | ' be able to accommodate more. The Council must be aware that that None specified. Plan.
is reasonable for villages to accommodate up to the top end the range
if sites are appropriate, particularly if there is local support and the
Council must not dismiss larger schemes, but should instead apply
the final part of Policy CS.15, which refers to a detailed Masterplan
and proper justification.
We have severe misgivings as to the viability and deliverability of the
650 dwellings at the Canal Quarter, involving as it does the relocation
of existing businesses which is dependent on development of new
sites and premises, including in the Green Belt. From the Council’s
own evidence (PBA Reports darted March 2014) it is clear that very
little reliance should be placed on the Canal Quarter to deliver While there are complex issues to
housing over the plan period. The scheme relies on a local resolve, there are no overriding reasons
engineering firm successfully relocating together with the agreement why it cannot be achieved over the plan
Rosconn ﬁﬁﬂlﬁ;‘s Not Not No of another firm to break its lease. The consultants note that the major period. There is evidence to show that
Group Group 9 Specified | Specified occupier has said it may not move and recommend that “the Council large parts of the Canal Quarter are

should be cautious in relying on its delivery in meeting their housing
needs”.

Subsequent phases are even more unlikely to be delivered, as the
report makes clear. At best, only the Warwick House proposals could
be relied upon and this is a scheme which is for specialist housing, fell
outside the scope of the report and, we suggest, is almost certainly
counted elsewhere as a commitment.

readily available for redevelopment and
will be delivered in the short to medium
term.
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We have severe misgivings as to the viability and deliverability of the
650 dwellings at the Canal Quatrter, involving as it does the relocation
of existing businesses which is dependent on development of new
sites and premises, including in the Green Belt.

From the Council’s own evidence (PBA Reports darted March 2014) it
is clear that very little reliance should be placed on the Canal Quarter
to deliver housing over the plan period. The scheme relies on a local
engineering firm successfully relocating together with the agreement
of another firm to break its lease. The consultants note that the major
occupier has said it may not move and recommend that “the Council
should be cautious in relying on its delivery in meeting their housing

Recommend a similar allocation to that of SHIP.1 as indentified in the
2008 and 2010 Draft is re-instated. The allocation should be extended

As things stand there is no reason to
assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver
2,500 dwellings during the plan period.
More detailed analysis is being
undertaken to underpin the Masterplan
SPD for the site. This will address issues
of scale, timing and deliverability. The
Draft SPD is due to be reported to The

é{?;‘;mfgh Eﬁiﬁ;‘s Not Not No needs”. onto the land south of Campden Road to the west of the Banner Homes | Cabinet in October.
Land 9 Group 9 Specified | Specified site. *Without such an allocation, the Core Strategy fails to meet the
Subsequent phases are even more unlikely to be delivered, as the objectively assessed needs (including for Shipston-on-Stour) as set out | While there are complex issues to
report makes clear. At best, only the Warwick House proposals could | in the evidence base and is therefore unsound. resolve, there are no overriding reasons
be relied upon and this is a scheme which is for specialist housing, fell why it cannot be achieved over the plan
outside the scope of the report and, we suggest, is almost certainly period. There is evidence to show that
counted elsewhere as a commitment. large parts of the Canal Quarter are
readily available for redevelopment and
The identification of Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath is not a sustainable will be delivered in the short to medium
response to meeting the housing needs of the District. Furthermore, it term.
is not credible to suggest that delivery of new dwellings can
commence in 2016/17 and progress thereafter and an average annual
rate of 166 per year. Experience suggests that after an initial surge in
interest such a location will struggle to sustain such completion rates.
We feel that the Local Service Village methodology has
disadvantaged the village of Tiddington and has not been fairly
applied across the district. Some villages were consulted at a much
gﬁgféydﬁtez;hﬁqgggrvclr':ggs\,srﬁigadarggﬁ ;Egunﬁa?tZS's'ons had The following modifications are needed to make this part of the Core
' Strategy more sound:
The points system for deciding on Local Service Villages is arbitrary Ilise\s/iggrgetzg%gende?c?i;oczi:lﬁjtignﬁg :jfﬁe(:?esﬁg time to respond
and too generalised; not taking into account impor'Fant finer points. appropriately
Pouses. a0 scored & 3 (ilages with 690 houses also soored a 3y, | - Facis need (o be provided {0 back up the choices matie regarding the
V'mafqné’“’" Tiddington is unique due to its proximity to Stratford e.g. traffic LSV housing aIIocatlon_s and/or the crlterlor! used for ?‘”OC?‘“”Q points .
Residents gjggcmed gggcmed No queues. Although there is a bus service (scoring another 3), the area | - 2 ][eﬁtsonab_le gl_tlgrnatlve to tlhehLSk;/bmusmé; allogatlons is needed iee sedpargtfsc\c;rp/lmgntj |In respect of
Associatio suffers massive congestion and traffic delays (with buses often - A full sustainability appraisal should be conducte . ppendix ethodology.
n running up to an hour |ate!). The scoring for the school is unreliable, - An mfr@structure plan to support the LS V housing allocation should
as although Tiddington has a primary school, it is nearly full, with no be provided
ELE:%? ;g’r Sgeﬁ;‘c’;%g’ r:%;’v; ?Jsldm?;g:;glge ;?ng:cﬁgnv;nggigif,ﬁyexna These modificat_ions would help to make this part of the Co_re Strategy
assessed are the seemingly arbitrary allocations to each category of hmore sound asit WOl.J,[I.d slhow that tge ALS M thl:rS]m% aII_opatlon Wgwd
LSV? What evidence of local participation is there in coming to the ave been more posiively prepared. AS such, the decisions made
LSV choice and allocations? What are the facts backing up the would be more clearly justified and, therefore, effective.
choices on LSVs? Are there any reasonable alternatives and is there
a sustainability appraisal? Is there any sound infrastructure planning
to support the LSV housing allocations?
Support the settlement hierarchy and allocation of housing levels to
villages, appropriate to their size and sustainability and support the
indicative numbers proposed, acknowledging that some villages will
Stansgate Not be able to accommodate more. The Council must be aware that it is e Dealt with through the Site Allocations
M Hale Plannigng ves Specified ves reasonable for a village to provide the top end of the range and None specified. Plan. °
occasionally more. The Council must not dismiss larger schemes but
should apply the final part of CS.15 which refers to detailed
masterplan and proper justification.
Inadequate infrastructure - the small town of Stratford-upon-Avon . . :
V&R Not Not No cannot cope with the large influx of housing and we strongly object to Stop large scale housing development in and around Stratford-upon- See separate comments in respect of
Stephan Specified | Specified Avon. CS.15 Distribution of Development.

the use of Green Belt.
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The purpose of identifying LSVs was an acknowledgement that villages need to continue to grow organically and flourish. Other than their Green Belt designation, there is considered no fundamental difference
between villages within or outside the Green Belt. They are sustainable communities; arguably, even more sustainable given their location in respect of the wider sub-region. Given the scale of development
proposed and the flexibility of the approach of setting a range, the Council considers that this development can be met within the realms of Green Belt policy. Furthermore, the quantum specified is for the total
plan period from 2011 to 2031, of which approximately over one third has already been built or has planning permission and is expected to be built. Whilst it is agreed that a single development equivalent in scale
to the 368 homes (assuming the midpoint) proposed in the Green Belt would likely be contrary to the purposes of the Green Belt, it is reasonable to assume that this scale of development could be achieved
across a range of small sites across the 11 LSVs in the Green Belt. Furthermore, by setting a development range, there is flexibility within CS.16 and LSVs outside the Green Belt should the Green Belt villages
not deliver the assumed midpoint. Notwithstanding this, there is opportunity through the Site Allocations Plan process to inset villages from the Green Belt if it transpired that the scale of development could not be
accommodated in a particular village without removing it from the Green Belt.

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 C. Site Allocations

Number of Supports: 7 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Part C of Policy CS.16 refers to the Council encouraging communities
to prepare neighbourhood plans to identify sites to meet or exceed the
housing requirements set out above. However, to ensure the delivery
of these dwellings the Council will prepare a Site Allocations Plan by

Gladman Not Not 2016. Gladman agree that there is an element of uncertainty that .

Developments Specified | Specified | N° Neighbourhood pI%ns will come forward and that these will i)éentify None specified. n/a
sites to deliver this element of Policy CS.16. The Council are justified
in their approach to provide contingency in terms of ensuring the
identification and delivery of allocations in these areas through a site
allocations plan.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

CALA Homes | Stansgate Not sites but Where this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

(Midlands) Ltd | Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that S|_te.s are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

Heritage Stansgate Not sites but whe_re this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

Trustees Lid Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that sites are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

Stansgate Not sites but Where this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

M Hale Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that sites are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

Stansgate Not sites but whe_re this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

A Anson Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that sites are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

H.G. Hodges | Stansgate Not sites but Where this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

& Sons Ltd. Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that S|.te.s are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.
Support the approach that ideally Neighbourhood Plans will identify

The Taylor Stansgate Not sites but whe_re this does not happen the Site AI_Iocations Plan will 3

Family Planning Yes Specified Yes ensure that sites are allocated to meet the housing needs of the None specified. n/a
LSVs, recognising that where settlements are washed over by the
Green Belt, the allocation will be through the Site Allocations DPD.

gg‘r‘iﬁrto” Not Not Ves Essential the Core Strategy is in place and we do not see anythingin | \ e n/a

Council Specified | Specified the Submission Core Strategy that should cause delay. P '

Overall Officer Response *See also overall response to CS.16
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Overall Officer Recommendation

*See also overall response to CS.16
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 D. Phasing and Delivery

Number of Supports: 4 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 0

Responden
t

Legally Duty

. ? Sound Reasons
compliant | compliant

Agent

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Part D of this policy refers to the phasing and delivery of housing and
states allocated sites will only come forward ahead of their phasing
timescale if monitoring shows a significant shortfall in housing delivery
across the previous phases. Gladman object to this element of the
Gladman policy and specifically ask the question; what is the harm of these

Developm Not Not No sites coming forward ahead of any proposed phasing.

ents Specified Specified
Support the need for a contingency approach, but suggest that this
flexibility in terms of an increased housing requirement and over
allocation should be factored into the Core Strategy, rather than
coming through the Site Allocations Plan.

None specified.

See overall response below.

There neither any need, nor any support in national policy for a
phasing and delivery element to CS.16. Part D is unsound as it not
supported by any evidence which justifies it and it is not in accordance
with national policy.

There is no policy basis for attempting to set a maximum level of
Persimmo housing development over the plan period or any part of it and to
nHomes | Pegasus Not Not prevent over-provision. Such a policy is one which restricts

(South Planning e . No . . . . .
Midlands) | Group Specified | Specified unnecessarily the supply of new housing. If delivery of new housing in
Ltd the District keeps pace with a trajectory (based on a figure which
meets objectively assessed needs), other policies in the Core
Strategy and the Framework will ensure only sustainable development
which accords with the plan can be permitted. Equally, if development
does accord with the plan, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in paragraph 14 from the Framework prevails and
proposals should be permitted without delay.

None specified.

See overall response below.

We note that the Core Strategy provides for the Site Allocations Plan
to allocate additional sites, should it appear as if the housing trajectory
is failing to be met. However, there are two problems with this
approach: (1) The Site Allocations Plan is programmed to be adopted
within a year or so of the Core Strategy, and therefore realistically,
any provision is unlikely to be evident by then; (2) Other than the
broad Housing Trajectory, the Plan does not contain any clear

One Phase 2 mechanism for monitoring under-performance.
Planning & Not Not
Property No

Grou Development Specified Specified . o . o
P Limited Specific targets for monitoring should be included for the principal

allocations (GLH in particular), and key milestones for housing
delivery generally should be set, by reference to the Trajectory. These
milestones can then trigger actions to remedy any shortfall. One
measure of flexibility that should be included within the Plan is the
treatment of the housing targets in the first four bullet points of Section
A of CS16 as minimum requirements. In the absence of clear
mechanisms and actions for monitoring, the Plan will not be Effective.

Increase the Main Rural Centres housing provision to 3,480;
Increase the Local Service Village housing provision to 2,150;

Identify clear and specific targets for housing supply to ensure
monitoring is able to trigger remedial actions;

Amend CS16 to refer to housing requirements for Stratford upon Avon,
Main Rural Centres, New Settlement and Local Service Villages as
minimum requirements.

See separate comments in respect of: -
CS.15 Distribution of Development -
CS.16 Housing Development

See overall response below.

As a contingency, the Site Allocations Plan will need to consider the
need to identify further sites in Stratford upon Avon and the Main
Rural Centres which can then be released if monitoring shows a
significant shortfall in the amount of housing being delivered against
CALA the housing requirement.

Ho_mes Stans_gate Yes Not 3 Yes o _ o _ _
(Midlands) | Planning Specified It is important that Core Strategies are sufficiently flexible to deal with
Ltd changes which might occur during the Plan period, particularly during
the earlier years when a review is unlikely to be progressed. The
contingency plan set out in this policy is an suitable way of ensuring
the District Council will be able to release additional sites for

development when the need arises.

Policy wording should be strengthened to refer to ‘will identify further
housing sites...’

Policy should be expanded to set out precisely what the trigger will be.
At present the trigger is stated to be ‘significant shortfall’ (paragraph
5.2.8), but there is no definition of this. Similarly the triggers for bringing
sites forward from a later phase of the Plan should be clearly set out
recognising, of course, that it takes time to bring additional sites forward
for development.

Noted. See overall response below.
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The fundamental thrust of Government policy is the need to boost
significantly the supply of housing. Under the NPPF the requirement
to meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable

Home
Builders Chartered Not Not housing is an absolute one except insofar as there is an e
Federation | Town Planner | Specified | Specified No inconsi%tency with other policiesget out in the NPPF. Thyere is no None specified. See overall response below.
Ld justification for the phasing and delivery proposal for allocated sites as
set out in CS16 (D). Indeed the Council’s proposed holding back of
development will worsen housing affordability.
Erﬁoks As a contingency, the Site Allocations Plan will need to consider the
and the need to identify further sites in Stratford upon Avon and the Main ; - sl ;
Stearn Rural Centres which can then be released if monitoring shows a Egﬂgi);]wzirggg ,ShOUId be strengthened to refer to ‘will identify further
gzt"t?;;”ezt significant shortfall in the amount of housing being delivered against 9
%ftE‘Z‘ith Stansqate Not the housing requirement. Policy should be expanded to set out precisely what the trigger will be.
and Jack Plann?ng Yes Specified | €S It is important that Core Strategies are sufficiently flexible to deal with At present the trigger is s_ta_tad to be _’sigr_rifi_cant shortfall’ (paragra_ph_ Noted. See overall response below.
changes which mignt oo durng th lanperod, pariulary duing | 2,5 20 =10 Sfnien s STHar e g o e
Trust & the earlier years when a review is unlikely to be progressed. The . Ph; ) . o y
Carey contingency plan set out in this policy is an suitable way of ensuring recognising, of course, that it takes time to bring additional sites forward
Pension the District Council will be able to release additional sites for for development.
I{G’Stees development when the need arises.
There neither any need, nor any support in national policy for a
phasing and delivery element to CS.16. Part D is unsound as it not
supported by any evidence which justifies it and it is not in accordance
with national policy.
There is no policy basis for attempting to set a maximum level of
Pegasus housing development over the plan period or any part of it and to
Rosconn ; Not Not prevent over-provision. Such a policy is one which restricts .
Group Zﬁ,ﬂgng Specified | Specified | N° unnecessarily the supply of new housing. If delivery of new housing in None specified. Noted. See overall response below.
the District keeps pace with a trajectory (based on a figure which
meets objectively assessed needs), other policies in the Core
Strategy and the Framework will ensure only sustainable development
which accords with the plan can be permitted. Equally, if development
does accord with the plan, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in paragraph 14 from the Framework prevails and
proposals should be permitted without delay.
There neither any need, nor any support in national policy for a
phasing and delivery element to CS.16. Part D is unsound as it not
supported by any evidence which justifies it and it is not in accordance
with national policy.
There is no policy basis for attempting to set a maximum level of
o housing development over the plan period or any part of it and to
Gallagher | [ c92sus Not Not prevent over-provision. Such a policy is one which restricts o
Estates (P;I;rl,r;ng Specified | Specified | "° unnecessarily the supply of new housing. If delivery of new housing in None specified. See overall response below.
the District keeps pace with a trajectory (based on a figure which
meets objectively assessed needs), other policies in the Core
Strategy and the Framework will ensure only sustainable development
which accords with the plan can be permitted. Equally, if development
does accord with the plan, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in paragraph 14 from the Framework prevails and
proposals should be permitted without delay.
As a contingency, the Site Allocations Plan will need to consider the
need to identify further sites In Stratford upon Avon and the Main Policy wording should be strengthened to refer to ‘will identify further
Rural Centres which can then be released if monitoring shows a hous: . ,
L . . . : . ousing sites...
significant shortfall in the amount of housing being delivered against
"C"(i)‘:]'qam”grci Stansgate o the housing requirement. Policy should be expanded to set out precisely what the trigger will be.
al Planning Yes Specified Yes It is important that Core Strategies are sufficiently flexible to deal with At present the trigger is s_ta_tad to be _'sigr_lifir:ant shortfall’ (paragraph _ Noted. See overall response below.
Properties 5.2.8), but there is no definition of this. Similarly the triggers for bringing

changes which might occur during the Plan period, particularly during
the earlier years when a review is unlikely to be progressed. The
contingency plan set out in this policy is an suitable way of ensuring
the District Council will be able to release additional sites for
development when the need arises.

sites forward from a later phase of the Plan should be clearly set out
recognising, of course, that it takes time to bring additional sites forward
for development.
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Paul Stansgate

Ridgeway Planning Yes

Strongly support the recognition that, as a contingency, the Site
Allocations Plan will consider the need to identify further sites in
Stratford upon Avon and the Main Rural Centres which can then be
released if monitoring shows a significant shortfall in the amount of
housing being delivered against the housing requirement.

Policy wording should be strengthened to refer to ‘will identify further
housing sites...’

Policy should be expanded to set out precisely what the trigger will be.

Not . . g )
Specified | Y€S It is important that Core Strategies are sufficiently flexible to deal with At present the trigger is s.ta.t(.ad to be_ S|gr_nf|§:ant shortfall (paragraph . Noted. See overall response below.
5.2.8), but there is no definition of this. Similarly the triggers for bringing

changes which might occur during the Plan period, particularly during sites forward from a later phase of the Plan should be clearly set out

the earlier years when a review is unlikely to be progressed. The . f that it takes time to bri dditional sites f q
contingency plan set out in this policy is an suitable way of ensuring ;gfggg'eslg]gr’nzniourse’ atittakes time to bring additional sites torwar

the District Council will be able to release additional sites for
development when the need arises.

Ainscough | Pegasus
Strategic Planning Yes
Land Group

There neither any need, nor any support in national policy for a
phasing and delivery element to CS.16. Part D is unsound as it not
supported by any evidence which justifies it and it is not in accordance
with national policy.

There is no policy basis for attempting to set a maximum level of
housing development over the plan period or any part of it and to
Not No prevent over-provision. Such a policy is one which restricts
Specified unnecessarily the supply of new housing. If delivery of new housing in
the District keeps pace with a trajectory (based on a figure which
meets objectively assessed needs), other policies in the Core
Strategy and the Framework will ensure only sustainable development
which accords with the plan can be permitted. Equally, if development
does accord with the plan, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in paragraph 14 from the Framework prevails and
proposals should be permitted without delay.

None specified. Noted. See overall response below.

Overall Officer Response

It is proposed to include additional text in Part D specifying that the AMR will include the monitoring mechanism to determine whether additional sites should be brought forward. This is considered appropriate as
the AMR will be published annually thus providing regular and up-to-date opportunities to respond flexibly to the housing supply situation. Leaving this to a DPD or SPD would delay effective and necessary
remedial action. In respect of defining significant undersupply or specifying what the trigger will be, SDC is conscious not to seek to apply an arbitrary figure. As such, the 5 year housing land supply calculation is
considered to be the appropriate mechanism for determining whether additional land should be brought into the 5 year supply.

It is noted that there is no reference to phasing in the NPPF. However, in accordance with the tests of soundness, Local Plans need only be ‘consistent’ with national policy and the lack of explicit reference in
national guidance to a policy approach being advocated through a Local Plan does not automatically render the Local Plan unsound. Rather, the question is whether the inclusion of a phasing policy in a Local
Plan is consistent with the general thrust of national planning policy. Notwithstanding the fact that phasing and the management of development are integral to the achievement of sustainable communities (e.g.
the relationship to infrastructure provision and the CIL), there are numerous references to the concept of phasing in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). For example, para.002 in the section on Local Plans
states that "the Local Plan should make clear what is intended to happen in the area over the life of the plan, where and when this will occur and how it will be delivered" (emphasis included). Para.008 goes
further to state that 'where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and scale of development
(addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions).' Phasing is also fundamental to ensuring that the Council can demonstrate a continual 5 year supply of housing (as required by the NPPF). Indeed, the 5
year supply calculation would be the mechanism to bring forward allocated sites sooner than anticipated. It is important to note that CS.16 does not seek to set a maximum level of housing. Instead, it seeks to
manage the delivery of sites to meet the identified objectively assessed need. Phasing is also crucial to ensuring the Plan is flexible. The identification of ‘contingent' sites (in other words phase 5 sites) in the Site
Allocations Plan provides the Council with the means to bring forward additional and/or alternative sites to continue to meet the OAN and 5 year supply. A plan without contingent sites would not be sufficiently
flexible to adapt to rapid change contrary to the presumption in favour of sustainable development (NPPF para.14). It is also worth noting that although the 12 core planning principles listed in para.17 of the NPPF
are not numbered, it is prescient that the first is that planning should be "genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting a positive
vision for the future of the area". This can only be achieved when there is certainty which sites will be developed and when.

Overall Officer Recommendation

The Inspector is requested to make the following modifications to Part D:

- Insert the following text to the end of the first paragraph: "The calculation of 5 year housing land supply as set out in the Annual Monitoring Report will provide the mechanism for managing housing delivery and
updating the Housing Trajectory to bring forward additional sites if required."

- Insert the following text as an additional paragraph at the end of Part D: "If evidence demonstrates that significant housing needs are arising from accelerated economic development in the District, the Council
will first seek to re-phase the delivery of housing sites and/or identify additional sites, but will also bring forward a review if it is evident that the housing needs cannot be adequately addressed without such a
review."
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 Fig.1 Housing Trajectory

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 9 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Persimmon
Homes
(South
Midlands)
Ltd

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The Housing Trajectory relies upon a windfall allowance of 1,390
dwellings (an average of 93 dwellings pa 2016-2031). This figure is
not justified and CS.16 is unsound in placing reliance upon it. As the
Core Strategy is implemented a significant number of schemes should
come forward as allocations in either a Site Allocations DPD or
through Neighbourhood plans which would previously have emerged
as windfall sites. It is, therefore, in our view unwise to rely on a level of
windfall completions contributing such a significant proportion of
overall completions and it is unclear how the allocations identified in
plans will compliment or replace this allowance.

None specified

See overall response below

Paul
Ridgeway

Stansgate
Planning

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

The housing trajectory table relies on windfalls in Stratford upon Avon,
the Main Rural Centres and Other Rural Locations. In the Main Rural
Centres it relies on 810 dwellings from windfalls which equates to
about 100 dwellings per settlement which is considerable given the
small size of the settlements (810 windfalls /8 MRC). It is stated as
comprising 660 dwellings from large windfalls in phases 2 and 3
(paragraph 5.2.7/5.2.8). There does not appear to be any evidence to
support this figure based on past trends, no evidence to suggest
windfalls will materialise and there is no reason why the Plan cannot
allocate sites in these settlements. Indeed the purpose of the plan is
to provide some certainly in allocations rather than leave this to
chance. The SHLAA 2012 considers sites within settlement with
potential and demonstrates that there are no such sites available in
many of the Main Rural Centres to accommodate this development
and there is therefore a real chance that the Plan may not deliver the
number of houses required.

There is an over reliance on windfalls and more sites should be
allocated to reduce reliance on this element.

See overall response below.
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CALA
Homes
(Midlands)
Ltd

Nathaniel

Lichfield &
Partners -
London

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Housing trajectory is not deliverable and therefore is not effective. In
particular this relates to the reliance on GLH to deliver one quarter of
the 10,800 and the project’s proposed phasing.

GLH is expected to deliver 2,500 in Phases 2-4 (2016/17-2020/31)
and further beyond 2031, with 750 dwellings expected in the 5 year
period 2016/17-2020/21.There is no first completion date set out in
the Core Strategy nor are there more specific details in the Core
Strategy’s housing trajectory or the 5 year land supply papers
prepared for 31 March 2014 evidencing how GLH will come forward in
the timescales suggested.

It is agreed that an average delivery c.170 dwellings a year could be
delivered over the plan period once a first completion has been
achieved, although it should be noted that this is unlikely to be
achieved in the first years. Further whilst the average delivery rate
might be achievable, there are key issues of timing and total number
of dwellings across the Plan period that will affect this average rate.

With regard to the 600 dwellings in the first 5 years, this is at odds
with the trajectory set out in the Submission Core Strategy by 150
dwellings. It is not clear where the additional dwellings have been
tested by either Peter Brett or the District Council and demonstrated
to be deliverable.

Further it is significantly unlikely that the first dwellings will be
delivered in 2016. Before completions commence across the site, it is
necessary to agree a Masterplan SPD (as set out by Policy GLH),
secure planning permission, discharge all the pre- commencement
conditions, deliver the necessary enabling infrastructure and complete
the first dwellings within a year from the adoption of the plan. Whilst
this may be possible on a smaller site, the nature of a new settlement
has far greater complexity and it is considered this rate of delivery in
the period 2016/17-2020/21 is unlikely. Moreover, the evidence has
not been prepared to reflect the delivery rates assumed by the
Council for this new settlement.

There are particular highway constraints associated with the GLH
scheme which need to be adequately discharged before the
development can commence. This includes significant work to
delivering upgrades to the Strategic Network, including the M40,
which are yet to be agreed with the highways agency. The position is
set out in the note from Mode Transport accompanying these
representations.

The housing trajectory is not effective as it is not deliverable over the
plan period. The trajectory fails to take into account the lead-in times
for delivering strategic sites. There is no explicit recognition within the
Core Strategy that the GLH allocation might not deliver at the rate
anticipated in the Housing Trajectory and thus no effective means by
which to secure the delivery of additional housing in order for the DC
to meet it housing needs.

The total number of homes expected in the first 5 years and across the
plan period need to be reduced with the assumed start of GLH moved
back to Phase 3. Long Marston Airfield should be included as an
allocation to ensure an effective plan that meets housing needs.

See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH.

CALA
Homes
(Midlands)
Ltd

Nathaniel

Lichfield &
Partners -
London

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Trajectory is not effective as there is no justification or evidence for
the delivery timescales for GLH and a lead-in time of 1 year. (See
other representation re Housing Trajectory).

The total number of homes expected in the first 5 years and across the
plan period need to be reduced with the assumed start of GLH moved
back to Phase 3. Long Marston Airfield should be included as an
allocation to ensure an effective plan that meets housing needs.

See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH.
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Ainscough Pegasus
Strategic Planning
Land Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The Housing Trajectory relies upon a windfall allowance of 1,390
dwellings (an average of 93 dwellings pa 2016-2031). This figure is
not justified and CS.16 is unsound in placing reliance upon it. As the
Core Strategy is implemented a significant number of schemes should
come forward as allocations in either a Site Allocations DPD or
through Neighbourhood plans which would previously have emerged
as windfall sites. It is, therefore, in our view unwise to rely on a level of
windfall completions contributing such a significant proportion of
overall completions and it is unclear how the allocations identified in
plans will compliment or replace this allowance.

None specified

See overall response below.

Pegasus
Planning Yes
Group

Gallagher
Estates

Not
Specified

No

The Housing Trajectory relies upon a windfall allowance of 1,390
dwellings (an average of 93 dwellings pa 2016-2031). This figure is
not justified and CS.16 is unsound in placing reliance upon it. As the
Core Strategy is implemented a significant number of schemes should
come forward as allocations in either a Site Allocations DPD or
through Neighbourhood plans which would previously have emerged
as windfall sites. It is, therefore, in our view unwise to rely on a level of
windfall completions contributing such a significant proportion of
overall completions and it is unclear how the allocations identified in
plans will compliment or replace this allowance.

None specified

See overall response below.

HIA
Developme Framptons
nts LLP

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

For Henley-in-Arden, a total of 66 homes is identified of which all have
either been built or have permission. There is no new development
proposed and this cannot be considered as planning positively to
meet the assessed needs for this settlement.

Allocate additional land at new Road Henley-in-Arden

See separate comments in respect of the
Main Rural Centres in response to CS.16.

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Rosconn
Group

Not
Specified

No

The Housing Trajectory relies upon a windfall allowance of 1,390
dwellings (an average of 93 dwellings pa 2016-2031). This figure is
not justified and CS.16 is unsound in placing reliance upon it. As the
Core Strategy is implemented a significant number of schemes should
come forward as allocations in either a Site Allocations DPD or
through Neighbourhood plans which would previously have emerged
as windfall sites. It is, therefore, in our view unwise to rely on a level of
windfall completions contributing such a significant proportion of
overall completions and it is unclear how the allocations identified in
plans will compliment or replace this allowance.

None specified

See overall response below.

Follett
Property Nigel Moor Not

Holdings Planning Specified
Ltd

Not
Specified

No

The Housing Trajectory shows estimated completions of 750
dwellings for the Lighthorne Heath new settlement for the five year
period 2016/17 — 2020/21 (Phase 2). This assumes full planning
permission with all pre-development conditions agreed by April 2016,
less than two years away, and an average of 150 dwellings built for
this 5 year period. This is simply quite unrealistic both in terms of the
time required to obtain the necessary full planning permission and an
average completion rate over this 5 year period. Experience
elsewhere in growth areas such as at Didcot and Bicester in
Oxfordshire, suggests completion rates - once the necessary
infrastructure is in place — in the range 50-100 dwellings during the
initial years of such large scale development. A maximum completion
figure of 400 dwellings for Phase 2 at Lighthorne Heath appears much
more appropriate. This shortfall together with the over reliance on
windfalls at Stratford -upon — Avon and the Main Rural Centres in
Phase 2 indicates the necessity for the 500 dwellings feasible at
Harbury Estate which can be phased over the plan period.

None specified

See separate comments in respect of
Proposal GLH.

Not

Alan Marks Specified

Not
Specified

No

Housing Trajectory makes the assumption that the 800 homes at
Shottery are already delivered. This is flawed as there are outstanding
land ownership issues that still need to be resolved and the
development may not go ahead.

None specified

The 800 homes at Shottery are included
as a commitment in the 'with permission’
column. This is correct as the site has
extant outline planning permission. The
expected timescales for delivery of this
site are considered realistic.

Overall Officer Response

*See overall response to CS.16
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Overall Officer Recommendation

*See overall recommendations to CS.16
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.2 Housing Development Policy CS.16 Development Management Considerations

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent c OL:]gpal:g'nt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Not agreed. The purpose of DMC(4) is to
provide guidance in respect of the
monitoring of housing completions and
DMC (4) uses different wording from CS.15 and AS.10 in respect of Amend DMC (4) to match CS.15 and AS.10: ‘within their Built-Up Area when comple_tlons will be counted against
John Read Not Not No development in LSVs which could lead to conflict in interpretation Boundaries (Where defined) or otherwise within their physical the LSV requirement as (_)pposed to _the
Specified | Specified ' Rural Area housing requirement. This s

particularly in respect of sites on the periphery of villages.

confines’.

different to the intention of the wording in
CS.15 and AS.10 which is to provide
guidance whether a site should be
granted planning permission.

Overall Officer Response

See also overall response to CS.16

Overall Officer Recommendation

See also overall response to CS.16
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.3 Affordable Housing Policy CS.17

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections

:10 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Do not consider level of housing sufficient to meet affordable housing
need. Even assuming 35%, this equates to 3,780 compared to the
West level of identified need as being 4,660.
Midlands Tetlow
HARP King Yes Yes No AH viability evidence shows a number of amendments that have not Raise the housing target. See overall response below.
Planning Planning been made to the policy e.g. some areas will not meet the target.
Consortium
Additional policy requirements (e.g. CS4 and biodiversity off-setting)
and impacts on viability have not been taken into account.
Table 66 of the CWSHMA sets out the estimated affordable housing
needs for each of the constituent districts. The figures include
provision for the recovery of any backlog in provision at 2011. The
Hallam Land | M Not Not Not assessment indicates that Stratford on Avon requires some 133
Mznirgerﬁgm Pgrnrgir;]sg Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed affordable homes per annum. This equates to 25% of the overall None specified. See overall response below.
housing requirement, as set out in the CWSHMA. On that basis, our
clients find that there is no proper supporting evidence emerging from
this work to support a level of policy provision in the order of 35% in
Policy CS16. (Strategic Objective 15) and Policy CS17 part A.
The 2013 joint Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (CWSHMA) is referenced throughout the CS, notably at
section 1.3 (cross boundary issues) and the explanatory text for
Policies CS16 and CS17. It is evident that the Council rely heavily on
this piece of evidence to inform their market and affordable housing
. . Cerda need, the housing market area and the type, mix and tenure required. -
Darl , N N N X .
Jim Darling Planning ° ° ° A sceptic could say that the Council have undertaken several SHMAs None specified. See overall response below.
to reach a requirement that is more politically palatable. Certainly by
electing to propose the lowest housing requirement, the policy
requirement to meet in FULL their objectively assessed housing need
does not appear to have been met. On that basis, the plan is
unsound.
Urban . . : - Relax wording in Part D to enable extra care schemes to make off-
Renaissance Not appropriate to require extra care or C2 uses to include provision - - " . - .
. Barton X : ) site provision and not under "only" exceptional circumstances.
Villages Willmore Yes Yes No of AH owing to higher operational costs, management charges and See overall response below.
(URV) and creation of a "social split". : .
Helical Bar Policy unclear as to whether C2 uses should provide AH or not.
Miller Homes Whilst SDC adopts the 35% from the SHMA it does not adopt the
and Taylor RPS Not Not 11,400 (upon which it is based). This is inequitable and by reducing . .
Wimpey Group Specified | Specified | N° the overall housing need the Council is reducing its ability to deliver Reduce the expectations of affordable housing. See overall response below.
Homes affordable housing.
Do not object to 35% onsite requirement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath
Commercial Nexus but note 2011 Census which shows across the District 14% of Wording within the policy or supporting text should refer to
Estates and Planning Yes Yes No housing stock is AH. Wonder whether AH needs might better be potential for part onsite / part off-site AH provision in respect fo See overall response below.
Bird Group Limited served through part onsite / part off-site provision to provide AH in Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath.
surrounding rural settlements.
35% AH target and maximum and minimum tenure splits not " "
supported by robust evidence. Evidence does not support the detail of the policy and should be CS.17 seeks to pepperpot the clusters so as
. to prevent the grouping together of the AH
bolstered or the policy amended. . : .
. L . . clusters. This is consistent with NPPF para.50
Differentiation between affordable rented and social rented is ; : . ;
o gip 1 " - " " . " A . which seeks to ensure sustainable, inclusive
St Modwen Barton unjustified. *Terms "pepperpotting" and "clusters" are contradictory. Reference to "pepperpotting" should be removed. *Reference to ; i
’ g and mixed communities.
Developments | Willmore Yes Yes Yes in-perpetuity” should be removed and only relate to rural
Ltd lip " iy iustified i i i o
Term "in-perpetuity” only justified in respect of rural exceptions. exceptions AH. Distinction between "affordable rent" and
Intended scope of "benchmark standards" to be set out in SPD is Clarity required in respect of "benchmark standards" and "low-cost _soual rent estapllshed n the def|n|_t|o_n of AH
* " - © in NPPF Appendix 2 and included within the
unclear. *Reference to "low-cost market housing" needs to be market housing".
. ) SHMA (e.B: Table 100)..
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Retirement Framptons | Not Not No No evidence to justify provision of AH from C2 'extra care' schemes Omit reference to specialised accommodation where the See overall response below
Security Ltd P Specified | Specified which renders such schemes unviable and unmanageable. accommodation is C2 use. P '
McCarthy &
Stone The ; i ' , ; :
Retirement Planning g‘c’;dﬁe d g'ogciﬁe 4 | No Reothum'eme.fr.]t ;or AH provision on C2 ‘extra care’ schemes is unviable Remove references to AH requirement from 'extra care;' schemes. | See overall response below.
Lifestyles Bureau P P and unjustified.
Limited
CS.17 contrary to AH Viability evidence which shows 35% on
schemes less than 10 not viable and not consistent with latest
government thinking Amend CS.17 to reflect findings of AH Viability evidence including
ggi’r(‘jzrs Chartered | | Not Must be mindful of cumulative impacts on viability. in respect of the Canal Quarter.
Eedderatlon P?;/::rrl]er Specified | Specified 0 SPi?ete;rtg viability error in not distinguishing between gross and net Amend threshold to reflect Government thinking. See overall response below.
t . N .
AH Viability evidence shows that 35% on the Canal Quarter site is Reference to SPD should be moved to supporting text if
, necessary.
unviable.
Reference to SPD within CS.17, CS.18 & CS.26 inappropriate.
The SHMA identifies AH need. *Provision of
_ AH from market sites complies with NPPF
Client - Upper g'ge'h Not Not CS.17 simply seeks 35% AH from market housing sites. It does not CS.17 should be rewritten to be more proactive, for SDC to carry para.50 and helps achieve sustainable mixed
Quinton c/o AS:c?ciates S;’eciﬁe d Sgeciﬁed No identify appropriate locations for AH and is not a proactive approach out a proper assessment of AH needs and identify suitable communities. CS.15 identifies the locations
NGA Ltd to the provision of AH, which is contrary to NPPF. locations for such provision. where new housing will be provided, including
through rural exceptions AH. The SAP will also
identify specific housing sites.
ot Ccs.17d ke he additional f developi CS.17 should refer to the need to adjust AH provision on PDL
Cope's of Gough Not Not . oes not take into account the additional costs of developing .17 should refer to the need to adjust provision on
Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified Specified No PDL. sites. See overall response below.
Ltd

Overall Officer Response

CS.17 is consistent with the findings of the AH Viability evidence. CS.17 acknowledges the fact that the evidence found that 35% on-site provision was likely to be marginal on sites of 9 homes or fewer. Hence
CS.17 seeks a commuted sum for such schemes. The AH Viability evidence distinguishes between gross and net site areas and included contingency and abnormal cost assumptions in its modelling and tested a
range of PDL sites. This evidence has informed the policy requirements. CS.17 also has flexibility and allows for lower AH provision if "credible site specific evidence of viability indicates otherwise".

The purpose of technical evidence is to inform, but not dictate the policy approach. Planning requires a number of considerations to be taken 'in the round'. The Council acknowledges that there are areas of the
District where 35% AH provision may be challenging but this has to be seen in the context of overall delivery including where the majority of development to meet the District needs will occur. As noted in the
Harman Report ('Viability Testing Local Plans Advice for Practitioners' - June 2012), a Local Plan can be said to be deliverable if sufficient sites are viable to deliver the plan's housing requirements over the plan
period. This is not the same as ensuring all sites are viable or lowering the AH requirement to the least viable site. It is proposed to amend the text to “fewer than 10”. This is not to change the policy approach by
seeking contributions from additional sites but rather for clarification, to remove the contradiction between Part A and Part B relating to sites of more than 0.2ha but fewer than 5 homes, as set out in the proposed
policy. It is important to note that whatever size of site, CS.17 is sufficiently flexible and allows for lower affordable housing provision if "credible site specific evidence of viability indicates otherwise.

Some respondents argue that 35% affordable housing requirement is not justified by the SHMA, citing the figure of 133 affordable units in Table 66 and then calculating this against the overall housing target of
570pa to arrive at a 23% requirement. This misrepresents the evidence. The SHMA qualifies the figure of 133 in paragraph 8.72 stating that this figure should be treated as a minimum and net need increases by
around 100pa. This would result in a 41% requirement against 570pa. However, the SHMA is not the only evidence in respect of affordable housing - the Council has also undertaken a 'Plan Viability and
Affordable Housing Study' as required by NPPF paragraphs 173 and 174. This demonstrates that on the whole 35% is viable. Notwithstanding this, some respondents also argue that 35% assumes delivery of
570pa and as SDC is reducing its overall requirement to 540pa, it should reduce the affordable housing percentage accordingly. However, it is important to note that the majority of new housing in the District is to
cater for migration, a proportion of which will be affordable (i.e. contained within the 233 homes). The figure of 540pa is based on lower migration assumptions. Thus, as this figure reduces so too does the
affordable housing need it generates, as affordable housing is a component of overall housing and not additional to it.

Notwithstanding the above, it is proposed to make a number of amendments to the policy to clarify interpretation following the representations made.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

The Inspector is requested to make the following modifications:

Part A:
- Rename as "Requirement and Thresholds"
- Delete "a minimum of"

Part B:

- Rename as "On-site Provision"

- Replace "between 5 and 9 homes" with "fewer than 10 homes in accordance with Part A"

- Insert new fourth paragraph: "Full or partial off-site provision of general needs affordable housing on sites proposing 10 or more homes will only be permitted where exceptional circumstances have been
demonstrated to the Council's satisfaction. Schemes providing specialised accommodation may provide affordable housing off-site where such provision has been justified to the Council's satisfaction. In both
circumstances the alternative form of provision will be equivalent or better in all respects to the affordable housing were thus to have been provided on-site in accordance with Part A of the policy.”

Part C:
Delete last sentence of second paragraph beginning "The expectation is..." and replace with "In accordance with the housing type and size mix required by Policy CS.18, the following preferred tenure mix will also

apply. The final mix achieved on any site will be informed by the up-to-date position set out in the Development Requirements SPD, taking account of any relevant site specific issues and evidence of local
circumstances."

Part D:

- Rename as "On-site Integration"
- Delete first sentence.

- Delete second paragraph.

Part E:
- Reword as follows: "The provision of affordable housing will be required irrespective of the availability of public subsidy. Schemes will remain at an affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy

to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. All affordable housing will reflect the Council's quality benchmark standards in respect of affordable housing allocation, monitoring and management
arrangements as set out in the Development Requirements SPD."

Paragraph 5.3.6:
- Insert new last sentence: "The viability evidence also found that development of the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone was less viable with 35% affordable housing provision. Given the housing mix expected to
be provided, and the potential for a higher quantum of flatted homes, it is recommended that a lower affordable housing requirement is set for this particular site. This is included in Proposal SUA.1."
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.3 Affordable Housing Policy CS.17 A. Requirement

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally Duty .
Respondent Agent compliant | compliant Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Welbeck . ; ; ; i ;

; McLoughlin Not Not As written the Policy could seek higher than 35% AH provision without S "
f;r:éeglc Planning Ltd | Specified | Specified No justification, Delete "minimum" from CS.17. See overall response below.
R Relax wording of Part D to enable such schemes to provide off-sit
i - - S . elax wording of Part D to enable such schemes to provide off-site
Renaissanc | g 405 Not Not Provision of AH from specialised accommodation (including extra . raing of Far - : P
e Villages : o o No ' . or financial contribution and not in "only exceptional See overall response below.
URV) and Willmore Specified Specified care) is not appropriate. .
(URV) an circumstances.
Helical Bar
Not Not 35% across the District misappropriates the evidence. AH is required | AH should be provided based on local needs where those needs

John Horner Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No disproportionately in SUA and the MRCs compared to the rest of the are identified. *All new dwellings should make a financial See overall response below.

District.

contribution to AH.

Overall Officer Response

See overall response in respect of CS.17

Overall Officer Recommendation
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.3 Affordable Housing Policy CS.17 B. Site Size Thresholds

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent c;rig;;:gnt coﬁzmn " Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

John Not Not N Discrepancy between Part A and Part B of Policy CS.17 in respect of Part BhShOUIdZEe rﬁwolrdded t|? statef}ha}t sites ofb1-4 homﬁs on A d I bel

Read Specified | Specified o sites of 1-4 units on sites above 0.2ha more than O.' a should make an off-site contribution, where an greed - see overall response below.
R on-site contribution is not proposed.

Overall Officer Response Amend Part B to remove contradiction on sites larger than 0.2ha but proving less than 5 homes. See overall response to CS.17

Overall Officer Recommendation | See overall recommendation to CS.17
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.3 Affordable Housing Policy CS.17 C. Affordability and Tenure

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
CS.17 overly prescriptive - whilst it may indicate a preference it must
be flexible. Affordable Rent is the Government's preferred tenure and
as such on funded schemes the Council would need to depart from
the tenure requirements.
West . .
Midlands Tetlow Not evident whether the 20% Affordable Rent is based on 80% flat Include flexibility and less prescription in CS.17 regarding tenure
HARP King Yes Yes No market value and any decrease would indicate a greater number of requirements ' See overall response below.
Planning Planning Affordable Rented properties could be delivered as opposed to Social q '
Consortium
Rent.
CS.17 should be flexible as tenure mix will be dependent upon site
specific viability issues. *Query the use of pepperpotting and
clustering as they are different concepts.

Overall Officer Response

See overall response to CS.17.

Overall Officer Recommendation
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.3 Affordable Housing Policy CS.17 D. On-site Provision and Integration

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall Du :
Respondent Agent ga’y Yy Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Urban CS.17 refers to off-site provision only in exceptional circumstances. : .
Renaissance : : Relax wording of Part D to encourage greater delivery of

. Barton Not Not This should be relaxed to allow extra care schemes to more easily - . . . . ;
Villages il fied | specified | N© . . o S : specialised housing by allowing either an on-site or an off-site See overall response below.
(URV) and Willmore Specifie pecifie provide an off-site contribution and not just in exceptional contribution
Helical Bar circumstances. '

Overall Officer Response

See overall response to CS.17

Overall Officer Recommendation
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.4 Housing Mix and Type CS.18

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 15 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent compliant | compliant Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
West CS.18 is overly restrictive and whilst can encourage delivery of
Midlands ) articular types, departures should be viewed on their individual e . L
HARP ;f;'r?r‘]’;’n'('ng gm " Not No Fnerits. *Ptryepventingpaffordable flats is impractical. *Support Section C Clarification in relation to the affordable housing implications of See overall response below.
Planning g pecified | Specified althouah Id larification in relati he affordabl such developments.
o ugh we would request clarification in relation to the affordable
housing implications of such developments.
Remove "expectation" and replace with "will seek a range of size
miller § and mix of properties in accordance with local demand" Table
omes an Not Not Not " should be removed or presented as an indicative requirement
&%:%rey RPSGIOW | Specified | Specified | Specified | NOM® specified. Remove all references to SPD as unlawful Section D should be See overall response below.
Homes removed as not justified locally or against the reform of housing
standards.
CS.18 is far too rigid and is not flexible enough to ensure delivery of
housing across the District through the plan period. Attempting to
Persimmon micro-manage the precise mix of market housing that would be
Homes Pegasus Not Not appropriate for a given _Iocgtlon at a given point in time to 2031 is not 3
(South Planning Specified | Specified | N° conducive to a plan which is effective or justified. None specified. See overall response below.
Midlands) Group
Ld The attempt in Part D to use planning policy to make mandatory a
Building Regulation standard which is optional is neither justified nor
supported by the NPPF and is unsound.
Policy is overly prescriptive and unnecessary. NPPF requires LPAs to
identify the size, type and tenure of housing, reflecting local demand,
not to prescribe the type of housing being provided.
\Q{f;?:ci‘é McLoughlin | Not Not No Policy is not consistent with the NPPF and should be revised to See overall response below
Land 9 Planning Ltd | Specified | Specified Policy does not allow 1 and 2 bedroom affordable houses to be remove reference to specific percentages of house type provision. P '
provided as flats, which limits the opportunities for house builders to
provide such houses on sites and could breach other planning
objectives, such as those relating to the need for good design.
CS.18 s far too rigid and is not flexible enough to ensure delivery of
housing across the District through the plan period. Attempting to
micro-manage the precise mix of market housing that would be
Roscon Pegasus Not Not appropr_iate for a given _Iocgtion ata given pqi_nt in time to 2031 is not 3
Group lejrlljnpmg Specified | Specified No conducive to a plan which is effective or justified. None specified. See overall response below.
The attempt in Part D to use planning policy to make mandatory a
Building Regulation standard which is optional is neither justified nor
supported by the NPPF and is unsound.
Replace "expectation” with "The Council will seek a range of size
. . . — and mix of properties in accordance with local demand".
Council cannot expect a particular mix of housing: must reflect local
Miller demand in accordance with NPPF. R . o .
: . - emove table in part B or present as an indicative requirement of
Homes and Not Not Policy runs to 2031 and needs to be flexible. Flexibility proposgd the District.
J\zﬂore RPS Group Specified | Specified | N thrgugh use of SPD_, however, it is not lawful for SPD to contain actual See overall response below.
Hom'ii,sy pgllcy or amend 'pollcy. . . ' Remove unlawful references to SPD.
Size and type mix does not reflect likely population profile (e.g. growth
of older people aged 65+) and needs flexibility. Remove Section D as not justified locally or contrary to
Government's reforms of housing standards.
NPPF and PPG stress the importance of meeting the housing needs
of older people and this is confirmed by the SHMA which states that
Urban the relative number of older people in the District is expected to
E%?I?;zsee;nc Sve}.ﬁmre Ves Ves No increase significantly. (Cj:ore Strategy should include clear housing policies that meet the See overall response below.
(URV) and emands and needs of the elderly.
Helical Bar Vital that sufficient provision and targets are made to address these

needs. Currently, the Council only provides a breakdown of these
numbers by location and not by type.
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Bloor
Homes

(Western)
Ltd

Yes

Yes

No

Referring to SPD in policy gives them a greater weight of significance
which is inappropriate.

Remove from policy and make reference in supporting text only if
necessary

See overall response below.

Gladman
Developme
nts

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

CS.18 is too prescriptive and inflexible to meeting local needs that can
change from sub area to sub area within a district. Housing mix must
be evidenced locally and kept up-to-date to ensure that needs aren’t
overlooked. An inflexible policy could deliver housing that isn’t
required by local people in the area that would serve to inflate prices
of existing dwellings in these categories due to lack of supply.

None specified.

See overall response below.

Sharba
Homes

Barton
Willmore lIp

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Potential conflict between Part A which seeks balanced communities
and the opportunity to provide a wider range of dwellings within larger
scale developments and Part B which appears prescriptive.

Part B is overly prescriptive and does not reflect the “dynamic market”
across the District over the Plan period. Demand and needs will
inevitably change over time and vary from place to place. There must
be flexibility for house builders, who are best placed to respond to
current market demand and housing needs appropriate to local
circumstances.

The specification of precise percentages rather than 5% ranges goes
beyond the SHMA. *Policy precludes affordable apartments based on
a snapshot in time current market conditions.

Part D appears to presume beyond the latest official DCLG policy on
Building Regulations and setting future standards for the design and
construction of new homes.

Delete Part B

See overall response below.

Taylor
Wimpey UK
Ltd

Barton
Willmore

Yes

Yes

No

Potential conflict between Part A and Part B which recognises the
importance of creating sustainable communities and the opportunity
to provide a wider range of dwelling types and sizes within larger
scale developments.

Part B too prescriptive and does not take into consideration that
demand and need will change over the plan period and will differ
across the District.

Suggest that there is flexibility through the introduction of a range
of percentages within the housing mix to reflect the current market
demand and location.

See overall response below.
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Potential conflict between Part A which seeks balanced communities
and the opportunity to provide a wider range of dwellings within larger
scale developments and Part B which appears prescriptive.

Part B is overly prescriptive and does not reflect the “dynamic market”
across the District over the Plan period. Demand and needs will
inevitably change over time and vary from place to place. There must
be flexibility for house builders to reflect current market demand and
housing needs appropriate to local circumstances.

The specification of precise percentages rather than 5% ranges goes
beyond the SHMA.

Part C is too narrowly focussed and should reflect the evidence by

Parts A and B should be rephrased to remove potential conflict;

See separate comments in respect of CS.17

StModwen | 5 0n more explicitly promoting a full continuum of options for older persons The prescriptive elements should be removed. Affordable Housing.
Developme | \ oo lp Yes Yes No ranging from care homes (clearly C2) to bungalows (clearly C3).
nts Ltd
Part D appears to presume beyond the latest official DCLG policy on Part C should be improved, with reference to C2 and C3 Uses; See overall response below.
L : ; : DMC (4) and (5) are flawed and should be removed.
Building Regulations and setting future standards for the design and
construction of new homes.
DMC items (4) and (5) are fundamentally flawed. The level of care
and the Use Class should each be highly pertinent as to whether or
not affordable housing is provided.
Inappropriate to impose Warwickshire County Council internal space
standards and care support arrangements via the planning system.
The term “extra care” used in Part C and DMC (4) and (5) has no
established planning meaning and therefore serves to confuse rather
than to clarify.
Housing range mix can best be determined at the planning application
stage. In respect of GLH early phases will be majority family housing
Commercial | Nexus to support market demand. Should acknowledge that a flexible approach will be applied.
Estates and | Planning ves ves No Policy doesn't acknowledge that demand will change over time See overall response below.
Bird Group | Limited y 9 9 ' Revisions to table to give indicative ranges.
Support Part C and consider GLH offers a significant opportunity to
incorporate it within market housing.
CS.18 is far too rigid and is not flexible enough to ensure delivery of
Pegasus housing across the District through the plan period.
E:t';‘gzer Planning g‘;’;ciﬁe g g'gteciﬁe 4 | No . _ . None specified. See overall response below.
Group The attempt in Part D to use planning policy to make mandatory a
Building Regulation standard which is optional is unsound.
, Support the positive aspects of the policy that deliver such See separate comments in respect of CS.16
é{?;?‘fgh g;gn"’:]siﬁs Not Not No accommodation. However, CS.16 does not meet full OAN and does Lack of OAN is serious flaw and cannot be rectified through Housing Development.
Land 9 Group 9 Specified | Specified not adequately meet the needs for extra care and CS.18 does not modification. Council must review its evidence.
stress the urgent need specialised accommodation. See overall response below.
Home
) Chartered i
Builders Not Not N o L . Reference to SPD should be removed from Policy and only
E;deraﬁon ;?{;/rv]rr\]er Specified | Specified | NO Reference to SPD implies greater significance which is inappropriate. included within explanatory text if necessary. See overall response below.
This reflects the County Council general position and is supported.
WngictkSh" Not Not Not EE monlttorltnhg i th%re Shou'% be a ggnerafl statemlent about what RE monitoring - there should be a general statement about what S I bel
‘é Ouonucr:ly Specified | Specified | Specified appens to the evidence and reviewing of any policy. happens to the evidence and reviewing of any policy. ee overall response below.

SPD should be prepared at the earliest opportunity to provide clear
guidance to developers.
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Overall Officer Response

Para.50 of the NPPF requires LPAs to identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations, reflecting local demand. Policy CS.18 is based on the current demand for housing
in the particular location of Stratford-on-Avon District based on evidence in the SHMA. It establishes the mix that is required across the District by the end of the plan period and a base-position for providing an
appropriate mix of housing to meet District-wide needs. SDC fully acknowledges that the mix on individual sites will vary and demand will change over time. However, it is appropriate to ensure that applicants are
presented with the most up-to-date information. Since the appropriate mix is based on evidence, but takes account of other policy objectives and strategies, it is right that it is set out in SPD. The SPD cannot alter
the requirements established in policy and it is not the Council's intention to do so. The reference in policy to SPD provides clarification to applicants in this respect.

The purpose of the housing mix is to ensure that a range of housing types are provided on each site. However, it is not the Council's intention that the mix is followed slavishly: such an approach would be
unreasonable. It is the recommended starting point to for schemes to follow, informed by design considerations, evidence of a local need for a particular type or size of housing, and evidence of scheme viability.
The final mix should be the outcome of discussions between the applicant, the Council's Development Management and Housing Services, and the housing association. It is likely, for example, that smaller sites
will have a narrower mix because of design considerations, whereas larger sites, by virtue of their size can more easily accommodate a wider range of housing types and sizes. There is, therefore, no conflict
between Part A and Part B of CS.18.

Planning policies are informed by, but not dictated by the evidence: they are moulded in the round. The evidence forms the starting point for policy which is then shaped by other relevant considerations including
the aims and objectives of relevant strategies and plans and the views of the community and stakeholders. Planning policies are not required to simply repeat the evidence verbatim and not doing so does not
render them unsound. Indeed, quite the opposite.

The housing mix set out in CS.18 is based on the SHMA but takes account of the objectives, experience and best practice of the Council's Housing Service and its partner housing associations in successfully
delivering affordable housing across the District. Hence why this informed approach, reflecting local circumstances, advocates provision of affordable houses, bungalows and maisonettes and not flats or
apartments: not only are flats a less flexible form of accommodation, they are difficult to let and manage and are not an attractive form of housing to tenants in Stratford-on-Avon District.

It is the Council's understanding that the application of the Building Regulation higher accessibility standard is an option for LPAs to determine, and not a matter for individual applicants to decide on a case-by-
case basis. The reference in CS.18 replaces the requirement for Lifetime Homes and seeks to anticipate Government Policy by the time of the Core Strategy examination. The justification for this approach is the
acknowledgement that Stratford-on-Avon has an ageing population and needs homes that are easily adaptable to meet any specialised care requirements that enable residents to continue living independently, as
opposed to having to move to dedicated care complexes. Indeed, in this regard, it is considered correct that CS.18 does not specify the quantum of housing to be provided for older people. Whilst the District has
an ageing population, the current approach is to enable residents to live independently for as long as possible (hence the need for accessibility standards). As such, SDC is seeking a balanced mix of housing
which includes extra care housing allowing the market to meet demand. It is not for SDC to dictate what type of housing people should live in when they get older. In respect of the viability implications, an
allowance for the equivalent Lifetime Homes cost implications has been included in the Affordable Housing and Plan Viability Study, which found that inclusion of such a requirement was viable. Moreover, a
review of Government research on cost impacts of changes in building regulations and Code for Sustainable Homes suggests that past forecasts of price changes have never affected costs to the extent forecast.
Thus, in the absence of any other evidence, the assumption is considered reasonable.

For clarification, amendments are proposed in respect of extra care accommodation.

Overall Officer Recommendation

The Inspector is requested to make the following modifications:

- Part B: Reword first paragraph as follows: "The following table sets out the preferred type and size mix of homes that will apply, in accordance with the tenure mix set out in Policy CS.17 Affordable Housing. The
final mix achieved on any site will be informed by the up-to-date position set out in the Development Requirements SPD, taking account of any relevant site specific issues and evidence of local market
circumstances."

- Part B: Reword last paragraph as follows: "To maximise flexibility in the housing stock, 1 and 2 bed affordable homes should be provided through an appropriate mix of bungalows, maisonettes and houses,
whilst 3 and 4 bed affordable homes should be provided as houses. All 1 and 2 bed affordable homes will be built with bedrooms capable of satisfactorily accommodating 2 occupiers in each bedroom (i.e. double
or twin bedrooms)."

- Part C: Reword first paragraph: "Specialised accommodation is housing that meets the needs of vulnerable people of whatever age, including for example, ‘extra care' accommodation for elderly people.
Schemes that provide specialised accommodation whilst promoting independent living will be supported in accordance with Policy CS.16 Housing development provided all of the following criteria are met:"

- DMC: Insert new DMC(3) and renumber subsequent DMCs: "In respect of Part B, in line with providing an appropriate mix of affordable homes, such onsite provision should reflect the broad range of market
homes. For example, a scheme for 3 and 4 bed market homes should not normally provide all affordable homes as 1 and 2 bed homes."

-DMC(2): Reword: "Part B of this policy does not apply to schemes providing specialised accommodation in accordance with Part C. Schemes that do not meet the requirements of Part C will be treated as general
needs housing and subject to the provisions of this policy.”

- DMC(4): Insert additional text at end of paragraph: "Extra Care accommodation is defined in the Glossary of Technical Terms."

Typo: Part B Table - delete "fix table re market and affordable dwelling types" in first cell.
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.5 Existing Housing Stock and Buildings CS.19

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Propose the following amendments to CS.19, in order to resolve all
of our concerns and thus ensure the policy’s effectiveness in
soundness terms: ‘...The subdivision or conversion of existing
Welcome and support the overall proposed policy approach to control | buildings into dwellings or existing houses into flats or Homes in
the location and development of new Homes in Multiple Occupation Multiple Occupation (HMO) will be supported where:
(HMO). This is because the emergency services do encounter
problems with such developments e.g. HMO are frequently recorded (1) The residential use is acceptable in principle;
for breaches of fire safety regulations. They are also amongst the SDC acknowledge the concerns raised and
most common type of domestic dwelling for where crimes against the | 2) Conversion provides a satisfactory living environment and these issues should be satisfactorily covered in
o occupants take place. Other typical problems associated with such amenity for the intended occupiers; the determination of any planning application,
\a’l\;"’c‘i”\“/’\'lcek:th"e Ves Ves No properties include increased levels of burglary and a proliferation of planning conditions and through Building

Mercia Police

on-street parking, which prevents ease of access by emergency
vehicles. Such problems are multiplied exponentially where HMO are
concentrated in particular areas.

Despite these common and well documented problems, CS.19 makes
no reference to them at all in the proposed criteria for assessing
whether planning permission should be granted for HMO. This
seriously undermines its effectiveness and resultant soundness.

(3) There would be no significant adverse impact on the amenities
of neighbouring properties by virtue of the intensification of use;

(4) Secured by Design measures are incorporated throughout;

(5) Highway safety and ease of access for emergency vehicles is
not detrimentally affected; and

(6) Appropriate fire precaution facilities and equipment are
provided of such type, number and location as is necessary to
ensure fire safety.

Regulations.

See also separate comments in respect of
CS.9 Design and Distinctiveness..

Overall Officer Response

Notwithstanding the above, it is considered appropriate to stress the importance of safe living environments.

Overall Officer Recommendation

The Inspector is requested to make the following modification:
In the second paragraph of Part A, insert "safe" between "satisfactory" and "living".
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.6 Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Show People Policy CS.20

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

R A [
espondent gent compliant

Duty

? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

National Derbyshire
Federation of Gypsy
Gypsy Liaison | Liaison
Groups Group

Yes

Criterion (a) should not refer to the Cotswolds Area of Natural Beauty
or the need to comply with Policy CS11. Policy CS11 gives adequate
protection to the AONB and all development in the AONB must
comply with Policy CS11 so there is no need to duplicate the policy in
CS20

Criterion (b) should not refer to Special Landscape Areas. Local
designations should not preclude Traveller sites and Policies to
protect the SLAs elsewhere should be sufficient.

Criterion (c) should be deleted. If such protection is required it should
apply to all development and be included in CS11. Including this in
CS20 is discriminatory.

Yes No Amend policy accordingly See overall response below.

Criterion (g) is too onerous. Everything after the word ”services”
should be deleted

Criterion (i) should be deleted. It suggests all Traveller sites must be
on brownfield sites. This is too restrictive.

Criterion (1) should be deleted. It deals with management, not land
use and thus has no place in a Local Plan.

Warwickshire
and West Yes
Mercia Police

Policy needs to account for transit pitches. Policy needs to allow for
the possibility that sites will grow over time and might be occupied by
different groups. Policy needs to recognise the need for easy access
Yes No to Emergency Services. Policy needs to acknowledge the need for Amend policy accordingly See overall response below
partnership working to bring forward sites through planning
applications. Policy needs to encourage 'Secured by Design'
Standards.

Environment Not
Agency Specified

Amend criterion (d) to: ‘ the site should avoid areas prone to fluvial,
pluvial or surface water flooding, and exclude areas with a 1 in 100 or | Amend policy accordingly See overall response below
greater annual probability of flooding’

Not Not
Specified Specified

Overall Officer Response

National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups (NFGLG): In relation to criterion (a) and (c) the purpose of including references to the AONB is to make it clear that development can be considered in these locations.
Criterion (b) does not preclude development in the SLA.

Whilst it is accepted that criterion (g) may need to be given greater or lesser weight depending on the merits of a particular site the criterion is considered appropriate.
It is not the intention of criterion (i) to suggest that all Gypsy and Traveller sites must be on brownfield land. The policy needs to be amended to make this clear.

Criterion (1) is considered appropriate and consistent with Planning Policy for Traveller Sites which states that policies should "promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local
community (paragraph 11 (a) refers).

Environment Agency: Amend criterion (d) as suggested

Warwickshire and West Mercia Police: The 2014 Update to the GTAA did not identify any need for transit pitches. The other changes suggested are relatively detailed and could be incorporated in the Gypsy and
Traveller Local Plan where appropriate. The reference to Emergency Services could however be added in Policy CS.20.
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Overall Officer Recommendation | That as a consequence of the representation from the NFGLG the Inspector be requested to recommend amendments to Policy CS.20 as follows:

In line 2 delete the words “supported where all the following criteria are met” and insert “considered against the following criteria”

Replace criterion (d) with the following:
“the site should avoid areas prone to fluvial, pluvial or surface water flooding, and exclude areas with a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of flooding;”

In line 2 of criterion (g), after the word “health” insert “and emergency”

In line 2 of criterion (i), after the word “land” insert “where available and suitable”
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Section 5. Development Strategy - 5.6 Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Show People Policy CS.20 Explanation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

Overall Officer Response

No representations submitted on this topic. As a consequence of work undertaken to inform the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 2014 the Text at 5.6.1 needs amending to recognise that there is
a site in the district being used by Travelling Showpeople. An alternative location will need to be identified for that because it is within the Land East of Birmingham Road (Proposal SUA.3) which is allocated for

employment.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that the text at 5.6.1 is replaced as follows:

In the second sentence of paragraph 5.6.1, delete the wording after the comma and insert “the Council's Gypsy and Traveller Needs Assessment 2014 Update indicates that there is no need for transit site
provision in the District. A site used by Travelling Showpeople has been identified at Lower Langley Farm, this is within an area allocated for employment (Proposal SUA.3). The Council will work with the
developers of SUA.3 and the operators of the site to identify an alternative site. If necessary the Council will allocate a site within the Gypsy and Traveller Local Plan.”
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Section 5 Development Strategy — 5.7 Economic Development Policy CS.21

Number of Supports: 5 Number of Objections: 9 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant
West A more flexible approach should be considered to reflect paragraph
mfF'laFr,‘ds E?;';W Not Not No 22 of the NPPF that planning policies should avoid the long term Amend policy accordingl The policy provides for such a case to be
Planning Planning Specified | Specified protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no policy gy made and DMC(1) provides guidance on this.
Consortium reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose.
Concerned with the quantum of employment land to be allocated by
the plan, the range of employment needs sought to be addressed by
the plan, and the ability of the Core Strategy to deliver this growth in
consideration of the level of housing currently proposed.
In considerati_on of the latest OE projections and pa§t trends it is clear The strategies for employment and housing are not integrated and
Gladman Not Not No that ;the planis not based on the most up-to-(ilate evidence of do not take full account of relevant market and economic signals. See overall response below
Developments Specified | Specified employment need, and under estimates employment need. The shortfall of housing provided against economic need will P '
. - . . . provide barriers to investment and promote inward commuting.
The policy does not sufficiently recognise the diversity of employment
needs throughout the district. OE projections suggest there will also
be significant requirements for wholesale and retail. The policy is
therefore potentially preventing these needs from being realised, and
therefore further constrains the economic prospects of the district.
Homes and
Communities
Agency, Savills -
ggtrtfgrtrtlfnitate anirmingha ggécified Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
and Stoford
Developments
Ltd.
An additional paragraph should be added to the policy as follows:
“Development within the existing airfields at Long Marston, It would be inappropriate to change Policy
Wellesbourne | SLR Ves Ves No The policy and associated Employment Land Study (2011) fail to take | Snitterfield and Wellesbourne will be supported where it promotes | CS.21 in this way but Policy CS.25.E relating
Matters Consulting into account the significance of Wellesbourne Airfield. the business, leisure, training and emergency service support to aviation should be amended to cover this
functions connected to the aviation industry.” matter.
Has the following principal concerns with this policy:
- the overall quantitative scale of the provision of 35 hectares of
employment land for the District is insufficient.
) - its qualitative distribution, with particular regard to the predominance | The reference to Class Bla and Class B1b uses should be
Alscot Estate Lg’r]];s Not Not Not of B1(a) and B1(b), is too narrowly defined. replaced with all uses within Class B. Add the words “and the First point - see overall response below.
Lasalle Specified | Specified | Specified | _ jts distribution geographically is unduly restrictive, with insufficient business parks that they are situated in” after the words “the Second point - this would be too open-ended.
provision for Stratford upon Avon and its hinterland. expansion of businesses”.
- limited opportunity for businesses south of the River Avon to locate
their premises such as from Shipston towards Stratford upon Avon.
The Council have produced no evidence to demonstrate alignment
between its chosen housing figure (10,800 dwellings) and
employment land figure (35 hectares of employment land).
. . . A modelling exercise needs to be undertaken to ascertain the
e o e s oo ™| rumberf o h elvery f 35 necare of employment and cr
CALA Homes | Lichfield & | Not Not No Id 10 806 aweli support. This then n.eeds to be con_vert(_ad into an appropriate See overall response below
(Midlands) Ltd Eartgers - | Specified | Specified could support 10, Wellings. housing number which could sustain this level of employment land P '
onaon

The policy relies upon a reduction in out commuting to achieve the
balance between the delivery of a lower number of housing and the
employment land proposed. The Council have produced no evidence
to substantiate that this can be achieved.

development based on the current observed levels of commuting
in the District.
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Coventry &

Warwickshire Not
LEP (Planning Yes Specified Yes n/a n/a n/a
Group)
Policy should be amended to allow redevelopment of existing
employment sites where a developer can demonstrate that the loss of
‘QI’YG_ employment land will not have an adverse impact on the supply of _ _
Europipes UK | - 2™ | Not Not No employment land and to allow for developers to confirm instances Amend policy accordingly. The policy provides for such a case to be
Ltd Environme | SPecified | Specified where existing employment uses are to be relocated elsewhere made and DMC(1) provides guidance on this.
nt (thereby not impacting on employment provision) to allow for
redevelopment of existing employment sites.
Aston Martin Stansgate
Lagonda Ltd Planning es ves Yes n/a n/a n/a
The consistency of the policy with the NPPF could be improved. Inserétrée foIIowmg ml th; po:lcy: dS(_:tope_ for bulsmess L:jSES ng bf This issue is already dealt thorouahly in Polic
StModwen ) Barton Paragraph 111 encourages the effective use of land by reusing land | Provided on préviously developed SItes in rural areas, dependen -ady deat ghty in molicy
Developments | Willmore Yes Yes No that has b ously develobed ided that it i  hiah upon the nature of the activities involved, the character of the site AS.10 Countryside and Villages and Policy
Ltd lip at has been previously developed, provided that it is not of hig and its accessibility” AS.11 Large Rural Brownfield Sites
environmental vale. Y ' '
Redditch
Borough
Council - Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Development
Plans
Concerned about the ecological evidence available to justify the . .
Warwickshire Not Not . : The ecological evidence base should be updated for the GLH
Wildlife Trust Specified | Specified No allocation of 100ha of land at Gaydon/ Lighthorne Heath for employment allocation See response to Proposal GLH.
employment purposes.
gige'h Not Not Not Question whether 35 hectares is sufficient both in quantum and
Cal Gavin Ltd A;’:c?ciates Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Iocation/choice to properly satisfy the needs of this District in the Plan | None specified. See overall response below.
Ltd period to 2031 and beyond.
It is unclear whether some of the 35 hectares is expected to be
developed for other employment uses such as Blc Light Industry, B2
General Industrial and B8 Storage or Distribution.
The basis of the policy is the Employment Land Study (2011) which
underplays the requirements for B2 and B8 sites in the district across
Philip Baker Turle Not Not the plan period. i i
e pneates Specified | Specified | N plan p An updated Employment Land Study is required. See overall response below.
The conclusions in the Employment Land Study appear to be at odds
with the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP Strategic Economic Plan
(2014) which identifies manufacturing, engineering and logistics and
distribution as important existing sectors which present future growth
opportunities.
The policy seeks to restrict redevelopment or conversion of existing i id 4 Vil
employment sites. It takes no account of the need to recycle Ph(') icy CS.10 (Cj:orl]mtryg e and Vi fages covers
Nigel “brownfield” sites, particularly where they are of a “non-conforming" this matter and there Is a cross reference o it
Cope's of Ggugh Not Not N user and where they are contaminated. A d poli dinal in this poll_cy to make sure that th_e Importance
Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified | Specified 0 mend policy accordingly. of supporting the rural economy is _
Ld It takes no account of the type and style of business which is gcknfwledg?dtm :he ofverf;lll elg_ortpr?lc
operating on the particular site. It should be more flexible and reflect evelopment strategy for the DistricL
better on the Government's policy for economic growth and change.
Rugby
Borough Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Council
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Not Not Ves Consideration should be given to sport as a robust and sustainable Policy should acknowledge that in certain circumstances weight Policy CS.21 already provides scope for such

Sport England o . . . . . . f . .
P 9 Specified | Specified economic option. should be given to D1 uses on Class B Business Parks. uses to be provided in certain circumstances.

Overall Officer Response The District Employment Land Study makes it clear that, in providing additional employment land, the emphasis should be on increasing opportunities for Class Bla and Class B1b uses in order to support higher
value economic growth. Given the character of Stratford District it is unsurprising that the emphasis towards employment provision in the future will be on Class B1 businesses. It should be borne in mind that the
Strategic Economic Plan covers the Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region and various parts of it have different roles to play due to their nature and location. The policy is not stating there should be no further

provision of opportunities for Class B2 and B8 uses and there will no doubt be opportunities arising for such provision to be made over the plan period. Proposal ALC.3 and, to a lesser extent, Proposal SOU.1
provide scope for this.

The nature of Class B developments in the past should not, in itself, be taken as providing the basis for deciding the scale of appropriate provision in the future. The District Employment Study took into account a
much wider range of factors including forecast changes in the demography of the District's population, education and skills and commuting patterns. For example, the District has a relatively small proportion of
working age residents compared with the national and regional average. This is mostly due to a larger proportion of older, retired people which has direct implications in terms of the size of the local labour market.
The amount of B2 and B8 floorspace provided in the District in recent years has been dominated by specific circumstances relating to Gaydon, for Aston Martin, and the former Ministry of Defence depot at Long
Marston respectively. For this reason it would be inappropriate and unrealistic to assume that this would be repeated.

The amount of land specified in the policy is consistent with both the District Employment Land Study and the emerging Coventry & Warwickshire Strategic Employment Land Study for the period to 2031. The
provision of 35 hectares of new employment land over the plan period is an appropriate balance between supporting the District's local economy and its demographic characteristics. Focusing on higher value
activities could help to reduce the level of out-commuting given the imbalance between the types of jobs available in the District and the comparatively high level of skills and qualifications held by its residents. The
need to provide further land after 2031 will be considered in a future review of the Core Strategy.

The justification for the proposed housing provision of 10,800 dwellings is covered under Policy CS.16.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 5 Development Strategy — 5.8 Retail Development and Main Centres Policy CS.22

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Co-operative
Group
Property
Division

NJL
Consulting

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Policy specifies a threshold of 1,000sg.m (gross), above which would
be considered major development and would in principle be directed
towards Stratford upon Avon. It is not clear how that threshold has
been arrived and whether that is the Council’s locally defined
threshold informing when a retail impact assessment may or may not
be required.

This is a requisite point of clarity and justification to inform the setting
of a threshold. It is entirely plausible that developments of a lower
scale could have significant impacts.

None specified.

See overall response below.

Commercial
Estates and
Bird Group

Nexus
Planning
Limited

Yes

Yes

Yes

n/a

n/a

n/a

Ainscough
Strategic
Land

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

There are a number of flaws with this policy in relation to its
inconsistency with the Council's evidence base on retail needs and its
inconsistency with the NPPF and NPPG:

- the proposed retail / town hierarchy is at odds with the evidence
base which recognises Stratford as the main centre within the district
followed by the main market towns of Alcester, Shipston and
Southam.

- there is no justification for the 1,000 sq m threshold which is not
consistent with the 2,500 sq m threshold in the NPPF and the Council
have not applied or addressed any of the tests/criteria set out in the
NPPG on this particular issue.

- the 1,000 sq m threshold is at odds with the Council's retail evidence
and is not based on any retail evidence supporting the Core Strategy.
- whilst the policy refers to development over 1,000 sq m being
suitable to meet the needs of the new Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath
settlement, no reference is given to meeting the needs of existing
settlements. Some of the existing Main Rural Centre have an equally
large urban population and a significantly larger rural hinterland
population compared to the new settlement.

- no reference is given to meeting the needs of Shipston’s residents
despite the need for a 2,500 sq m foodstore being set out in the 2008
Retail Assessment under Scenario 1, which is the preferred strategy
in terms of reducing journey miles, creating more sustainable
shopping patterns, and meeting the needs of communities.

- the Scenario 1 strategy has not been retracted through the various
updates of the Retail Assessment with the latest 2014 version stating:
‘the particular figures for certain towns suggest that there would be
merit in the Local Plan process in assessing opportunities for certain
towns to increase market retention which could reduce the need to
travel - this reflects the conclusions of the original retail study’.

Amend policy accordingly.

See overall response below.
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Overall Officer Response The initial Convenience Goods Retail Study produced in 2008 set out two distinctive scenarios and their implications for additional floorspace and other planning-related matters. The District Council decided to
take a precautionary approach towards the provision of large-scale retail provision due to the sensitive nature of the rural market towns. Whilst it is accepted that scenario 1 will mean that local residents have to
travel further to use large foodstores, the distances involved are not substantial and there is plenty of scope for linked trips.

The 1,000 square metre threshold is used as a basis for considering whether a full retail impact assessment is required, although an assessment may still be sought for schemes below this threshold in specific
circumstances. This threshold was originally identified in Policy COM.19 in the District Local Plan Review. Its continued use is supported in the Comparison Goods Retail Study produced in 2011. It recommended
that this threshold remained appropriate, rather than 2,500 square metres, due to the significant proportion of floorspace already located outside Stratford town centre. Furthermore, it concluded that additional
significant out-of-centre retail development could impact adversely on strategies for improving the town centre and the potential for retail investment. These factors are equally applicable to convenience goods
retailing and to the Main Rural Centres given the modest scale of shopping and commercial activities they support.

In any case, the policy provides for a case to be made for a large foodstore to be provided outside the centres of the larger rural settlements taking into account a range of factors including, including impact on
town/village centres. This provision has already been used to promote and grant permission for such foodstores on the edges of Southam and Wellesbourne.

There is a clear distinction between the existing main rural settlements and the proposed new settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath. The former already have established commercial centres that have a wide
ranging role in meeting the needs of local residents. Conversely, a range of retail and commercial facilities need to be attracted to the new settlement from scratch, not just a foodstore. The policy makes it clear
that the appropriate scale of retail provision is related to the needs of the new settlement not to serve a wider area. Any planning application for retail development associated with the new settlement will be
assessed on this basis.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 5 Development Strategy — 5.8 Tourism and Leisure Development Policy CS.23

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Redrow
Barton Not Not Not
a?g?:nsdgouth Willmore Specified Specified Specified n/a n/a n/a
Amend second sentence in paragraph 7 to read: 'Additional
permanent moorings and marinas will only be supported where
v  |mx |wa | Merinas and moorings have the potental to cause deterioraionin | (N8 SRRIER PSS B0 BUNE SRR SIS RLS
. . o water quality and may compromise the objectives of River Basin ; : ’ See overall response below.
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified quatty y P ) infrastructure, and it can be demonstrated that the Water P
Management Plans. T . . .
Framework Directive status of navigable Rivers will not
deteriorate.’
Concerned about the wording of the seventh paragraph of the policy _ ) .
which promotes ‘increased’ access to canals and navigable Afmend Iwordollng of policy as f(t))|||0WS. Increased r?c%e_ss fo af.‘lft;’se
Warwickshire Not Not No waterways within the district. A balance needs to be drawn between or canals ag ﬁX'St'Ug havigable \(/jvater\livays_ 'r? th N |str|c|th| € See overall response below
Wildlife Trust Specified | Specified optimising their usage and preserving their natural features and engofurage W fe rﬁ It respects an . works with the natural features P '
functions which could conflict with Policy CS.4 which aims to protect and functions of the watercourse.
and enhance the district’s watercourses and water environment.
Third paragraph of Policy CS.23 should be amended as follows:
“Elsewhere in the District, unless subject to site-specific policy
St Modwen Barton There is a conflict between the third paragraph of Policy CS.23 and establishing the principle of tourism and leisure related This would be an appropriate clarification to
Developments | Willmore Yes Yes No Policy AS.11 (2) in regard to Meon Vale (previously known as the development is acceptable, large-scale proposals for new and make
Ltd lip Former Engineer Resources Depot, Long Marston). major extensions to existing tourism-related development will need '
to be justified taking into account...”.
Natural Welcome the encouragement of increased access and use of the
England - Yes Ves Ves District’s canals, but any extension to the area of navigable waterway Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.

South Mercia
Area

or creation of marinas and moorings would need to ensure there were
no impacts on the natural environment.

Overall Officer Response

The issues raised by Natural England, Warwickshire Wildlife Trust and the Environment Agency regarding impact on canals and navigable waterways and the provision of moorings and marinas merit an
adjustment to the wording of the policy to reflect their concerns. The distinction between existing navigable waterways and proposals to extend them should also be made.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.23 is modified as follows:

Amend the third paragraph to read: “Elsewhere in the District, unless established through other provisions of the Plan such as Policy AS.11 Large Rural Brownfield Sites, large-scale proposals for new and major
extensions to existing tourism-related development...”

Amend the first sentence of the seventh paragraph to read: “Increased access to and use of canals and existing navigable waterways in the District will be encouraged, including the provision of moorings and
marinas, where it respects and works with the natural features and function of the watercourse. Any proposed extension to or creation of new navigable waterways must ensure there are no overall detrimental
impacts on the natural environment.”

Amend second sentence of the seventh paragraph to read: “...such as transport links or shops, adequate water resources and foul waste infrastructure, and it can be demonstrated that the Water Framework
Directive status of navigable rivers will not deteriorate. Such schemes should not compromise...'
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Future development issues

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Warwickshire Until a policy is included in the Core Strategy relating to the evening
and West Yes Yes No and night-time economy, it is ineffective and therefore wholly unsound | Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.

Mercia Police

in relation to the evening/night-time economy.

Overall Officer Response

While the concerns raised by Warwickshire and West Mercia Police are important, they are mostly of an operational nature and not appropriate for inclusion in the Core Strategy. Specific issues can be addressed
through the consideration of specific planning applications or other procedures, eg. licensing. Part 7 of Policy CS.9 Design and Distinctiveness identifies the need to ensure that proposals would achieve safe

forms of development.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Policy AS.1

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 4

Legally Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Concerned that far too much credence is given to unsubstantiated
concerns that the character of the town will “deteriorate” if further
Persimmon Pegasus housing development takes place. Have not seen any evidence which

Not Not Not . . . s
Specified | Specified | Specified | SUPPOIts this, and it appears to be the principal reason why the level | None specified. See overall response below.

of new development proposed over the plan period in the largest
settlement in the District is constrained in the manner it is.

Homes (South | Planning
Midlands) Ltd Group

Miller Homes

and Taylor RPS Not Not Land at Bishopton Lane, Stratford should be identified as a housing .

Wimpey Group Specified | Specified No allocation. Amend Area Strategy accordingly. See overall response below.
Homes

The Bird .

Group of Framptons Not Not Not Land south of the A46, Stratford should be added as a housing Amend Area Strategy accordingly. See overall response below.

Companies Specified Specified Specified allocation.

Without direct support within Policy AS.1, the police and emergency
services infrastructure required to support development in Stratford-
upon-Avon may not be delivered.

The absence of any reference to emergency services infrastructure
requirements is also inconsistent with Appendix 1 of the Core Strategy
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan), which does reference them.

Make the following amendment to the sixth bullet point of Part B of
Policy AS.1: 'Support the provision of emergency services and the | This would be appropriate.
enhancement of health and medical facilities at Stratford Hospital.'

Warwickshire
and West Yes Yes No
Mercia Police

Consider Policy AS.1 as drafted to be ineffective in delivering
emergency services infrastructure and consequently inconsistent with
the policy requirements of the NPPF.

Taylor Bart Not Not Not Based on the objectives set out in Policy AS.1 it is clear that Stratford-
Wimpey UK Wﬁlrlrzgre Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed upon-Avon should be delivering a substantially greater quantity of None specified. See overall response below.
Ltd housing than proposed.

Concerned that far too much credence is given to unsubstantiated
concerns that the character of the town will “deteriorate” if further

Rosconn Pegasus Not Not Not housing development takes place. Have not seen any evidence which -
Group g';nn'ng Specified | Specified | Specified | SUPPOTtS this, and it appears to be the principal reason why the level | None specified. See overall response below.
up of new development proposed over the plan period in the largest
settlement in the District is constrained in the manner it is.
Concerned that far too much credence is given to unsubstantiated
concerns that the character of the town will “deteriorate” if further
Gallagher Pegasus Not Not housing development takes place. Have not seen any evidence which

Estates gli)rzjning Specified | Specified | NO supports this, and it appears to be the principal reason why the level | None specified. See overall response below.
P of new development proposed over the plan period in the largest
settlement in the District is constrained in the manner it is.

Gordon Not Not

Harrington Yes Specified Specified n/a n/a n/a
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Most of the representations on this topic are from house builders expressing concern about the scale of further development proposed in the town. The District Council has justified its overall strategy elswehere in

Overall Officer Response
the Plan and this position is appropriately reflected in the Area Strategy. On that basis, there is no need to identify additional sites for development in order to meet the proposed housing requirement.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.1 is modified as follows:

Amend sixth bullet point of Part B to read: “Support the provision of emergency services and the enhancement of health and medical facilities at Stratford Hospital.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Policy AS.1 C. Economic

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall Du :
Respondent Agent ga’y Yy Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Philip Baker Turley Not Not n/a
Trust Associates | Specified Specified Yes n/a n/a

Overall Officer Response Only one representation was submitted on this topic which is in support.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Policy AS.1 D. Transport

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent Agent corengpaliaynt Com:fi);nt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Options for provision of a bus station within the town centre have
already been considered by a study undertaken by consultants which
was completed in 2011.
The County Council commissioned consultants to undertake a
feasibility study to evaluate options for a possible southern Park and
Ride scheme in Stratford-upon-Avon which reported in 2011.
Warwickshire Not Not Not L . . .
County Council Specified | Specified | Specified | 1€ most realistic prospect of a road link between Warwick Road and | None specified. See overall response below.

Bridgeway being brought forward would be as part of comprehensive
redevelopment proposals for the Bridgeway area.

There would appear to be merit in upgrading Lucy’s Mill Bridge to
make it more accessible. There are however several constraints which
would need to be overcome before an improvement scheme could be
delivered.

Overall Officer Response

The County Council has provided a position statement on four of the transport-related principles in the Stratford Area Strategy. Whilst it is unclear at this point in time how any of them will be progressed, they
remain worthy of further consideration and possible implementation during the plan period and should continue to be identified in the Core Strategy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Proposal SUA.1 Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Persimmon Pegasus i il ; i ;
Homes (South | Planning g‘c’teciﬁed g'ogciﬁed No on thg basis of the Council's own evidence the proposal is not viable Delete Proposal SUA.1 See overall response below.
Midlands) Ltd | Group p p or deliverable.
No evidence has been made available to demonstrate the individual
sites within the Canal Quarter can collectively deliver 650 dwellings. *
The land within the allocation is in numerous land holdings which will
all have independent interests, potential legal covenants and
Miller Homes commercial land interests and affect delivery.
and Taylor RPS Not Not
_ o . No Delete Proposal SUA.1 See overall response below.
‘lf‘i"mpey Group Specified | Specified There are no proposals for compulsory purchase and many P P
omes businesses are operational and have particular needs associated with
their circumstances.
It is not apparent as to whether there is a preferred developer(s) on
board to deliver the scheme either comprehensively or in parcels.
Development will be private sector led and reliant on the willingness of
landowners and tenants to dispose of their legal interests.
Relocation is dependent on suitable premises being made available
thereby adding another layer of complexity.
and Taytor Need to provid liable estimate of the timescale f
and Taylor RPS Not Not Not . e o . eed to provide a more reliable estimate of the timescale for new
Wimpey Group Specified | Specified | Specified | Phasing specified is overly optimistic with the effect that dwelling residential dwellings to be completed on this site. See overall response below.
Homes completions are likely to be pushed back towards the latter part of the
plan period.
The level of affordable provision is overestimated and the external
costs underestimated in the viability appraisal for the proposal.
It is unclear as to how the Council proposes to respond to the loss of
employment uses other than through the allocation of land at
Birmingham Road and South of Alcester Road.
Philip Baker Turley Not Not No Whilst additional employment land should be planned for to replace None specified See response to Proposal SUA.2
Trust Associates | Specified | Specified that due to be lost through the redevelopment of the Canal Quarter, a P ' P P o
requirement for specific sites to accommodate the relocation of
businesses from the Regeneration Zone is neither practical nor
enforceable through the planning process.
Home Chartered Reference to a masterplan should be deleted as it has not been . .
Builders Town Not Not No through a statutory process and a greater weight of significance is Amend proposal according! Itis appropriate to make reference to the
Federation Planner Specified | Specified ihrough a statuitory p . 9 9 9 prop gy intention to produce a masterplan for the area.
Ltd implied which is inappropriate.
Pegasus ; oY : ; :
Rosconn ; Not Not On the basis of the Council’s own evidence the proposal is not viable
Group gl;r;rgng Specified | Specified No or deliverable. Delete Proposal SUA.1 See overall response below.
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CPRE

Warwickshire gm ified g“’t iied | NO Too much employment land is being lost to housing. Amend proposal accordingly See overall response below
Branch pecifie pecifie:

It is important that the potential scale of development is not under-

estimated because the Canal Quarter is arguably the most
Listers Group Yes Yes No sustainable location for new development in the District and there isa | |, rea5e the dwelling yield to at least 700 units. See overall response below.

need to ensure that the overall scale of development is sufficient to
ensure that development is viable.

Overall Officer Response

Various housebuilders contend that the Regeneration Zone is not viable or deliverable. While there are complex issues to resolve, there are no overriding reasons why it cannot be achieved over the plan period.
There is evidence to show that large parts of the Canal Quarter are readily available for redevelopment and will be delivered in the short to medium term. Amendments proposed relating to the delivery trajectory
and affordable housing in response to comments to CS.16 Housing Development and CS.17 Affordable Housing, respectively. It would be appropriate to clarify and update the anticipated timescales for delivering
the proposal.

In response to CPRE, the provision of 3 hectares is appropriate given the limited extent to which existing companies in this area are known to want to relocate at some stage and because businesses do not find
the area to be very accessible for their operational requirements. There is no evidence that the Morrisons site is available for redevelopment to housing.

In response to Listers, it is appropriate for the District Council to be cautious about the number of dwellings specified in the proposal to be delivered during the plan period, although there is the prospect of a higher
figure being suitable and achievable.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal SUA.1 is modified as follows:
In 'What is to be delivered' after "Housing - approx 650 dwellings by 2031" insert "of which up to 25% will be provided as a mix of affordable homes"

In 'When is it to be delivered' delete text and replace with:
“Phase 2 (2016/17 - 2020/21) approx. 160 homes;

Phase 3 (2021/22 - 2025/26) approx. 280 homes;

Phase 4 (2026/27 - 2030/31) approx. 210 homes;

Post 2031 approx. 350 homes”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 177 Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Proposal SUA.2 South of Alcester Road

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

CPRE
Warwickshire
Branch

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

This proposal has no justification. The Employment Land Study
recommends a Business Park to compete with other Districts but no
actual need for such a development is shown.

The Core Strategy does not suggest there is any shortage of
employment in the town; the jobs available lead to much in commuting
to the town.

The extent of need for relocation of businesses from the town is not
demonstrated. The 'outworn' employment area is capable of continued
use with some redevelopment. If the part of the Canal Quarter Zone
which lies north of the Canal is left mainly in employment use, little or
no need for such 'relocation’ will arise.

Delete Proposal SUA.2.

See overall response below.

Miller Homes
and Taylor
Wimpey
Homes

RPS
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The SHLAA is very clear that this site is unsuitable for residential
development. However, the reasons are equally applicable to
employment generating development, if not more so due to the size
and scale of potential employment buildings set in the landscape.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study concludes that commercial
development is inappropriate in this area. SUA.2 is therefore not
supported by the landscape evidence and no justification is given by
the Council for discounting this evidence.

Delete Proposal SUA.2.

See overall response below.

Philip Baker
Trust

Turley
Associates

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Support the proposed allocation but consider that the range of
acceptable uses is too narrowly drawn and as a minimum the
allocation should be widened to include B2, B8 and other commercial
uses.

The Employment Land Study does not fully reflect the requirements
for B2 and B8 floorspace within the district over the plan period, and
as such emerging Proposal SUA.2 should be amended to enable B2,
B8 and other commercial uses at the site.

The range of uses which currently exist in the Regeneration Zone
extend beyond B1 uses, and include B2, B8 and a range of other sui
generis sommercial uses such as car dealerships.

Restricting half of the site to accommodating relocation of businesses
from the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone is neither practical nor
enforceable through the planning process.

Wording of proposal should be amended as follows: “(i) Class B1,
B2 and B8 uses (ii) Other commercial uses (sui generis) where
these do not conflict with National Policy or other policies within
this plan.”

See overall response below.

Overall Officer Response

In response to CPRE,

the need to provide additional employment land to support the economy of the town is supported by the Employment Land Study. Likewise it is known that various companies within the
Regeneration Zone, including a very large one north of the canal, wish to relocate in order to expand and/or operate more effectively.

In response to Miller Homes and Taylor Wimpey, whilst the Landscape Sensitivity Study concludes that this area of land is highly sensitive to commercial development, the location of the site makes it suitable for
employment development in order to meet the economic needs of the town. This approach to the town will be affected by the construction of the Western Relief Road which, together with its associated lighting,
will make the edge of the urban area in the vicinity of the site more pronounced in any case.

In response to the Philip Baker Trust, the District Council has clear evidence to justify the release of 10 hectares for new economic investment in the town for Class B1 uses in accordance with the Employment
Land Study. There is no justification for making further land available during the plan period other than to provide scope for businesses to relocate from the Canal Quarter. On that basis, there is a clear functional,
and therefore legally enforceable relationship between the release of all or part of the other 10 hectares identified in Proposal SUA.2 and the delivery of the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone. It should be noted
that there is no restriction on the class of uses that can be accommodated on this part of the site subject to them being related to businesses relocating from the Regeneration Zone.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Area Strategy — Proposal SUA.3 East of Birmingham Road

Number of Supports: 3 Number of Objections: 8 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Does not accord with the NPPF, particularly at paragraph 83 and as
established through case law, which requires the demonstration of
exceptional circumstances to warrant the removal of land from the
Persimmon Pegasus Green Belt.
; Not Not See overall response below. The Green Belt
a‘.’;‘esd(s‘i‘:;h g'a””'”g Specified | Specified | N° , _ . Delete Proposal SUA.3 issue is addressed under Policy CS.10.
idlands) roup The reference to the delivery of “uses that will help to facilitate the
relocation process” is unclear and not explained or justified
anywhere.
The proposal for a new business area north of the A46 and moving
companies to there seems totally uncommercial without a huge
injection of cash. By the time you add on all costs of moving a
company it just does not work.
The commercial and industrial businesses need to be close to their
employees.
Alan Griffith ggéciﬁed g‘ggciﬁed ggéciﬁed It would r_esult in development crossing a key p_lanning b(_)L!ndary None specified. See overall response below.
(A46) which would start to merge Stratford to villages, ruining the
environment of the area and ruin the approach to Stratford for
tourists.
There are alternatives that should be looked at within the boundaries
of Stratford based upon the key highways and environmental
corridors etc.
This would create a new urban sprawl on the north side of the A46
Northern Bypass, on what is now open land in the Green Belt.
CPRE
- Not Not : L , : See overall response below. The Green Belt
\Qﬁimfksmre Specified | Specified | N° In no way can this proposal bg justified under the ‘exceptional Delete Proposal SUA.3. issue is addressed under Policy CS.10,
circumstances’ test for removing land from the Green Belt through
the Local Plan procedure.
The allocation is not included within the current SHLAA evidence.
Neither is there other evidence to illustrate its deliverability.
Miller Homes
and Taylor RPS Not Not The site is not covered by the Landscape Sensitivity Assessment. On
: & - No . . ) ) Delete Proposal SUA.3 See overall response below.
\F’:"mpey Group Specified | Specified this basis there is no assessment or evidence of the landscape P P
omes impact of this allocation. The allocation is therefore void of supporting
evidence and not justified.
The Bird
Group of Framptons | Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Companies
Mixed F Sayil The District Council has not undertaken a comprehensive review of This issue is addressed under Policy CS.10
Ixed Farms avivs - No No No the Green Belt to inform its choice of sites to be excluded from the Delete Proposal SUA.3. yLs
Ltd Reading Green Belt.
Green Belt area.
Natural - - There is only a small remnant of the orchard
England - Ves Ves Ves Suggest an additional reference to the need to protect the traditional Amend proposal accordingly remaining and its condition means that it is not

South Mercia
Area

orchard.

worth protecting.
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Does not accord with the NPPF, particularly at paragraph 83 and as
established through case law, which requires the demonstration of
exceptional circumstances to warrant the removal of land from the
Green Belt.

Pegasus
Group | Planning | S0 ciieq | Specifed | N° . . . Delete Proposal SUA.3 iiﬁeo;/seﬂj::zgggsuengglrogvé|I:?/ec%rign el
Group The reference to the delivery of “uses that will help to facilitate the T
relocation process” is unclear and not explained or justified
anywhere.
Does not accord with the NPPF, particularly at paragraph 83 and as
established through case law, which requires the demonstration of
exceptional circumstances to warrant the removal of land from the
Pegasus Green Belt.
Gallagher Planning Not Not No Delete Proposal SUA.3 See oyerall response below. _The Green Belt
Estates Grou Specified | Specified . “ : o issue is addressed under Policy CS.10.
p The reference to the delivery of “uses that will help to facilitate the
relocation process” is unclear and not explained or justified
anywhere.
Philip Baker Turley Not Not There are no exceptional circumstances demonstrated to support This issue is addressed under Policy CS.10
Trust Associates | Specified | Specified ° release of the site from the Green Belt. Delete Proposal SUA.3 Green Belt.
The following points should be added to the specific requirements:
& - - ) ) S " . Amend proposal accordingly. applicable as the site is not within a flood risk
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified by investigating opportunities to manage flood risk upstream that prop oy afé)a
provides additional ecosystem services. '
) R Perrin -
Morrison Park . Not Not
Home Estates Elannmg Specified Specified Yes n/a n/a n/a
onsultant
The Council’s own evidence, the ‘Canal Quarter and Two Associated
Employment Sites Viability and Deliverability Report’, recommends
that this allocation be excluded from the plan as there is no identified
need in the plan period and no exceptional circumstances or Green
Belt review to justify excluding the site from the Green Belt.
Wilmcote :,g'ﬁ(rés Not Not The independent employment report clearly states that whilst a new
Parish partnershi | Specified | Specified | NO business park is required close to the A46 and Stratford Parkway Delete Proposal SUA.3. See overall response below.
Council P p ) . A
p station, the size of the park should be limited to between 5 and 10

hectares.

The report recommends that some employment floorspace should
continue to be provided in the area referred to as the Canal Quarter
Regeneration Zone.

Overall Officer Response

The District Council remains of the view that this site is needed in order to implement the Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone but for no other purpose. Further progress needs to be made with landowners,
companies and other parties to show how the proposal will be achieved in an appropriate and deliverable manner. The main site specific issue raised relates to the impact industrial and commercial development
would have on the landscape and the setting of the town. The District Council does not dispute the fact that the site is beyond a well established edge to the town created by the A46 and will extend the urban
form. However, it is well contained in the landscape and development will not be visible from long distances. The treatment of the mature hedgerows along the southern and western boundaries of the site will be
critical in these respects and is identified in the specific requirements of the proposal.

There is a clear justification made for releasing this site for specific purposes that, on balance, override the relatively limited landscape impact that development will cause subject to appropriate mitigation. An
assessment has been carried out of all the parcels of land on the edge of the town to gauge their availability and suitability for employment development compared with Proposal SUA.3. It shows that, along with

land south of Alcester Road, this site is the most appropriate for the intended purpose, despite its location in the Green Belt.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal SUA.3 is modified as follows:

Insert an additional Specific Requirement to read: “deculvert the watercourse through the site and restore a natural sinuous channel.”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 181

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.2 Alcester Area Strategy — Proposal ALC.1 North of Allimore Lane (south)

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent Agent ega’ly uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Not Not Area identified should include all of the land north of Allimore Lane .
T Wyth o . N } :
ythes Specified | Specified o and a plan be agreed for the whole area, Amend boundary accordingly See overall response below
Natural
England - . . .
Sogth Mercia Yes Yes Yes Reference should be made to protecting the traditional orchard. Amend Proposal accordingly. See overall response below.
Area

Proposal ALC.1 has planning permission and the boundary identified reflects the extent of that permission. The merits of adjacent land for development can be considered through the preparation of the Site

Overall Officer Response
Allocations DPD. The traditional orchard relates to the area of land referred to in the other representation.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.2 Alcester Area Strategy — Proposal ALC.3 North of Arden Road

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 2

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Envi . Not Not Not The second bullet point in the specific requirements should read
Ag‘ém;men Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed ‘protect and enhance the watercourse that runs along the southern Amend proposal accordingly. This would be appropriate.
boundary
gige'h ot ot ot Should make it clear that this site should be brought forward
Cal Gavin Ltd A;’S”(?dates Sgeciﬁed Sgecified Sgeciﬁed immediately and with appropriate access for early development to Amend proposal accordingly. See overall response below.
Ltd meet local needs.
Insensitive development of large buildings has the potential to harm
the setting of Coughton Court which is a heritage asset of the highest
National Trust Yes Yes No |mportancg (Grade 1 listed). 'I_'hg evidence base_ QOes not show that Impact of the proposed development should be assessed in detail. | See overall response below.
the Council has addressed this issue at all and it is not reflected in the
proposal.
Alcester Stansgate Not
Estates Ltd Planning Yes Specified Yes n/a n/a n/a
Overall Officer Response There is no obvious impact that development of this site would have on the character or setting of Coughton Court. The building itself and its curtilage parkland is about 1.5 km from the site with many landscape
features between them. However, it would be appropriate for this matter to be specified in the wording of Proposal ALC.3.
The District Council would welcome the early implementation of this proposal and there is no overriding reason why this should not be the case. However, it is not in a position to require this to happen.
Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal ALC.3 is modified as follows:
Amend second bullet point in specific requirements to read: “protect and enhance the watercourse that runs along the southern boundary”
Insert additional specific requirement to read: “the form of development should cause no harm to the setting of Coughton Court”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.3 Bidford-on-Avon Area Strategy — Context

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Lega!ly DUt.y Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Welbeck McLouahii Not Not Some of the information in the context is unhelpful. There is nothing

Strategic Plgn?]‘i’r?g L1 Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No recorded which could imply that Bidford is a poorly preforming Main None specified. See overall response below.

Land Rural Centre, when compared to the others in the District.

Overall Officer Response

The information provided in the context section of the Area Strategy is a fair reflection of the characteristics of Bidford.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.3 Bidford-on-Avon Area Strategy — Future development issues

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Consistent

Legally Duty Positively with

Reference Respondent Agent compliant compliant Sound Prepared Justified Effective National Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Policy
0713/0001 | Welbeck McLoughlin Not Not No Not Not Not Not The approach adopted is not consistent with guidance in the NPPF in | None specified. See overall response
Strategic Planning Ltd Specified Specified Specified Specified Specified Specified respect of Supporting sustainable rural settlements below
Land ' '

There is minimal evidence to qualify residents' concerns about
expansion of the village as a strategy for directing development
elsewhere.

Additional development would actively support the provision of new
services and maintain those which are already in place.

Paragraph 6.3.13 is factually incorrect. The Landscape Sensitivity
Study noted that whilst this was a sensitive landscape, the area could
accommodate development.

Overall Officer Response

The District Council maintains that the scale of development provided for in Bidford is appropriate and sufficient given its character and service base. The reference taken from the Landscape Sensitivity Study does not
relate specifically to the site promoted in this representation but to the western flank of the village as a whole. It is acknowledged that this specific site is identified as being of medium landscape sensitivity to housing
development.

Overall Officer
Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.3 Bidford-on-Avon Area Strategy — Policy AS.3 Bidford-on-Avon

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Welbeck MeLoudhii Does not make any allowance for new housing development in
elbec CLougnil 1\t Not Bidford. There is nothing in the evidence base to support the Plan's .
Pl o . N o . ) .
f;r:éeglc Etd anning | goeciied | Specified o position that there are no strategic allocations put forward for this Land to the rear of 18 Salford Road, Bidford should be allocated. See overall response below.

Main Rural Centre.

Overall Officer Response

There is no need to allocate this site for development in order to meet the proposed housing requirement.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.4 Henley-in-Arden Area Strategy — Policy AS.4 Henley-in-Arden

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Include the following points in section A Environmental:
- Protect the River Alne and tributaries from any development which
could cause detrimental impacts on an important population of
White Claw Crayfish.
Environment Not Not Not - River is impacted by a number of weirs through the centre : .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified preventing fish migration. Investigate fish pass/or weir removal. Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
- Reduce flood risk within the development site and wider community
by investigating opportunities to manage flood risk upstream that
provides additional ecosystem services.’
Overall Officer Response Certain aspects of the additions sought by the Environment Agency can be addressed through the development management process. However, the issue about weirs and fish passes is a physical intervention

that could reasonably be included.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.4. A Environmental be modified as follows:

Insert an additional bullet point to read: “Investigate the removal of weirs and/or the provision of fish passes on the River Alne through the town.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.5 Kineton Area Strategy — Policy AS.5 Kineton

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1

Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Has sufficient infrastructure to accommodate a quantum of
development well in excess of the 100 dwellings proposed. Make it
Barton clear that this figure is a minimum and that it excludes the 90 dwelling
Sharba ; Not Not consented scheme. ; i
Homes X\élllmore Specified | Specified | N° Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Kineton is a key and sustainable target for new housing to help meet
the serious shortfall.
Include the following point in section A Environmental:
Environment Not Not Not - the River Dene is impacted by a number of weirs that prevent fish : .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified migration and contribute to siltation. Development should investigate Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.

and contribute to fish pass/or weir removal.

Overall Officer Response

There is no need to identify further land in Kineton in order to meet the proposed housing requirement. As such, the 100 dwellings figure should include the 90 dwellings with consent.

The request by the Environment Agency relates to a physical intervention that could reasonably be included in the policy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.5.A Environmental be modified as follows:

Insert an additional bullet point to read: “Investigate the removal of weirs and/or the provision of fish passes on the River Dene.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.6 Shipston-on-Stour Area Strategy — Policy AS.6 Shipston-on-Stour

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
A revised capacity assessment should be carried out which may
warrant further consideration of planning for more significant retail
. development.
Croopcree The Retail Study is sufficiently up-to-date t
G NJL Not Not . . . . . e Retail Study is sufficiently up-to-date to
P{gggrty Consulting Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed No Should a revised capacity assessment warrant further con§|(_:ierat|0n Update the Retail Study. provide robust gvidence. yup
Division of planning for more significant development, any such revision and
conclusions upon capacity is then required to consider a further step
than has been undertaken in the various studies.
Policy and vision for Shipston ignores the need for a main food
supermarket in the town as advocated by the Council's Retail Study
for Scenario 1.
The NPPF confirms that objectively assessed needs should be met
even if these'cannot be met within town ce.ntre anq gdge of centre The decision on an appeal relating to this site
'girr‘;?‘fgh Eggnisi;‘s Not Not No Iﬁcat'oﬁshﬂé':s negd ShOUIdI\?e ad_(djresseﬂ In z positive manger Allocate land at Campden Road to include provision for a is due in October. The implications of this will
Land g Group 9 | Specified | Specified through the Core Strategy. No evidence has been presented as part | f,qstore and extra care housing. be brought to the attention of the examination
of the Core Strategy process to highlight why these needs should not Inspector
be met. '
The need for extra care specialist housing in the Shipston area should
be mentioned in the Area Strategy and provision should be made for
its delivery.
Include the following points in section A Environmental:
- presumption against development in locations that may be required
for flood alleviation measures in the future.
- reduce flood risk within the development site and wider community
by investigating opportunities to manage flood risk upstream that
Environment Not Not Not provides additional ecosystem services, including a wetland area A ; ; )
. - o« L ; : AN mend policy accordingly. See overall response below:
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified within Shipston on Stour that is designated as a Local Nature poicy gy P
Reserve.
- investigate river restoration and weir removal/fish pass options that
could contribute to relieving flood risk, utilising available land to the
east of the town.
First Paragraph to become second paragraph and to read “The
Council will apply the following principles...Developers will be
expected to contribute to the achievement of these principles
The text at the beginning of the policy does not allow developers to \ggﬁ\r,zrlt ';i%ggﬂ:ﬁt?(’)\r;ﬁg:gb;i(‘;Tlg \lglst;)lgt?e)rr g;ﬁgf;gg if]o.
demonstrate viability in the delivery of social improvement items. y clal Improver :
terms of providing justification from and a link to the Infrastructure
It is not clearly presented how the list of social improvements Delivery Plan.
WYG correlates with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, eg. in relation to o . o
Europipes UK Planning Not Not Shipston High School. Insert paragraph at beginning of policy to read: “Based on the
Ltd and Specified | Specified | NO strategy set out in Section 5 of this Core Strategy, Shipston-on- See overall response below.
nvironme H : H H H
nt Policy should include details of the expected housing delivery across itourl will prc:wde |nﬂt1he Teg|on 9de35 homes, plus windfall
the Plan Period (as stated in para. 6.6.21). evelopment, over the pian period.
Part C should acknowledge that employment uses on the existing Section C, second paragraph should read “Tilemans Lane
industrial estate may not be required for the total plan period. provides 2ha of em'ployment land. Existing business use should be
supported and retained for employment proposes provided the use
of the continued use of the land for employment purposes is
justified”
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Overall Officer Response In response to the Environment Agency, the points raised are to some extent embraced by the first and fifth bullet points in section A. However, an additional bullet point would be appropriate to encapsulate the
scope of these issues in a generic manner.

In response to Europipes UK Ltd, it is important to bear in mind that the principles identified in the policy are not expected to be achieved entirely through the development proposals. They set down a list of what
the community wishes to see provided through various mechanisms. Viability is a component part of assessing whether a contribution is appropriate and reasonable but it is only relevant or applicable to some of
the principles identified. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is the definitive source for developers to gauge what they are expected to contribute to. Again, the policy identifies a wide range of principles that are not

necessarily related to what developers will be expected to contribute towards. It is not necessary to state in the area strategy policy the scale of housing provision to be made as this is specified elsewhere in the

Plan. The retention of employment uses is appropriate as a matter of principle but Policy CS.21 provides scope for a case to be considered for alternative uses.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.6.A Environment is modified as follows:

In Part A Environmental: Add at end of first bullet point: "...ensuring that land which may be required for flood alleviation measures is kept free from development.”
Add at end of fifth bullet point: “...possibly through the provision of a wetland area in association with measures aimed at managing flood risk upstream of the town."
Add an additional bullet point to read: "Investigate the scope to utilise land to the east of the town for flood alleviation and biodiversity purposes."
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.6 Shipston-on-Stour Area Strategy — Policy AS.6 B. Social

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Shipston High Not Not N Final bullet point in Part B Social should specify that the preferred . . . - .

achool Specified | Specified o location for an all-weather pitch would be Shipston High School. Amend policy accordingly. It is premature to be so specific on this matter.
Should acknowledge the need for Shipston High School to be

Shipston High Not Not N redeveloped in order to be expanded, and the improvements to sports . .

School Specified | Specified ° facilities should specify the construction of a new, school/community Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
sports hall and all weather pitch.
Third bullet point in Part B Social should be replaced with “Improve
leisure facilities in the town, both built and open spaces. For example

Shipston-on- refurbish the Townsend Hall”. .

Stour Town g;’édﬁe § g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No Amend policy accordingly. I(t;;\;onu(!ﬁ Sc?lizci)eri)rqotmif rfs;)eglcigt current Town

Council Fifth bullet point in Part B Social should be replaced with “Improve the '
public rights of way network, in particular access to open countryside”.

Overall Officer Response

The latest situation with Shipston High School according to Warwickshire County Council is that it will undergo a programme of phased redevelopment. The level of development within the priority area could
determine whether or not a sixth form is provided in the future.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.6 is modified as follows:
Replace 3rd bullet point in Part B Social with: "Improve leisure facilities in the town, both built and open spaces, including the refurbishment of Townsend Hall."

Replace 5th bullet point in Part B Social with “Improve the public rights of way network, in particular access to open countryside.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.7 Southam Area Strategy — Context

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent Agent corengpaliaynt Com:fi);nt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Southam Not Not Not In para 6.7.4 the words ‘police station’ should be removed as : .
Town Council Specified | Specified | Specified | Southam no longer has one. Amend text accordingly. This is a factual update.

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Section 6.7 is modified as follows:

Delete the words “police station” from paragraph 6.7.4.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.7 Southam Area Strategy — Future development issues

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

R Legall D .
esponden Agent egally uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
t compliant | compliant
Para. 6.7.8 should state that the Area of Restraint should be protected
from all development and the words ‘although small parcels may be
suitable for development’ should be removed and replaced by ‘this
Southam Not Not Not area should be preserved as a Country Park for the benefit of the _
E%VJRC” Specified | Specified | Specified residents of Southam’ Amend text accordingly. See overall response below.
In para 6.7.20 the words ‘plus windfall developments’ should be
removed.

Overall Officer Response

The reference to small parcels of land is taken from the Landscape Sensitivity Study and relates to the entire western flank of the town not just the Area of Restraint so it would be inappropriate to delete it. The
Area of Restraint policy (CS.13) applies to this specific area. Although there is no intention by the County Council to designate this area as a Country Park, the scope to make it a public open space should be
identified in Policy AS.7.

Deleting reference to windfall developments would not accurately reflect the overall housing strategy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

See Policy AS.7.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.7 Southam Area Strategy — Policy AS.7 Southam

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Recognise the need to enhance green infrastructure along the Stowe
Valley as part of any development and would look to formalise _ _ _
Redrow pedestrian access routes and deliver a landscaping scheme that took No need to identify this area for development
Barton Not Not . . . .
Homes South | \vo - Specified Specified No account of the surrounding area. Would also look to promote a Allocate land off Holywell Road, Southam for housing development. | in order to meet the proposed housing
Midlands scheme that respected the setting of the Holy Well and dealt requirement.
sensitively with this feature.
: o . No need to identify this area for development
E‘;gﬁfes gg;tgeffe Yes Yes No égcg&razﬁmry Road, Southam should be identified for housing Amend plan accordingly. in order to meet the proposed housing
requirement.
Include the following points in Part A Environmental:
- Create flood storage upstream of Southam to alleviate flooding in
Environment Not Not Not the tO\.Nn' . . . . . .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified | - Investigate river restoration opportunities at confluence with the Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
ltchen to promote fish passage and improve migratory
opportunities.
Overall Officer Response The points raised by the Environment Agency relate to physical interventions that could reasonably be included in the policy.
Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.7 is modified as follows:
Insert additional bullet points in Part A Environmental to read: “Create flood storage upstream of Southam to alleviate flooding in the town.” and “Investigate river restoration opportunities at the confluence of the
River Stowe with the River Itchen to promote fish passage and improve migratory opportunities.”
Insert an additional bullet point in Part B Social to read: “Investigate the scope to designate addtional land along the Stowe valley to the west of the town as public open space.”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 194 Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.7 Southam Area Strategy — Proposal SOU.1 West of Banbury Road

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

ReSpct’"de" Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
- Not Not Would create a separate, isolated new area of housing south of the Site now has planning permission subject to
Warwicksh o . N A : .
Brsz shire Specified | Specified ° A425 which is the effective east-west bypass of the town. Delete Proposal SOU.1 completion of S106 Agreement.

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation

Insert a factual note to state that this site was granted detailed planning permission on 6 August 2014 subject to the completion of a section 106 Agreement.

Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.7 Southam Area Strategy — Proposal SOU.2 West of Coventry Road

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

judgements can be made about the sustainability of the proposed

development.

Legally Duty .
Respondent Agent compliant | compliant Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Site is part of the likely location of the Battle of Southam.
Battlefields Not Not : e District Council needs to take steps to understand the significance
Trust Specified | Specified 0 Need to have a greater understanding of the site's significance so that of the battlefield through a full investigation, See overall response below

Overall Officer Response

As acknowledged in the representation, this site has planning permission. A condition on the permission will require a programme of archaeological investigation to be approved by the local planning authority and
undertaken before any development takes place.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.8 Studley Area Strategy — Policy AS.8 Studley

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Environment Not Not Not Include the following point in section A Environmental:
\Yil . . . . . .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified | - Inve_stlgate river restoration oppqrtunltles to promote fish passage Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
and improve migratory opportunities.

Jack Richard Not Not No Land at The Slough, Studley should be identified for housing Amend plan accordinal moo?sgﬁtéor‘:]iir;tfgeth's)agiz(];or::fsviﬁmpmem
McKelvie Cobb Specified | Specified development and removed from the Green Belt. P gy prop 9

requirement.

Overall Officer Response

The point raised by the Environment Agency relates to a physical intervention that could reasonably be included in the policy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.8 is modified as follows:

Insert additional bullet point in Part A Environmental to read: "Investigate river restoration opportunities to promote fish passage and improve migratory opportunities.'
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.8 Studley Area Strategy — Policy AS.8 A. Environmental

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Redditch
Borough
Council - Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Development
Plans
Overall Officer Response Only one representation submitted on this topic which was in support.
Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.9 Wellesbourne Area Strategy — Future development issues

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The airfield is not a constraint to development, as suggested in para.
6.9.14, but an opportunity that can support the realisation of the
Gladman Not Not Not de.velopments.needs of the existing community. There is_little B
Developments Specified | Specified | Specified | €vidence provided by the Council to support the economic value None specified. See overall response below.

attached to the current flying functions at Wellesbourne Airfield in

Policy AS.9.

Overall Officer Response

Wellesbourne Airfield supports a wide range of flying activities that offer a range of economic, commercial and recreational benefits to its users and to the functioning of the District.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.9 Wellesbourne Area Strategy — Policy AS.9

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent c OL:]gpal:g'nt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Replace the text under Part C. Economic to establish a more
positive approach to economic development at Wellesbourne:
Part C Economic has not been prepared in accordance with the - Retain and support the enhancement of the established flying
provisions of the NPPF to provide for the encouragement of a strong functions and aviation related facilities at Wellesbourne Airfield.
competitive economy. - Promote employment development in the village.
Wellesbourne | SLR - Improve local job opportunities by continuing to secure the
Matters Consulting | €S ves No The policy also fails to fully reflect paragraph 33 of the NPPF which redevelopment of the M40 Distribution Park for uses within See overall response below.
requires “When planning for...airfields... plans should take account of Class B. N o
their growth and role in serving business, leisure, training and B S“ppF’” prqposals to further en_hance visitor attractions in the
emergency service needs”. area including Wellesbourne Airfield, Charlecote Park and
Compton Verney. Links between these attractions and
Wellesbourne will be encouraged.
Universityof | Turl Wider B1 business use is likely to be the means of utilising the
oo O | paseyates | Yes Yes No existing buildings on the HRI site, and is more likely to result in a Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
successful redevelopment of the site.

Overall Officer Response

In response to Wellesbourne Matters, a more positive statement about Wellesbourne Airfield would be appropriate given its importance to the local economy.

In response to the University of Warwick, if a proposal comes forward to re-use or redevelop the HRI site it can be assessed against the provisions of the final paragraph in Policy CS.21 Economic Development
and the first part of Policy AS.11 Large Rural Brownfield Sites.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.9 is modified as follows:

Amend second bullet point in Part C. to read: “Retain and support the enhancement of the established flying functions and aviation related facilities at Wellesbourne Airfield.”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 199

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.9 Wellesbourne Area Strategy — Policy AS.9 C. Economic

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

The University has recently secured Certificates of Lawfulness of
Existing Use and Development for B1b use with a range of ancillary
uses, as well as residential (given there are a number of houses on
the site) so that short-term re-use by parties other than the University Ridraft final bullethbullet pOiSt undet:l sect(ijon (|3 Economic r6]13

University of Turle Not Not Not ) follows: 'Support the use and possible redevelopment of the HRI

Warwicky Assoziates Specified | Specified | Specified can be allowed site for busi[r)fe)ss, research or gducation purposgs with associated See overall response below.
Wider B1 business use is likely to be the means of utilising the residential use.’
existing buildings, and is more likely to result in a successful
redevelopment of the site.

Overall Officer Response

Whilst the CLUED acknowledges there are some Class B1 and residential uses on the HRI site, both are limited in scale and do not justify such an open-ended approach as is sought. If a proposal comes forward
to re-use or redevelop the HRI site involving business or residential uses, it can be assessed against the provisions of the final paragraph in Policy CS.21 Economic Development and the first part of Policy AS.11

Large Rural Brownfield Sites.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.10 Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath

Number of Supports: 3 Number of Objections: 26  Number of Unspecified: 7

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Nathaniel
CALA Homes | Lichfield & Not Not Not . el
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified | Specified | Specified Memorandum on Transport accompanying submission. n/a n/a
London
Miller Homes A dix 9 id ith i . lati il
and Taylor RPS Not Not Not ppendix 9 to evidence with specific comments in relation to viability
Wimpey Group Specified Specified Specified and GLH. n/a See overall response below.
Homes
GLH is not the product of effective cross-boundary co-ordination. GLH
will undoubtedly, due to its position on the M40 and location within the The total number of dwellings assumed from GLH for delivery in
w!der housing market area (HMA), meet housing needs associated the first 5 years (phase 2) a%d across the Plan period must b)(/a
Nathaniel with areas beyond the boundaries of Stratford-on-Avon. It may, reduced to reflect timescales for deliverability. Long Marston
CALA Homes | Lichfield & | Not Not No _therefore not meet t_he needs associated Wlth. the District (merely Airfield should be included as an additional aliocation i order to See overall response below.
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified | Specified increase out-migration to a new settlement within the District, ” Hective Plan that dell the Polici housi
London particularly with unmet needs within other parts of the HMA). In this provide an f gg'lvg an that defivers the Folicies on housing
respect, it is not considered that GLH is an effective means of meeting requirement ( )-
the housing needs of Stratford-on-Avon, although it may perform an
important role in meeting the needs of the wider HMA.
Warwickshire Not Not Not Letter from WYG accompanying Warwickshire Police and West
and West Specified | Specified | Specified i i issi n/a n/a
Mercia Police p p p Mercia Police submission
It is considered that Proposal GLH is not Justified in respect of when it
is to be delivered. The assumed speed of delivery is unjustified and
there is no evidence that this is realistically achievable. There are a
number of factors which suggest that it is not:
a) Proposal GLH (page 162) within the Core Strategy requires a
Masterplan SPD to be produced and approved before the Council
] grants planning permission for any development. . _
CALA Homes [‘iig}f‘efl‘('f'& Not Not b) Lead-in times for large developments (first identification/allocation | The timescales for delivery of GLH should be put back to ‘Phase 3’
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified | Specified | N° to first completion) are significant; and _ _ _ of the Core Strategy and this should be reflected in the Housing See overall response below.
London ¢) The timing and financing of key transport infrastructure, including Delivery Trajectory.
the necessary works to the strategic transport network such as M40
widening remains problematic.
CALA has no objection in principle to the allocation of GLH, however
the timescales for it identified are unrealistic and housing completions
will not be delivered in 2016/17 as suggested by the trajectory.
The analysis of findings arising out of the community consultation
phase, resulting in the selection of GLH, is deeply flawed being devoid
of any population weighting and, therefore, open to considerable
' doubt. To undertake a revised analysis of findings and a rigorous
E'Sh'_“)pts Not Not Int ¢ sustainabilit ¢ ¢ and traffi ; transport and traffic assessment with regard to both the GLH and
Pgri'gﬁ on Sgeciﬁed Sgecified No hn egms ot Sus 3'”3 fiity, NG proper transport and traffic assessmen Long Marston Airfield sites, in conjunction with Warwickshire See overall response below.
Council as been carried out. County Council which will show that the latter site should be the

The choice of this site is contrary to paragraphs 17 and 111 of the
NPPF as the alternative site, Long Marston Airfield, is a brownfield
site.

preferred one and cited in the Core Strategy.
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CPRE
Warwickshire
Branch

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

No need for the proposal (see related reps on overall housing
requirement). The location would be an unsustainable greenfield
housing site unrelated to any existing settlement and dependent on
road access. It would be car-dependent and be the residence of car
commuters using the M40 motorway. It is nowhere near a railway
station and public transport would be limited. It does not comply with
the policies for a sustainable location in any way. Loss of best and
most versatile agricultural land is contrary to NPPF.

Delete Proposal GLH. Some limited housing at the existing
Lighthorne Heath (up to 200 dwellings) should be considered
under other policies, but no housing should be sited on the north
east side of the Banbury Road (B4100).

See overall response below.

Gladman
Developments

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Concerns regarding the process that the Council have undertaken in
order to identify the proposed new settlement at Gaydon / Lighthorne
Heath (Proposal GLH). The decision making process lacks clarity and
transparency and appears to have been undertaken through an
illogical consultation process. Predicated on inaccurate overall
housing target for the district. It will reduce JLR’s capacity to expand.

Replace GLH with Wellesbourne Airfield (Wellesbourne West).

See overall response below.

Warwickshire
and West
Mercia Police

Yes

Yes

No

Proposal GLH should include reference to provision of a new Police
Station. Add additional bullet under 'what is to be delivered:
‘Infrastructure to enable the provision of emergency services to the
site.’

Amend Proposal GLH accordingly

The need for a Police presence in the new
settlement is included in the policy reference to
‘community facilities', as is confirmed by the
specific references at paragraph 6.1 and
Section 5 of the IDP. No amendment is
considered necessary.

FORSE

No

Not
Specified

No

The plan as submitted does not comply with paragraph 182 of the
Framework in that it is not:

a) Justified - the plan is not the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on
proportionate evidence;

b) Effective - the proposed developers do not control all of the land
required to deliver the scheme; and

c¢) Consistent with national policy - the proposed New Settlement is
not sustainable development.

On account of the manifest conflict with the Framework, the submitted

plan is not legally compliant. Detailed comments submitted in relation

to:

- public consultation

- Strategic Environmental Assessment

- other alternatives more sustainable (Long Marston Aerodrome,
South East Stratford, Southam North)

- land ownership constraints at GLH

- historic environment

- transport

- noise

- settlement form and design

a) Omit a New Settlement from the Strategy in favour of a return to
a ‘Dispersal Strategy’ for new housing across the district; or

b) Substitute one of the more suitable and sustainable sites for the
New Settlement instead of the proposed site adjacent to the village
of Lighthorne Heath.

See overall response below.

FORSE

No

Not
Specified

No

Authorisation form.

n/a

n/a

Chesterton &
Kingston
Parish
Meeting

No

No

No

Detailed comments in relation to suitability of GLH against the
following factors:

- air quality

- biodiversity

- climate change

- economic factors

- health

- historic environment

- material assets

Core Strategy should revert to dispersal option.

See overall response below.

FORSE

No

Not
Specified

No

List of groups and individuals supporting the representation.

n/a

n/a
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M40/J12 and local roads have inadequate capacity which will be

George Wood No Not No exacerbated by HS2 construction. Inadequate consultation with n/a See overall response below.
Specified
Burton Dassett Parish Council.
Inappropriate use of a greenfield location, M40 is a source of noise
. Not Not and emissions, demand for and viability of bus service to Stratford . -
John Bingh o . N P X . . . . .
ohn Bingham Specified | Specified o upon Avon. Location will not satistactorily fulfil the housing demands Suggests that should replace GLH with Long Marston Airfield See overall response below
of the district.
Natural . . . . The SPD and Masterplan for GLH will consider
Egg{ﬁ”&émia Yes Yes Yes zefjirreér&ce to the protection of Ancient and Semi-natural Woodland is | »enq Proposal GLH accordingly. this and Policy CS.6 provides higher level
Area q ) protection.
Commercial Nexus
Estates and Planning Yes Yes Yes Support Proposal GLH. n/a n/a
Bird Group Limited
FORSE No Not No Noise report by IDIBRI Acoustic Consulting n/a See overall response below.
Specified
FORSE No Yes No Covering letter for representations. n/a n/a
FORSE No g‘ggciﬁed No Transport Report by PFA Consulting n/a See overall response below.
FORSE No ggg creg | No c?r??r)l/eOfC I(()art;e; {;gt;:éc:;ng Warwickshire Wildlife Trusts representations n/a See overall response below.
Lack of assessment of European protected species at the
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath (GLH) site. The implications of the
Not presence on, and adjacent to the site, of ancient woodland, including S _
FORSE No specified | NO the need for buffers to be provided, and the need to avoid significant | n/a See response under Sustainability Appraisal.
deterioration in its quality, with reference to the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) para 118.
There is no evidence which demonstrates satisfactorily that the site at
GLH will be deliverable during the plan period given the significant
infrastructure works required to be carried out early in the
St Modwen Barton development. Detailed comments on deliverability and various I .
Developments | Willmore ggteciﬁe d ggteciﬁe d ggéciﬁe 4 | aspects of infrastructure made in accompanying report, in summary: II\Q/Ieer(?r?\\//eal(Z;Z 3\23' replace it with Meon Vale or at least include See overall response below.
Ltd lip - £22.73m of transport related infrastructure required by 2020 (a '
significant infrastructure bill for first 800 homes).
- delivery and cost of education, health, police, water supply, flood
risk, play space open space and green infrastructure.
Jaguar Land Gerald Eve | Not Not Need to make it clear that it is land at the southern end of the . . .
Rover Lid LLP Specified | Specified No proposed allocation that will be provided for the expansion of JLR. Amend Proposal GLH accordingly. Amend the policy for the avoidance of doubt.
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Home

Chartered

The Masterplan SPD is required to ensure that

Builders Not Not Remove reference to a Supplementary Planning Document from the . .
Federation ;mrr\]er Specified | Specified No policy into supporting text. Amend Proposal GLH accordingly. Fhe requirements of Proposal GLH are
Ltd incorporated in the new settlement.
Stagecoach Not Not v Stagecoach supports the principle of a new settlement at a site at / /
Midlands Specified | Specified es Lighthorne Heath. n/a n/a
No comments were received from AML as a
result of either the 'New Proposals'
consultation in 2013 or the 'Focused'
Aston Martin | Stansgate GLH proposals do not make any provision for future expansion of AML needs should be recognised in the masterplan for the new cqngultatlon in 2014. There is No provision
la : Yes Yes No ; within Proposal GLH to make available any
gonda Ltd Planning Aston Martin Lagonda (AML) settlement and Proposal GLH. general employment land that might be
occupied by AML. Separate discussions will be
instigated with AML to establish their needs
and to identify potential solutions.
Coventry City
Council - ; ; ; ;
; Not Not Not Should plan for 3,000 dwellings coming forward in the plan period, not .
gljir::r;/mg Specified | Specified | Specified | 2 500. P 9 9 plan p Amend Proposal GLH accordingly. See overall response below.
Manager
Ronald Inappropriate use of a greenfield location, M40 source of noise and
Dggzon Yes Yes No emissions. Location will not satisfactorily fulfil the housing demands of | Replace GLH with Long Marston Airfield. See overall response below.
the district.
Insufficient evidence to justify the allocation of the land GLH. Limited The ecological evidence base should be updated for all of the
Wﬁgmgﬁl';‘f gm . Not No up-to-date ecological information to determine the environmental strategic options outlined in the 2014 Housing Requirement and See overall response below.
pecified | Specified impacts of the GLH scheme and other alternatives within the Core Strateqic Site Options Consultation
Strategy evidence base. 9 P '
Cherwell
District . . .
Council - Not Not Not Support allocation and expansion of JLR, welcome transport retail and / /
Strategic Specified Specified Specified education proposals. n/a na
Planning &
the Economy
The site is not a sustainable location and will lead to a car dominated
development, contrary to paragraphs 109, 112 and 118 in NPPF. No
evidence of permancy of the bus service. The District Council has
Mr John failed to demonstrate or provide evidence that it has obtained ; -
Yes Yes No X . . Replace GLH with Long Marston Airfield. See overall response below.
Morgan commitment from the Highways Agency or the DfT that funding P g P
resources will be provided to allow the additional highway investment
required to be delivered within the plan period.
Michael Not Not Site is not in a sustainable location, contrary to paragraphs 108, 109 Replace GLH (or substantially reduce it) with development at Long
Brockington Specified | Specified | O and 112 of the NPPE. Marston Airfield See overall response below.
N N Scale and location of development and impact on roads. Dispersal
Lynn Pearson Sgteciﬁe d sgteciﬁe q | No option or alternative site preferred. There are no shopping or Replace GLH with Long Marston Airfield. See overall response below.
community facilities proposed until the final phase of building.
The development at Gaydon/Lighthome Heath is in totally the wrong
Mrs Dee Not Not place. The pollution from the M40 will make it a horribly unhealthy . -
McGowan Specified | Specified ° place to live. Leamington is already set to grow significantly as it is, so Replace GLH with Long Marston Airfield. See overall response below.

this development will add to all the pressures that will bring.
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One Property
Group

Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt Limited

Not
Specified

Scale of development deliverable within the Plan period should be
adjusted to a more realistic 1,500 units. The shortfall in provision
needs to be made up elsewhere in the District by increasing the
yield from the Main Rural Centres and Local Service Villages.
Proposal GLH requires clear targets for delivery. At the moment,
the proposal states simply that 2,500 homes should be completed
by 2031, but if monitoring of delivery is to be effective, there is a
The scale of development cannot be delivered. With an ultimate size need to include earlier targets against which delivery can be

of just 3,000 homes, it is questionable as to whether this will represent | measured, eg. date of approval of the SPD (or AAP), date of

Not No a susta|nable_develop_ment, and therefore whether the strategy is the commencement of _development, date of dehvc_ary of f|r$t homes, See overall response below.
Specified most appropriate. Reliance on an SPD to manage land use and other | date of delivery of first 500 homes, date of delivery of first 1,000

key development management issues contravenes the 2012 Local homes. Only by regular monitoring targets will it be possible to

Plan Regulations. take action in the event that the proposal is unable to deliver the

full 2,500 in the Plan period. In order to comply with the 2012
Local Plan Regulations, either additional work is needed now to
expand the scope of the Core Strategy to consider the key issues
of land allocation and development management, or the Core
Strategy should refer to the provision of an AAP, and the Council's
LDS be amended accordingly.

Overall Officer Response

Five strategic options were assessed in considerable detail and each was considered capable of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development, subject to the implementation of measures to mitigate
impacts. The district is judged to have a best fit with the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area, although it is acknowledged that a number of other market areas have an influence on the area. The
overall approach involves a dispersal of the housing growth which reflects the need to have regard to these various influences.

However, it is clearly reasonable that a new strategic choice should:

- reflect the principal housing market operating in the District;

- reflect well established patterns of inward migration that are likely to continue and drive demand within the District;

- complement, rather than compete with, other elements of housing supply in the District, thereby avoiding over concentration in one particular area that might impact on deliverability;
- create a synergy between housing and economic growth, complementing the envisaged pattern of employment opportunity.

The NPPF encourages the use of previously developed land but it does not promote a sequential approach to land use. It stresses the importance of achieving sustainable development to meet identified needs.
As such, it is legitimate to select a 'greenfield option' if that option is considered in overall terms to be the most sustainable.

As things stand there is no reason to assume that Proposal GLH will not deliver 2,500 dwellings during the plan period. More detailed analysis is being undertaken to underpin the Masterplan SPD for the site. This
will address issues of scale, timing, deliverability and sustainability. The Draft SPD is due to be reported to The Cabinet in October. Amendments are proposed relating to the delivery trajectory in response to
comments to CS.16 Housing Development.

In response to the representations by St Modwen, the claim that about £22.73m of transport related infrastructure being required by 2020 and tied to the first 800 homes is incorrect. Table 4.2 of the 'Viability and
Deliverability of Strategic Sites Study' shows the infrastructure requirements associated with housing at GLH. In relation to foul water treatment, Severn Trent Water is actively planning to accommodate the
development now it has been confirmed as the Preferred Option and it is aware of the delivery trajectory. Surface water flooding issues at the site relate to the southern end of the site (allocated for JLR) and will
not impact on the housing trajectory. Costings for GLH have not included those relating to for sports facilities, including parks, green space, provision for children and young people, allotments, community
orchards and sports hall because they are not yet known and it is not clear whether they would be funded through CIL or S106. They could either be duel use, e.g. school and indoor sports or funded through CIL.
PBA have advised that there is a decent buffer to accommodate provision through S106 if necessary.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal GLH is modified as follows:
In 'What is to be delivered', in the first bullet point insert after “100 hectares” the words “at the southern end of the allocation”

In 'When is it to be delivered' delete text and replace with:

“JLR development: Phases 2-4 (2016/17 to 2030/31) and post 2031”
“Housing and related development:

Phase 2 (2016/17 - 2020/21) approx. 750 homes;

Phase 3 (2021/22 - 2025/26) approx. 875 homes;

Phase 4 (2026/27 - 2030/31) approx. 875 homes;

Post 2031 approx. 500 homes”

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 205 Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.11 Countryside and Villages Policy AS.10

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 7 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

West
Midlands
HARP
Planning
Consortium

Tetlow
King
Planning

Yes

Yes

No

Concerned that the policy seems to indicate that rural exception
schemes are 'community-led’ schemes. This is not appropriate, and
not a sound approach to addressing local affordable housing needs.

It is evident that in some localities, support for any development,
irrespective of community need, may not be supported by the local
community. The Council must indicate that it welcomes both
community led schemes but also schemes from other applicants.

The policy should encourage other applicants to facilitate the
involvement of the local community.

Amend policy accordingly.

See overall response below.

Persimmon
Homes (South
Midlands) Ltd

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Have significant concerns about the implications of this policy and its
relationship to the intended Site Allocations DPD. It is unclear whether
the Site Allocations DPD will be prepared for all settlements in the
settlement hierarchy set out in Policies CS.15 and CS.16, thus
providing Built Up Area Boundaries for all such settlements.

The restrictive nature of part (b), with the reference to undefined
“small-scale” housing schemes, conflicts with the requirements in
Policy CS.16 for new housing development to be provided over the
plan period.

It is unclear how the restrictive nature of the policy and its applicability
to all areas of the district outside the Built Up Area Boundaries of
Stratford on Avon and Main Rural Centres, is reconciled with the need
to deliver new homes set out in the development strategy.

None specified.

See overall response below.

Client - Upper
Quinton c/o
NGA

Nigel
Gough
Associates
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The policy does not properly and reasonably set out the hierarchy of
villages identified in Appendix 2 of the Core Strategy as a policy
consideration.

It cannot be appropriate and reasonable for a matter in the Appendix
to identify growth for specific categories of village that are not
identified within a proper policy of the Core Strategy.

None specified.

See overall response below.

One Property
Group

Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt Limited

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Even though the Local Service Villages are a key component of the
housing provision strategy, this is the only one of the Area Strategy
policies that doesn't dovetail with the development strategy and
housing requirements.

Policies CS15 and CS16 provide for new housing allocations at the
Local Service Villages in particular, but AS10 does not reflect this, and
suggests that only development within the existing settlement
boundaries or conversions/replacements will be allowed.

Amend wording under the "residential” heading to cross refer to
the provision of new housing outside existing Local Service
Villages in accordance with Policies CS15 and CS16.

See overall response below.

Gladman
Developments

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Approach is overly restrictive and will act to prevent otherwise
appropriate and sustainable development which lies adjacent to, yet
outside the Built Up Area Boundaries or confines of a LSV from
coming forward.

Need to have a positive policy approach to sustainable development
in the countryside.

Amend plan accordingly.

See overall response below.
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Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Gallagher
Estates

Have significant concerns about the implications of this policy and its
relationship to the intended Site Allocations DPD. It is unclear whether
the Site Allocations DPD will be prepared for all settlements in the
settlement hierarchy set out in Policies CS.15 and CS.16, thus
providing Built Up Area Boundaries for all such settlements.

The restrictive nature of part (b), with the reference to undefined
Not Not “small-scale" housing schemes, conflicts with the requirements in
Specified | Specified | policy CS.16 for new housing development to be provided over the
plan period.

None specified. See overall response below.

It is unclear how the restrictive nature of the policy and its applicability
to all areas of the district outside the Built Up Area Boundaries of
Stratford on Avon and Main Rural Centres, is reconciled with the need
to deliver new homes set out in the development strategy.

Pegasus
Planning
Group

Not
Specified

Rosconn
Group

Have significant concerns about the implications of this policy and its
relationship to the intended Site Allocations DPD. It is unclear whether
the Site Allocations DPD will be prepared for all settlements in the
settlement hierarchy set out in Policies CS.15 and CS.16, thus
providing Built Up Area Boundaries for all such settlements.

The restrictive nature of part (b), with the reference to undefined
Not No “small-scale" housing schemes, conflicts with the requirements in
Specified Policy CS.16 for new housing development to be provided over the

plan period.

None specified. See overall response below.

It is unclear how the restrictive nature of the policy and its applicability
to all areas of the district outside the Built Up Area Boundaries of
Stratford on Avon and Main Rural Centres, is reconciled with the need
to deliver new homes set out in the development strategy.

Nigel
Cope's of Gough Not

Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified
Ltd

There is no reference to the recycling of brownfield sites within the
rural area.
Not . .

o No . . . . . Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Specified It is important that this policy is not used negatively to restrict the poicy gy P
redevelopment or change of brownfield sites in rural locations.

Overall Officer Response

In response to West Midlands HARP, it is expected that rural exception schemes will originate from within the community, but part (a) of the policy provides scope for other local evidence to be used to identify the
need for affordable housing. However, the need for such housing must originate from within the community where a scheme is promoted and/or from people who have another form of connection to that
community.

In response to Rosconn Group, Gallagher Estates and Persimmon Homes, it is confirmed that the Site Allocations DPD is intended to cover all settlements in the hierarchy, ie. Stratford-upon-Avon, Main Rural
Centres and Local Service Villages. The policy will be applied in order to help facilitate the provision of the amount of housing development identified in Policy CS.16, but for the avoidance of doubt it would be

helpful to cross refer to this policy in part (b). The approach taken in this policy is not restrictive but is consistent with the overall development strategy and will be applied accordingly. Policies CS.15 and CS.16
identify the settlement hierarchy and the amount of housing development that should be provided in each category of settlement.

In response to One Property Group, the policy is consistent with policies CS.15 and CS.16. The latter makes it clear that housing development should take place within the boundaries or confines of settlements.
This policy also identifies circumstances where dwellings may be created outside settlements.

In response Gladman Developments, it is entirely appropriate for this policy to facilitate new dwellings in accordance with the overall development strategy. The purpose of the Core Strategy and the Site
Allocations DPD is to ensure that the District's overall housing requirement is met in the manner identified in the plan and not be flexible about other locations that are not consistent with the strategy. To do
otherwise would negate the purpose of the plan-led system.

In response to Nigel Gough Associates on behalf of a client, policies CS.15 and CS.16 identify the settlement hierarchy and the amount of housing development to be provided in each category of settlement so it
is not the case that such matters have been established in an appendix to the plan.

In response to Cope's of Earlswood, various provisions of the policy relate to the re-use and redevelopment of brownfield sites in the rural area and the fifth bullet point in the first part of the policy emphasises the
importance of utilising such sites. Other policies in the Core Strategy also cover this matter, including CS.10 in relation to brownfield sites in the Green Belt.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.10 be modified as follows:

Amend part (b) to include a cross-reference to Policy CS.16 Housing Development at the end.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.12 Large Rural Brownfield Sites Policy AS.11

Number of Supports: 3 Number of Objections: 1

Number of Unspecified: 1

Consistent
Legall Du Positivel o . with .
Respondent Agent ga'y ty Sound Y| Justified Effective . Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant Prepared National
Policy
Cherwell
District
Council -
. Not Not Not Not Not Not Not
Strate_glc Specified Specified Specified Specified Specified Specified Specified n/a n/a n/a
Planning &
the
Economy
(Iiérl;wAes [lithr}aerlléelz Not Not Not Not Not Not Support the principle of this policy but object to the omission of Long This matter is dealt with
| | . . . .

(Midlands) | Partners- | Specified | Specified | N° Specified | Specified | Specified | Specified | Marston Airfield as a sustainable location for a new settlement. Amend plan accordingly under the omission sites
Ltd London topic.
Commercial Nexus
Estates and | Planning Yes Yes Yes NA NA NA NA n/a n/a n/a
Bird Group Limited
Ere‘g'ti;ge Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Southam may be a potential site of a civil war skirmish. Whilst this This point is noted and is

1 - . . . . . . .
West Specified | Specified | Specified | Specified | Specified | Specified | Specified may npt be a registered Battl_efleld,_ as a non-de5|gnat§d heritage None specified. covered by pom't (c)in
Midlands asset it requires careful consideration and an appropriate response. Part 3 of the policy.

Policy should be amended as follows:
Natural Gaydon Site - point (d) should require the retention and enhancement
- i . . These suggested
gng{ﬁ”d es Yes Yes NA NA NA NA of ecological features. : . Amend policy accordingly. 99 .
M°“ A Former Southam Cement Works - point (b) should include a changes are appropriate.
eraa Area requirement for biodiversity enhancement.

Aston Martin | Stansgate
Lagonda Ltd | Planning Yes Yes Yes NA NA NA NA n/a n/a

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer
Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.11 is modified as follows:

Part 1. Gaydon Site (d) to read: "retain and enhance ecological and archaeological features on the site"

Part 3. Former Southam Cement Works (b) to read: "...protect important habitats and species and secure biodiversity enhancement"
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.12 Large Rural Brownfield Sites Policy AS.11 1. Gaydon Site

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

? Reasons
compliant

Sound Changes Sought Officer Comment

Jaguar Land
Rover Ltd

Gerald Eve
LLP

Yes

Amend the policy to read as follows:

1. Gaydon Site The following uses are appropriate in principle:

- research, design, testing and development of motor vehicles
and ancillary activities;

- other advanced engineering technologies and products;

- low volume manufacturing and assembly operations;

- offices;

- automotive education, conference and training including
ancillary accommodation;

- leisure, promotional and marketing uses related to the existing
uses at the site;

Leisure facilities and car parking are not specifically identified. - car storage;

- ancillary new and replacement car parking provision; and

Concern is expressed regarding the requirement for all proposals to - complementary and ancillary uses for employees and visitors.

take account of the need to provide comprehensive structural Other uses will be acceptable if they are compatible with those

landscaping within the site. specified above and satisfy the provisions of this policy.

Yes No

See overall response below.
Significant concern is also expressed regarding the requirement for all
proposals to assess the effects of the proposed development on the

demand for housing and local services. Other policies within the Core
Strategy seek to ensure that housing needs and the demands on local

services are met.

All development proposals on the site should take into account the
need to:

(a) consider the views which have been expressed through
ongoing engagement with local communities and statutory
consultees;

address the impact on existing properties at Lighthorne Heath
and on the surrounding rural area;

provide comprehensive structural landscaping around the
perimeter;

minimise the impact of development on ecological and
archaeological features within the site;

assess the impact of traffic arising from the proposed
development on the local road network and the need for any
off-site highway improvements or other appropriate mitigation
measures.

(b)
(©
(d)
(e)

Coventry &
Warwickshire
LEP (Planning
Group)

Yes

Not

Specified n/a

Yes n/a n/a

Overall Officer Response

All of the additional uses and activities that Jaguar Land Rover has asked to be identified in the policy, apart from car storage, are also proposed under the provisions of Proposal GLH. On that basis, it would be
consistent to support the principle of them being appropriate on the existing Gaydon Site. With regard to car storage, the scale and impact of this would be too open-ended unless it was restricted to an ancillary
function. It is agreed that reference to the potential resultant demand for housing and services is covered elsewhere in the Core Strategy and will also be addressed in a future review of it. While it is accepted that
the provision of structural landscaping within the site may not be applicable to every scheme that is submitted, a reference to the matter being addressed in appropriate cases should be retained in the policy. A
specific reference to Junction 12 on the M40 is not necessary, particularly given the improvements to it that are about to be implemented.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.11.1 is modified as follows:

Insert the following uses as being appropriate in principle:

“- automotive education, conference and training including ancillary accommodation.
- leisure, promotional and marketing uses related to existing uses on the site.

- ancillary new and replacement car parking

- complementary and ancillary uses for staff and visitors.
- ancillary car storage.”

Amend criterion (c) to read: “provide comprehensive structural landscaping around the perimeter of the site, and within the site as appropriate.”

Delete criterion (e)

Amend criterion (f) to read: “assess the impact of traffic arising from the proposed development on the local road network and the need for any off-site highway improvements or other appropriate mitigation
measures.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.12 Large Rural Brownfield Sites Policy AS.11 2. Former Depot Long Marston

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Amend part 2 of the policy to read: The following uses are appropriate
in principle:
- leisure-related activities and accommodation;
- light industrial (Class B1c), research and development (Class B1b),
light industrial (Class B1c), general industrial (Class B2) and storage
and distribution (Class B8);
- other forms of employment that make use of the rail connection to
the site;
St Modwen Barton . .
Developments | Willmore | Yes Yes No - residential development of a form and scale that meets local needs | aAmend policy accordingly. See overall response below.
Ltd lip or is justified in relation to other uses on the site.

Policy should be updated to recognise that planning permission has
been granted for a mixed use development comprising leisure,
residential and employment uses.

In light of the submitted Masterplan, and proposed development being
considered by the Council, the criteria (b) - (j) should be revisited.

Overall Officer Response

It would be appropriate to extend the range of industrial uses that could, in principle, be provided on this site in order to provide flexibility and potentially a wider range of job opportunities. Also the caveat in the
current wording about traffic impact can be deleted as this issue is covered under criterion (d) in any case. The provisions of the policy, including criteria (b) - (j) remain valid despite the planning permission for the
site as they provide the basis for considering any further development proposals that come forward.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.11.2 is modified as follows:

Amend second bullet point to read: “employment uses within Classes B1, B2 and B8.”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.12 Large Rural Brownfield Sites Policy AS.11 3. Former Southam Cement Works, Long ltchington

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Follet Given that quarrying is anticipated to take place until circa 2020, it
olle _ s :
Nigel Moor | Not Not should be made clear that redevelopment of this site is now unlikely : .
P . i L N ! L !
Hgolgﬁlr;i Ltd Planning Specified | Specified © until beyond that date and no contribution to housing can be made Amend policy accordingly. See overall response below
before then.

Overall Officer Response

There may be scope for some development on this site, in accordance with the provisions of this policy, while quarrying operations continue.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.12 Large Rural Brownfield Sites Policy AS.11 4. Former Harbury Cement Works, Bishops Itchington

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Follett
Property
Holdings
Ltd

Nigel Moor
Planning

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The policy is a welcome relaxation of the overly restrictive Policy

CTY20 contained in the District Local Plan Review 1996 - 2011 but it
is still drafted with the requirement that employment and residential

development must be of a form and scale that meets local needs or is

justified in relation to other uses on the site.

Land at Deppers Bridge should be included within the policy area.

Amend part 4 of the policy as follows:

The following uses are appropriate in principle:

- employment and residential development of a form and scale
that meets the needs of the district.

- leisure, tourism and recreation

- The provision of specialised accommodation for the elderly and
the need for this will be assessed on a District wide basis.

The criterion that new buildings should be restricted to the
previously developed parts of the site should be omitted.

For consistency at (a), the words “take into account the
Masterplan” should be inserted instead of “comply with the
Masterplan”.

Amend policy boundary accordingly.

See overall response below.

Overall Officer Response

It would be contrary to the overall development strategy set out in the Plan to extend the scope of employment and residential development on this site beyond what is already specified. In any case, other policies
in the Core Strategy set out how the required scale of development will be met in accordance with the provisions of Policy CS.15 Distribution of Development. Furthermore, to extend the scope of the policy to
include the area between the railway and Deppers Bridge would be inappropriate as it is an extensive tract of greenfield land.

The revised wording proposed by Follett Properties would be tantamount to allocating the site for housing development and is inappropriate as there is no need to identify this area for development in order to
meet the proposed housing requirement for the District. The planning permission referred to relates to the specific circumstances of that case and should not be applied to the former Harbury Cement Works as a

whole.

It is accepted that the reference to the Masterplan should be amended to make it less prescriptive as it was adopted against the provisions of Policy CTY.20 in the District Local Plan Review.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy AS.11.4 is modified as follows:

Amend criterion (@) to read: “take into account the Masterplan for the site...”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.13 Redditch Context

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Adrian Land sou'th Of.Redd'tCh IS more §U|table for h°“5'.”9 development than Amend plan to identify land at The Griffon, north of Studley,
Bedford-Smith No No No the area identified north of the sites as proposed in the Redditch f : See overall response below.
o or housing development.
District Local Plan.
Regarding para. 6.13.4 it was understood that the District Council did
' not wish to pursue the potential of land along the A435 corridor. This
gg?odl:tgcr? may need to be clarified as its inclusion in an Allocations Plan may
. Not Not Not have implications for the implementation of development on adjacent ;
C I - o . - F X R . . S Amend text accordingly. See overall response below.
evelo Specified | Specified | Specified | Jand within Redditch which is included as a potential housing site in oy P

Development
Plans

the Borough of Redditch Local Plan No.4, currently at Examination
stage.

Overall Officer Response

Mr Bedford-Smith's representation relates to the suitability of land on the northern edge of Redditch identified in the submitted Bromsgrove District Local Plan and will be considered at the examination into that
Plan. The relative merits of areas of land on the periphery of Redditch to meet its future housing requirements have been the subject of detailed assessment. As a result, land on the north side of the town was
found to be the most appropriate option for large-scale development. The assessment concluded that accessibility to the south of Redditch is poor and that the A441 and Crabbs Cross roundabout are congested.
Traffic links to the north would involve journeys through the town centre or via the A435 which is also congested. It did acknowledge that foul drainage would be easier than other options. However, the narrow
section of Green Belt that maintains the separation of Studley and Redditch is both valuable and vulnerable. It concluded that even a minor incursion would have a major effect on maintaining this separation and
that any extension of Redditch’s development boundaries southwards would be harmful. As such, this area of Green Belt should remain.

The issue raised by Redditch Borough Council does require clarification to make it clear that any housing development to the west of the A435 should be consistent with the scale of development identified in
Policy CS.16 in relation to the role of Mappleborough Green as a Local Service Village.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that paragraph 6.13.4 is modified as follows:

Insert in line 5 the words “...consistent with the scale of development identified in Policy CS.16 in relation to Mappleborough Green...”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.13 Redditch Proposal REDD.1 Winyates Green Triangle, Mappleborough Green

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Englan s dditional ref he need iority habi
England - v v v uggest an additional reference to the need to protect priority habitats .
iouth Mercia es es es as identified through the Sustainability Appraisal. Amend Proposal REDD.1 accordingly. See overall response below.
rea
Environment Not Not Not Add the following point to specific requirements: ‘Deculvert and :
Agency specified | Specified | Specified | enhance the watercourse feature’ Amend Proposal REDD.1 accordingly. See overall response below.
The District Council has not complied with either UK or EU legislation
in the construction of this policy. It has not complied with its legal
requirements to:
(a) protect the Green Belt (NPPF para 9); or
Esr”:rgs\?d & (b) undertake meaningful cross-boundary co-operation consultations
Heath No No No (per NPPF paras 178 - 181). Delete Proposal REDD.1. See overall response below.
Residents
Association Deletion of this land from the Green Belt is contrary to para. 80 in the
NPPF.
Meeting the needs of Redditch is not an exceptional circumstance.
A consistency of approach between the policies within Bromsgrove
and Stratford should be maintained. The allocation within Bromsgrove
does not require there to be a minimum provision of office/R & D
uses. This will enable the development of the site to meet the needs
of Redditch based upon the potential occupier requirements.
Sympathetic to the desire of the Council to achieve a mixed use
development but consider it inappropriate for specific percentage
Homes and targets to be included as a policy requirement
Communities g policy requi .
é%?ggt}tltstate Savills - Not Not An explanation of the aspiration for the mix of uses could be included
Birmingha o . No _ . Amend Proposal REDD.1 accordingly. See overall response below.
Settlement mone Specified | Specified within the supporting explanatory text. P g P
and Stoford
Developments . . .
Ltd. There is no clarity on the natural features that would be required to be
protected. Retention of all the features within the site may impose
sufficient constraint to prevent appropriate development and job
creation and would be considered onerous.
Appropriate flexibility and the ability to provide suitable
compensation/mitigation for the potential loss of features should be
provided for.
Site is not suitable for employment development as it is adjacent to
existing housing.
CPRE Not Not This location would be suitable for housing and should be allocated
\é\/rgrnvtv:iﬁkshire Specified | Specified | NO for housing as part of Stratford District's housing requirement. Delete Proposal REDD.1. See overall response below.

The claimed shortfall of employment land for Redditch is implausible
and not justified.
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Redditch
Borough
Council -
Development
Plans

Yes

Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a

Overall Officer Response

In response to Earlswood & Forshaw Heath Residents Association, this site is not in the Green Belt. With regard to the alleged failure by the District Council to fulfil its Duty to Co-operate obligations, there has
been extensive collaboration with Redditch Borough Council and Bromsgrove District Council in producing the Core Strategy. The principle of the District Council having to consider releasing land to meet the
housing and/or employment needs of Redditch has been long-established, including through the former Regional Spatial Strategy, and it has been addressed through the Duty to Co-operate process. The
preparation of the respective development plans for the three local authorities has been a thorough and open process, and subject to public consultation at various stages.

In response to the Homes and Communities Agency, there is an apparent inconsistency in arguing that this site and Proposal REDD.2 together represent a 'game changer' in terms of diversifying Redditch's
economy but then seeking to avoid a commitment to provide some Class Bla and B1b floorspace. The justification for making land in Stratford District available for employment development to meet the needs of
Redditch, particularly where it involves the removal of land from the Green Belt, is based on the scope it provides to diversify as well as expand its economy. This objective has been identified by various studies
produced by Redditch Borough Council and on behalf of the North Worcestershire Economic Development & Regeneration body. On that basis, it is reasonable to expect there to be a commitment within both
proposals to provide a certain amount of floorspace that will help to achieve this objective. It should be noted that Redditch Borough Council has not objected to this provision.

It is also appropriate for an allocation to identify what physical features on the site should be taken into account in any development proposal. For this reason the requests by Natural England and the Environment
Agency for additional site specific issues to be identified are reasonable.

In response to the CPRE, the justification for additional land to additional land to be provided to meet the employment needs of Redditch and the choice of the two sites in Stratford District is founded on robust
evidence including a thorough assessment commissioned by Redditch Borough Council of all the land on the periphery of the town. The need to take into account residential amenity is identified as a specific
requirement.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal REDD.1 is modified as follows:

Insert additional specific requirements to read: “deculvert and enhance the existing watercourse feature” and “protect priority habitats within the site”
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Section 6 Area Strategies — 6.13 Redditch Proposal REDD.2 Gorcott Hill, Mappleborough Green

Number of Supports: 2 Number of Objections: 4 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent c OL:]gpal:g'nt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
Site is located in the Green Belt and forms part of the rural setting of
Redditch.
It is not accessible from the town and a new road access would be
needed on a dual carriageway where a new junction would be
unsuitable and intrusive.
CPRE Not Not It would be in an unsustainable location for the purpose of providing
\é\/arwil;:kshire Specified | Specified | NO employment land, being inaccessible from residential areas except by | Delete Proposal REDD.2. See overall response below.
ranc car.
The claimed shortfall of employment land for Redditch is implausible
and not justified.
No ‘exceptional circumstances’ have been demonstrated to remove
this land from the Green Belt.
Natural
England - v v v Suggest an additional reference to the need to protect priority habitats :
iouth Mercia es es es as identified through the Sustainability Appraisal. Amend proposal accordingly. See overall response below.
rea
A consistency of approach between the policies within Bromsgrove
and Stratford should be maintained. The allocation within Bromsgrove
does not require there to be a minimum provision of office/R & D
uses. This will enable the development of the site to meet the needs
of Redditch based upon the potential occupier requirements.
Homes and Sympathetic to the desire of the Council to achieve a mixed use
Communities development but consider it inappropriate for specific percentage
é%fé‘ggt"Estate Savills - targets to be included as a policy requirement.
Settloment Birmingha | Yes Yes No - . . Amend proposal accordingly. See overall response below.
and Stoford m There is no clarity on which mature hedgerows and trees would be
Developments required to be protected. Retention of all the features within the site
Ltd. may impose sufficient constraint to prevent appropriate development
and job creation and would be considered onerous.
Appropriate flexibility and the ability to provide suitable
compensation/mitigation for the potential loss of features should be
provided for.
The District Council has not complied with either UK or EU legislation
in the construction of this policy. It has not complied with its legal
requirements to:
(a) protect the Green Belt (NPPF para 9); or
Esrrlssr:,:\j\?d & (b) undertake meaningful cross-boundary co-operation consultations
Heath No No No (per NPPF paras 178 - 181). Delete Proposal REDD.2. See overall response below.
Residents
Association Deletion of this land from the Green Belt is contrary to para. 80 in the
NPPF.
Meeting the needs of Redditch is not an exceptional circumstance.
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Add the following point to specific requirements: ‘Protect and enhance

Environment Not Not Not . .
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified the Pool gnd Blacksons. Brook and create_: upstream s_torage to reduce | Amend proposal accordingly. See overall response below.
flows during flood conditions using sustainable techniques’.
Concerned with this allocation affecting the Grade II* Gorcott Hall.
The significance of the Hall and its associated designated heritage
_ assets are at risk from the encroachment within their setting of a
Eg%'t';ge ] Not Not sizeable industrial complex. 3
West Specified | Specified No N . - o None specified. See overall response below.
Midlands Insufficient evidence has been prepared to inform the principle and
extent of development, the capacity of the allocation, and any
strategic design mitigation conditions which may be required.
Redditch
Borough
Council - Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a

Development
Plans

Overall Officer Response

In response to Earlswood & Forshaw Heath Residents Association regarding the alleged failure by the District Council to fulfil its Duty to Co-operate obligations, there has been extensive collaboration with
Redditch Borough Council and Bromsgrove District Council in producing the Core Strategy. The principle of the District Council having to consider releasing land to meet the housing and/or employment needs of
Redditch has been long-established, including through the former Regional Spatial Strategy, and it has been addressed through the Duty to Co-operate process. The preparation of the respective development
plans for the three local authorities has been a thorough and open process, and subject to public consultation at various stages. Gorcott Hill has been identified as being the most appropriate for employment
development following an extensive assessment of land on the periphery of Redditch for this purpose, almost all of which is in the Green Belt. This is also the overarching exceptional circumstance that justifies the
removal of this area of land from the Green Belt. The same argument is made in response to CPRE's representation.

In response to the representations by Homes and Communities Agency, there is an apparent inconsistency in arguing that this site and Proposal REDD.1 together represent a 'game changer' in terms of
diversifying Redditch's economy but then seeking to avoid a commitment to provide some Class Bla and B1b floorspace. The justification for making land in Stratford District available for employment
development to meet the needs of Redditch, particularly where it involves the removal of land from the Green Belt, is based on the scope it provides to diversify as well as expand its economy. This objective has
been identified by various studies produced by Redditch Borough Council and on behalf of the North Worcestershire Economic Development & Regeneration body. On that basis, it is reasonable to expect there to
be a commitment within both proposals to provide a certain amount of floorspace that will help to achieve this objective. It should be noted that Redditch Borough Council has not objected to this provision.

It is also appropriate for an allocation to identify what physical features on the site should be taken into account in any development proposal. For this reason the requests by Natural England and the Environment
Agency for additional site specific issues to be identified are reasonable.

In response to the concerns raised by English Heritage, a detailed assessment of the character and setting of Gorcott Hall is being produced by Bromsgrove District Council. Its findings, and the response from
English Heritage to it, will be taken fully into account when considering the extent and nature of development on this site. This issue is already identified in the specific requirements of the proposal.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Proposal REDD.2 is modified as follows:

Insert additional specific requirements to read: “protect and enhance the pool and Blacksoils Brook” and “protect priority habitats within the site”
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.1 Healthy Communities Policy CS.24

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent CoLrengpal:g'nt co:}:ﬁ;n . | sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
St Modwen Barton
Developments | Willmore Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Ltd lip
Warwickshire :-ehcereﬁ!lc?ril fsz;?'tl'et'setshathi?(\a/e'Iosrt)'?':agot?tr:)nu't:woc?zxg .k;]e Soper;tat(') gnbllj\l/::)re More information is provided in the updated
County Not Not Not ! lon faciiities where justified by an Incréase in popuiation. v Amend policy accordingly. Open Space, Sport and Recreation
Council Specified | Specified | Specified | information here would be useful as clarification on a threshold/trigger Assessment 2014
for an increase in local population is not clear within the core strategy. '
The second paragraph of part A of the policy does not reference the
police service. Provision of policing services will be vital as
communities cannot be healthy and inclusive if they are not at the
same time safe and secure.
tngo g];iE;Zea%rg%rtlr?e?rgr%neiffzzivesz‘?v?gé;er(]g;/ igrﬁgfg Wnsgb?g?g?géo Amend part A as follows: ..."The provision of new and enhanced The reference to community facilities in the
emepr ency services. The 2ervi)ées the 'rovide are fgSnded on the community, police, cultural, sport and leisure facilities will be second paragraph of part A of the policy is a
basisgof rBi/mar le iélation enacted b y(?overnment No other encouraged as a way of promoting healthy, inclusive, safe and general one that includes emergency services.
orp y ‘egisatic : y : secure communities... In all instances, when applying the above
Warwickshire organisation of any kind is permitted by law to undertake them. Also L - A L )
and West Yes Yes No re-use of such buildings is difficult with associated high costs of doing criteria to spemﬁc_pr_oposals, the Co_unC|I W'I.I _have regar_d to the When co_n3|der_|_ng the retention of a
Mercia Police s0. () before deciding whether to close an existing building or facilit specific characteristics, needs, service priorities and objectives of community facility, only one of the given
ea-ch of the emergengy services must carry out itsgown assgessment)tlé the service and/ or organisation concerned. The Council will also criteria needs to be satisfied.
demonstrate robustly that services to the public would not be affected conS|d_er the po_tent|a_l to mitigate the loss of a community facility, o . .
detrimentally by its loss. Therefore, at best, the criterion duplicates a_IongS|de cons!derathn for any proposal for development on the Crlte_rlon a) as drafted is relevant to the police
work that is already being done. It is also unacceptably vague as it site of the existing facility. service.
does not give any information as to how precisely the wishes or intent
of the local community will be assessed and the material weight to be
given to them. It therefore raises the very real prospect of emergency
services projects, which significantly benefit the majority, being
delayed or cancelled.
The Council has based its open space provisions on the Open Space
Audit carried out in 2011 (with a minor update in 2012), however this . :
Barton document is now some three years old and is considered out of date. The Council has rgfreshed It Open Space,
Sharba Willmore Not Not No Delete part B of the polic Sport and Recreation Assessment in 2014 and
Homes I Specified | Specified P policy. proposes additional wording in the Explanation
P In the absence of any update survey, we therefore suggest that POS to clarify this (see recommendations below)
will need to be dealt with on a site by site basis and detail specifics ’
contained within a future updated Open Space SPD.
The policy proposes the encouragement of healthy communities
, Tyler- based on the development of open spaces and recreation, including There is no intention to override the legal or
\;V;'rrigﬁ"te Parkes Not Not No to ‘protect and enhance public rights of way and access’. This does None specified other interests of residents in implementing
Council Partnershi | Specified | Specified not recognise the impact this would have on families living in the area. P ' this policy. (See also CS.7 Green
p

It is not consistent with the principles in the Framework, Government
Guidance and Government statements.

Infrastructure).

Overall Officer Response

The policy is considered sufficient in relation to emergency services. It is recommended that a reference to the updated Open Space, Sport and Recreation Assessment be added to the Explanation.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.24 is modified as follows:

Explanation - Para 7.1.10: additional wording to be added to end of first sentence ‘and updated in 2014’.

Para 7.1.11 first sentence: add the words ‘of 2011’ after the first phrase: ‘The main audit report’....
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.1 Healthy Communities Policy CS.24 A. Infrastructure, Services and Community Facilities

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Responden Legall D .

P Agent ga’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

The

Campaign for Not Not

Real Ale Specified Specified Yes n/a n/a n/a

CAMRA

Overall Officer Response Only one representation submitted on this topic which is supportive.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.1 Healthy Communities Policy CS.24 B. Open Space and Recreation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant

The current playing pitch strategy is nearing the end of its life and The Council has refreshed its Open Space,

while the District Council is undertaking a refresh, the method is not Sport and Recreation Assessment in 2014.

sound and compliant with the NPPF. The Playing Pitch Strategy was completed in
The omission of all references to national standards and to focus 2011 and will be updated in 2015. The 2011

Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date on local standards as required by the NPPF. Also the evidence Playing Pitch Strategy was based on detailed

Sport England Not Not No assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation base needs to be refreshed using sound recognised methodology. | surveys and assessments of needs at the local
Specified | Specified facilities and opportunities for new provision. The assessments should | The level of proposed housing needs should be addressed for level.

identify specific needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits or
surpluses of open space, sports and recreational facilities in the local
area. Therefore the use of national data from the Fields in Trust and
the like would fail the tests set out above as the emphasis is on local
provision.

both the indoor and outdoor sports facilities in formulating the
revised strategies.

Any changes that emerge from the update in
2015 will be fed into the IDP which is a working
document subject to change over the life of the
Core Strategy.

Overall Officer Response

The Council has refreshed its Open Space, Sport and Recreation Assessment in 2014 and an additional reference to this effect is proposed in the Explanation. The Playing Pitch Strategy was completed in 2011
and will be updated in 2015. The 2011 Playing Pitch Strategy was based on detailed surveys and assessments of needs at the local level. Any changes that emerge from the update in 2015 will be fed into the
IDP which is a working document subject to change over the life of the Core Strategy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.24 is modified as follows:

Explanation - Para 7.1.10: additional wording to be added to end of first sentence ‘and updated in 2014’.

Para 7.1.11 first sentence: add the words ‘of 2011’ after the first phrase: ‘The main audit report’....
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.1 Healthy Communities Policy CS.24 Development Management Considerations

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D .
Respondent |  Agent ga’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The
Campaign for Not Not
Real Ale Specified Specified Yes n/a n/a n/a
CAMRA
Overall Officer Response Only representation submitted on this topic is one of support.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.1 Healthy Communities Policy CS.24 Implementation and Monitoring

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

R A i i
espondent gent compliant | compliant

Warwickshire

Not Not Not
County Specified | Specified | Specified n/a n/a n/a
Council
Overall Officer Response Only representation submitted on this topic is one of support.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.2 Transport and Communications Policy CS.25

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

We are disappointed that the submission Core Strategy and Th | | of stratedi bound
supporting evidence base makes little or no provision for infrastructure . e.?.o N pro.pot?]a or stra ?t?lc crotsst oundary
to support the delivery of high quality bus services. Without this, the ggn:jgr?/llger:tshorﬁ:eHvéz;i 'iTc?rn o?at'n both
Plan’s development proposals will greatly increase pressure on the res)i/dentia:gand emponme;fltI reIatped ulsegs The
highway network within the District and beyond. Council has engaged fully with the relevént

Stagecoach Not i .. L.

; o N N . " . -

Midlands Specified ° ° In this respect, the Plan additionally fails to have sufficient due regard None specified. Zd]: r:r;:gg ?c)utehnc;rlljt;gstﬁr;d :r;ect)gzr;sport
for its cross-boundary impacts. The Plan acknowledges it attempts to agknowled es the need Flzorzzustainable
fulfil the Statutory Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring authorities transport o?)tions It is noted that Stagecoach
and agencies, but has made little attempt to do so with regard to has expressed sﬁpport for this proposal. See
these transport issues. Thus the Plan does not fully meet this overall response below ’
statutory duty. ]

Commercial Nexus

Estates and Planning Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a

Bird Group Limited

Hiah Not Not Not The policy should acknowledge the key role of the Highways Agency

A'gger:'giys Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed in facilitating new development in the District and the commitment of | Amend policy accordingly. Agreed.
the parties concerned to partnership working.

English The policy should reflect the need to ensure the conservation of the There is no need to repeat the provisions of

Heritage - Not Not No historic environment is a key concern where transport/highway/public Amend policy accordinal Policy CS 8 as thev will be taken into account

West Specified | Specified realm initiatives are proposed. Without an explicit reference, due policy gy y Lo y

Midlands as a matter of course.

consideration may well be overlooked.

Overall Officer Response

There is always a balance to be struck in deciding which development strategy to pursue. There is a considerable amount of committed and allocated development that is identified in locations that are well served
by public transport. Only a relatively small proportion of the overall housing requirement for the plan period will take place in smaller settlements in order to support the nature of these communities, and many of
these have a bus or train service. The District Council has co-operated closely with Warwickshire County Council, which is the public transport authority, throughout the preparation of the Core Strategy.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.25 is modified as follows:

Amend first paragraph to read: '...Warwickshire County Council and, where appropriate, the Highways Agency will work together...'
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.2 Transport and Communications Policy CS.25 B. Transport and New Development

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Part B in relation to Travel Plans does not accord with Government Policy should be amended to require all new proposals, including
Highways Not Not Not policy set out in the NPPF (para 36) and DfT Circular 02/2013, which | residential developments, to be accompanied by a Travel Plan It would be appropriate to make this point in
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified | require the submission of a Travel Plan for all proposals which are where there is expected to be a material traffic impact on the DMC(2).
likely to have significant traffic impacts. Strategic Road Network (SRN).

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that DMC(2) relating to Policy CS.25 is modified as follows:

Insert in the first sentence the words 'including all proposals where there is expected to be a material impact on the Strategic Road Network'
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.2 Transport and Communications Policy CS.25 D. Transport Schemes

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 10 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally Duty

R A i i
espondent gent compliant | compliant

Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
Ronald Ves Ves No Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line (i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
Dobson is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery

reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base. Plan.

See overall response below.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

Proposals to reinstate the line south of Stratford on Avon are
acknowledged in both the Warwickshire and Worcestershire Local
Transport Plans. The benefits of reinstatement are also recognised in
the Network Rail Great Western and West Midlands Route Utilisation
Strategies.

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line (i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to

is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery
reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base. Plan.

Avon Rail Link Yes Yes No See overall response below.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

Proposals to reinstate the line south of Stratford on Avon are
acknowledged in both the Warwickshire and Worcestershire Local
Transport Plans. The benefits of reinstatement are also recognised in
the Network Rail Great Western and West Midlands Route Utilisation
Strategies.
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Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line
is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be
Yes Yes No reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
(i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

Mr Michael

Revell See overall response below.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

Proposals to reinstate the line south of Stratford on Avon are
acknowledged in both the Warwickshire and Worcestershire Local
Transport Plans. The benefits of reinstatement are also recognised in
the Network Rail Great Western and West Midlands Route Utilisation
Strategies.

A western alignment for a track deviation parallel to the business park
south of Station Road, Long Marston should be formally protected.

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line
is a promising candidate for reinstatement" and this should be
No reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
(i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

Avon Rail Link Not Not

Group Specified | Specified See overall response below.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

Proposals to reinstate the line south of Stratford on Avon are
acknowledged in both the Warwickshire and Worcestershire Local
Transport Plans. The benefits of reinstatement are also recognised in
the Network Rail Great Western and West Midlands Route Utilisation
Strategies.

A western alignment for a track deviation parallel to the business park
south of Station Road, Long Marston should be formally protected.
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A Dennis

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line
is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be
reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

Proposals to reinstate the line south of Stratford on Avon are
acknowledged in both the Warwickshire and Worcestershire Local
Transport Plans. The benefits of reinstatement are also recognised in
the Network Rail Great Western and West Midlands Route Utilisation
Strategies.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
(i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

See overall response below.

Steven W
Price

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford-
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study.

Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line
is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be
reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

The new line would also contribute to improved network resilience,
particularly in view on ongoing climate change issues.

Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and
(i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

See overall response below.

Michael
Brockington

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Fully support the safeguarding of land for the reinstatement of the
railway line but consider this needs to be expanded.

Business Case Study concluded that the scheme would be technically
feasible, would be viable and that revenue would exceed operating
costs, giving a benefit cost ratio of 2.03, that is the service would be
profitable from day one for a capital investment of £60 million.

The reopening of the line is included in both Network Rail's Route
Utilisation Strategies for the West Midlands and Chilterns (May 2011)
and the Great Western (March 2010).

The policy needs to be reworded along the following lines: 'The
Council will safeguard the land needed for the reinstatement of the
railway line southwards from Stratford-upon-Avon Town railway
station to Long Marston.'

See overall response below.
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Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford- Policy needs to be strengthened and reworded more positively and

?:;ﬁ‘;frfa" ves Ves \o Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study. (i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to See overall response below
Group Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line route safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery

is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be Plan.

reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

The new line would also contribute to improved network resilience,
particularly in view on ongoing climate change issues.

Safeguarding the route by implication means the Council also
supports the reinstatement and as such the policy should be more
positively worded to reflect this.

As this is an infrastructure project, by definition, it should also be
included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The Council has failed to positively reflect the findings of the Stratford- Policy needs to be strenathened and reworded more positively and
Honeybourne Railway Reinstatement Business Case Study. olcy 9 L nore positively
Mr John Yes Yes No (i) formally supported by Stratford District Council in addition to
M : g ) .
organ Overall, the results of the economic appraisal indicated that “the line g};tne safeguarding and (ii) included in the Infrastructure Delivery

is a promising candidate for reinstatement” and this should be
reflected in the policy as the study forms part of the evidence base.

See overall response below.

There would be important economic benefits arising from additional
tourist spend.

The new line would also contribute to improved network resilience,
particularly in view on ongoing climate change issues.

Support the continued policy of safeguarding the route.

What is missing is a positive statement of support for the
reinstatement; surely this should follow from the intention to
safeguard.

The report by Arup sets out a positive feasibility assessment, and a
positive business case, along with suggested service pattems.

Not Not What should exercise the District Council's thinking is the worsening
David Bowie S;’eciﬁe d sgecified No problem of road congestion and the need to offer much better and
more direct public transport links.

The policy should indicate clear support for re-instating the railway

line See overall response below.

There is obvious potential benefit to the town and district of restored
rail links to Oxford and Worcester, as well as being able to serve
future housing developments at Long Marston.

The reinstatement of the line is consistent with the emerging
strategies of neighbouring authorities in Worcestershire and
Gloucestershire, and is recognised as a potential benefit in Network
Rail route utilisation strategies.
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Overall Officer Response The Business Case Study showed that, based on a high level assessment, there is a prospect of the rail link between Stratford and Honeybourne being reinstated at some point in the future. However, the
technical and engineering solution identified in the Study as being the only achievable option is extremely expensive. This means that the revenue return from the services that would operate on the line would
have to be substantial to make the project economically viable. It is evident that further assessment will need to be undertaken to refine the work carried out by this Study in order to substantiate whether the
project is a viable and realistic proposition. This will, in large part, be dependent on strategic factors such as growth in rail patronage, commitment to investment in the rail network and future patterns of
development and activities within and outside the District which would benefit from rail access. While an initial assessment of environmental issues has been carried out in the Study, a much more rigorous
appraisal would be required should the project be pursued to identify the level of impact on features such as flood risk, ecology, property and residential amenity. The effect on the Greenway of reinstating the
railway is also an important consideration. At this stage, due to the significant issues that the Study has identified, the District Council is not in a position to be confident that the railway is capable of being

constructed and operated in a manner that would not have a significant impact on matters of local importance and value. It should be noted that it is intended to continue to safeguard an alignment to the west of
the industrial estate south of Station Road, Long Marston, as shown on the District Local Plan Review Proposals Map (Inset Map 5.1).

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.2 Transport and Communications Policy CS.25 E. Aviation

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Policy fails to take into account the positive effects that
encouragement of aviation interests can have within the District.

Welleshourne | SLR Not Amend the policy to acknowledge and secure a more positive

Matters Consulting s Specified ° Implied support for the airfield could be further enhanced with regards | approach to the use of airfields within the District. See overall response below
to its (and other airfields) role within the District and should be
acknowledged In Part E of the policy.

Glad Not Not Not As site promoter for Wellesbourne Airfield it is confirmed that the site

Deflem)%ems Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed will not be available for aviation purposes. All references made to the | Delete reference to Wellesbourne Airfield. See overall response below.
airfield at Wellesbourne should be removed from the policy.
There is no strategy set out in the Policy to address any respective
roles of each of the airfields, or indeed is there any evidence of the
need for all three airfields.

Nathaniel . . . Policy should set out that aviation activity should be consolidated
CALA Homes | Lichfield & | Not Not Circular 01/3003 states that non-official safeguarding has always . - - ;
(Midlands) Ltd Eartgers - | Specified | Specified 0 been a responsibility of the operator and the safequarding for most Z}r\cl\r/:fltleasclis/?t;r;e (with Snitterfield as a secondary airfield for light See overall response below
onaon '

General Aviation aerodromes remains a matter for reasonable
agreement with planning authorities. The operator at Long Marston
Airfield is the landowner jointly proposing the redevelopment of the
airfield.

Overall Officer Response

These representations reflect the intentions of the owners or users of Long Marston and Wellesbourne Airfields. At this point in time, the Core Strategy makes no provision for the development of either airfield and
it would be premature to assume this situation will change. On that basis, it is reasonable to assume that the airfields will continue to function as such. While it is not the purpose of this policy to promote the
extension of existing activities at the existing airfields, and the merits and impacts of any such proposals can be assessed against the provisions of the plan, it would be appropriate to make it more supportive of
aviation activities in principle.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.25.E is modified as follows:

‘General aviation activity within the District will be supported at the existing airfields of Long Marston, Snitterfield and Wellesbourne. Proposals for development associated with aviation activity requiring planning
permission will be permitted within the established limits of an existing airfield subject to them not having an unacceptable effect on the environment of adjacent areas and on local residents and businesses.'
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.2 Transport and Communications Policy CS.25 F. Information and Communication Technologies

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent X ? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
With regards to the second paragraph of Section F, what will the
sustainability criteria be? It is one thing to put infrastructure in place,
it is quite another to ensure that it will be maintained and upgraded
and still operating in 5,10 or more years’ time There should be
wording about sustainability and resilience of the network.
Warwickshire i ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
County Ves Ves No The current minimum requirement is for 24Mbps, and SOMpps by Amend policy accordingly. Precise wording suggested in email of See overall response below.
Council 2020. As these are minimums there should be an expectation that the | 27.08.14.

network will be capable of upgrade in the future to faster speeds.

Ideally the network should be provided on a wholesale basis so as to
allow a range of ISPs to provide services. This will ensure choice for
the end user, competition that will drive down prices, and will help to
ensure that there is adequate future investment in the network.

Overall Officer Response

SDC would support an amendment in relation to the need for provision to be able to be upgraded in future and for there to be a new DMC in relation to the assessment of Connectivity Statements. The reference
to a community led local access network could be amended to an existing local access network as there may be appropriate commercial networks available. The reference to local broadband groups could be
deleted.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Policy CS.25F is modified as follows:

Bullet point 2: Change ‘a community led local access network’ to ‘an existing local access network’.
Final paragraph of policy, delete the words ‘or community owned local access networks’ (second sentence) and ‘or local broadband groups’ (third sentence).

Add new DMC: ‘(7) Any proposals for broadband infrastructure under Part F of the policy should be assessed to ensure that they are fit for purpose and capable of being upgraded and/or expanded in future as
appropriate. Provision should ideally be provided on a wholesale basis to allow a range of ISPs to provide services. CSW Broadband Project and its successors will provide assistance in assessing Connectivity
Statements and will provide information on local access points and the development of the strategic network.’
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Section 7 Infrastructure — 7.3 Developer Contributions Policy CS.26

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 6 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
It is crucial that developers contribute towards education infrastructure ggﬂ?ﬁgtggjnfg[-Ssgfoge@;c?g mugg made
S to mitigate the direct consequences of new development. Funding Add the following wording to Policy CS.26: “All developments that otherwise indicated on the F\E)123 List

\év(;"‘l:‘r’]vt';ksmre No Ves No from the Council budgets cannot be relied on to expand schools. The | generate a need for school places will be required to make '

Coundil capital allocations received from central government are only provided | payments to accommodate pupils from the developments.” In first The word ‘should' is in recognition of the fact
to.meet statu_tory respon.sibilities in respect to additional pupil places line of penultimate paragraph replace "should" with "will". that planning policy cannot always dictate the
arising from increased birth rates. provision of infrastructure by third parties.
Concerned that Appendix 1 is not directly referenced in Policy CS.26.
The lack of reference means that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP) in the Core Strategy does not presently have unequivocal policy As stated in Appendix 1, the IDP is a working
bacl_<ing. This in turn _seriOL_Jst u_r_1der_mines support for the delivery of document that will be képt up to date as

o the infrastructure projects identified in the IDP. Replace third paragraph in policy with: "Delivery of infrastructure infrastructure planning progresses.
Z\:]?jn\A/I\I/fakssthlre Yes Yes No Primary concern is to ensure that development of the scale proposed will be concurrent with, or in advance of, develqpment in - .
Mercia Police by the Core Strategy makes adequate provision for the future policing accordance with Appendix 1 (Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and The policies as drafted are considered
X S ; . : have regard to Part D of Policy CS.16 Housing Development." sufficient to underpin the relationship with the
services needs it will generate. Like some other public services our IPD. The Explanation to policy CS.26 refers to
primary funding is insufficient to be able to add infrastructures to botH the IDP and the Regulation 12'3 List
support new development when and wherever this occurs. Further, )
there are no bespoke capital funding regimes to provide capital for
investment in our facilities.
The policy sets out that the Council will introduce a Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and yet still requires contributions for off site
works which are needed to mitigate the impact of the development. The policy as drafted is in accordance with the
_ This is contrary to the principle of CIL. The purpose of CIL is that it CIL Regulations

f’;"r:'('je;:fl’g:es RPS Not Not breaks the liability between development and off site infrastructure ’

Wimpg Group Specified | Specified No provision. S106 Agreement_s cannot be used for such provision and is | Amend policy accordingly. The policy basis for infrastructure provision in

Homes contrary to the CIL Regulations. this Core Strategy is adequate. Further detail
The policy also refers to a Development Requirements will be provided in an SPD.

Supplementary Planning Document for further detail. Infrastructure
provision cannot be orchestrated through SPDs anymore.
. . . L This is a level of detail that is unnecessary to

Steve Routly No g‘m - Not i poh_cy QOes not mention Fhat self-build housing is exempt from Insert a statement to this effect. include in a strategic policy. The policy d())/es

pecified | Specified | CIL, which is government policy. not need to repeat government policy
The Open Space, Sport and Recreation
Concerned that part of the evidence base which will be used for CIL Assessment has been updated in 2014. The
Not Not or S;LOG i§ based on out of_ date information, namely PPG17 Audit and Evidence base needs to be refreshed using sound recognised accompa_nying Playing Pitch Strategy will be

Sport England Specified | Specified | N° Playing Pitch Strategy. This assessment was prepared some years methodology updated in 2015 and the IDP will be updated
ago and does not reflect the current anticipated growth within the ' accordingly. The policy, as drafted, allows for
district. updates in the evidence base over the life of

the Core Strategy.

y The policy includes a reference to a Supplementary Planning

ome Chartered Document that has not been through a statutory process and . . . The policy as drafted makes it clear that the

Egggf;f‘ion Town gm " Not No therefore has a lesser status than the Core Strategy. By referring to it Delete reference in policy to the SPD and place in explanatory SPD (which is soley to provide further detail)

pecified Specified . . . i o s - X < text.

Ltd Planner in the policy a greater weighting of significance is implied which is has yet to be drafted.
inappropriate.

Policy refers to CIL and Section 106 Agreements providing a
Highways Not Not Not _mechanism for securing any rquisite infrastructure to mitigate the ' ' Section 278 agrgements are already referred
Agency Specified | Specified | Specified impacts of new development. This reference should be expanded to Amend policy accordingly. to. Conditions will be placed on a planning

also refer to the use of planning conditions, and Section 278
Agreements to secure this outcome.

permission as appropriate.
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Overall Officer Response

The policy is considered appropriate as drafted.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 Proposed Changes to the Local Plan Proposals Map

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The maps of the SLAs which are adjacent to the Cotswolds AONB
should include the extent of the AONB (by a different notation) for o
clarity and to show how the SLAs act as part of the setting of the The Policies Map already shows the extent of
SPRE e Not Not AONB. Amend Policies Map accordingly. the AONB. It is not appropriate to show
arwickshire o o No . L ..
Branch Specified | Specified features outside the District on the Policies
This notation should also include the extent of the AONB in adjacent Map.
areas, eg. Gloucestershire.
The Bird i ; ; 3 ) ; P
Group of Framptons | Yes No No Amend Policies Map to identify south of A46 Stratford-upon-Avon for Amend Policies Map accordingly It is not proposed to allocate the site in the
Companies development. Core Strategy.
B'ZOLHI?meS 5 Not Not Not The Proposals (Policies) Map should include the annotation of the
g Pl(?a\);?nring Sgeciﬁed Sgecified Sgeciﬁed West of Shottery proposal in order to give a proper representation of | Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.
Management the proposed site allocation: Proposal SUA.2.
High Speed
Two (HS2) Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Ltd

Overall Officer Response

It would be helpful to provide an additional set of maps showing proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundary and to list these in section 8.1.

As a result of representations made on Policy CS.15, the wording of the third bullet point under paragraph 8.1.4 should be revised to clarify the proposed process of establishing the built-up area boundaries.

It would assist the interpretation of the Policies Map to illustrate recent commitments and developments that are not shown on the Ordnance Survey base map. Where these sites are on the edges of Stratford-
upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres, the Built Up Area Boundaries should be amended to incorporate them. However, it should be borne in mind that this can only be done at a point in time and the situation
could continue to change over time.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that the Core Strategy is modified as follows:
1. Insert the following text in Section 8.1 A. Green Belt: The following boundaries of the Green Belt are proposed to be amended in accordance with Policy CS.10:
- Land east of Birmingham Road, Stratford-upon-Avon
- Land north of Arden Road, Alcester
- Land at Gorcott Hill, Mappleborough Green
2. The amendment to the boundary of the Green Belt at Gorcott Hill should also include land at Gorcott Hall.
3. The second sentence at bullet point 3 of paragraph 8.1.4 to read: "Sites at existing settlements that are confirmed as allocations upon adoption of the Core Strategy will be included within the BUAB."
4. Amend the Policies Map to indicate recent commitments and developments as appropriate.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 A. Special Landscape Areas - Arden

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legall Du :
Respondent Agent ga’y Yy Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Homes and
Communities
g%‘?gggt/-Estate Savills - Not Not Not It is unclear whether the Arden SLA is the same area as the Forest of
Settlement Birmingha | g cified | Specified | Specified Arden referred to in Policy CS.5. If so, the same name should be Amend plan if necessary. See overall response below.

and Stoford
Developments
Ltd.

m

applied in both policies.

Overall Officer Response

The two are not the same. The Arden SLA is a landscape designation for which a boundary is defined, whereas there is no specific boundary for the historic Forest of Arden.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change. However, it should be noted that if Proposal REDD.2 and/or Proposal ALC.3 are confirmed, the land involved should be deleted from the Arden SLA.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 A. Special Landscape Areas - Cotswold

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
CPRE Not Not Cotswold Frlnge SLA should include Barches'ton and W|II'|ngtor.1 gnd N ' The base of Brailes Hill is also within the
Warwickshire Soecifi o No should be continuous around the base of Brailes Hill. Brailes Hill itself | Amend Policies Map accordingly.
pecified Specified NN AONB.
Branch is within the AONB.

Overall Officer Response

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 A. Special Landscape Areas - Feldon

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 10 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Wendy Bolton

Yes

Yes

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Sharon
Feeney

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Suzane Miller

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Mr lan
Roberts

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Barbara
Prideaux

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Mr John
Morgan

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

R & M Wilkins

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Denise
Breakell

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as
“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.
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Wellesbourne

The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.

d Walt Not Not e - . .~ :
ggrisha on S;’eciﬁe g sgeciﬁe 4 | No The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as | Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.
Council “High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.
The boundary of the Feldon Parkland SLA should be modified to
include land south of Dovehouse Estate, Wellesbourne.
Davi N N o . . . .
Bf‘e";l?(e” Sgéciﬁe d sggciﬁe q | No The Landscape Sensitivity Study classifies this area as Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.

“High/Medium” landscape sensitivity where housing development is
considered inappropriate.

Overall Officer Response

The same consultants produced the Special Landscape Area Study and the Landscape Sensitivity Study. Despite the sensitivity of the area to development, they did not come to the view that it should be included

in the Feldon Parklands SLA. This is because it does not form part of that landscape feature lying as it does below the scarp slopes that define this edge of the Feldon Parklands. The sensitivity of the area to
development should be taken fully into account when development proposals are being considered.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 A. Special Landscape Areas - Ironstone

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Ironstone Hills SLA should include Warmington village.
Ironstone Hills SLA boundary should not be the loop of the Oxford

CPRE Canal at Wormleighton but should extend north to Ladbroke, with the

L Not Not western boundary being the A423 as far north as Ladbroke and then a L ;
Warwickshire ii ii No : . Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.
Branch Specified | Specified line northeastwards to Napton-on-the-Hill. Among other features, the P gy P

canal loop is itself an interesting and unusual feature in the
landscape. Its setting should be protected by including a wider area in
the SLA.

Overall Officer Response

Warmington village lies within the Cotswold AONB and it would be inappropriate and unnecessary to also include it within the SLA.

The area extending up to Ladbroke is an extensive tract of land that has not been identified in the SLA Study. It portrays significantly different landscape characteristics to the lronstone Uplands due to its

underlying geology.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 B. Areas of Restraint - Southam

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall D ,
Respondent |  Agent ega’y uty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Redrow Bart Not Not Suggest that the area covered by the AoR is amended so as the built
Homes South | /%8 Sgeciﬁe g Sgeciﬁ ed | NO form of Southam is not extended significantly further south than it Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.
Midlands already is by existing development on Holywell Road.
Not Not The Area of Restraint Map does not clearly show the exact line of the o : . . .
Sally Hunt - " N . . . :
ally Hun Specified | Specified o boundary to enable us to determine where it affects our property. None specified This matter will be clarified with the landowner

Overall Officer Response

The extent of the Area of Restraint is appropriate and is intended to restrict further incursion of development into the relatively steeply sloping valley sides which make an important contribution to the character
and setting of this part of the town.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 C. Retail Development and Main Centres — Bidford-on-Avon

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent Agent Lega!ly Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant compliant

The Warner’s Budgen supermarket lies on the edge of the village

Antony centre, is well-related to, and effectively anchors it economically.

Aspbury Not Not Not Thus, its inclusion within the village centre boundary would protect the A L ;

: i i i . ' X mend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.

ﬁtfjsoc'ates Specified | Specified | Specified | jntegrity of the centre and counteract pressure from out-of-centre retail P a4 P
development.

Overall Officer Response It is acknowledged that the supermarket plays an important role in the functioning of the village centre. However, it is physically separate from the centre and including it would be contrived. The original permission

for the store was based on it being outside the retail and commercial area of the village but close enough to it to be accessible for linked trips.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 D. Proposed Site Allocations Maps — SUA.1 Canal Quarter, Stratford-upon-Avon

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1

Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent Agent Lega!ly Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant compliant
CPRE = Not Not Morrisons supermarket and car park should be included in the Canal - , There is no evidence that the Morrisons site is
Warwickshire ified fied | NO Amend Policies Map accordingly. ; :
Branch Specifie Specifie Quarter available for redevelopment to housing.
Overall Officer Response
Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 D. Proposed Site Allocations Maps — ALC.3 Arden Road, Alcester

Number of Support: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

Duty

Officer Comment

Respondent Agent compliant compliant Sound Reasons Changes Sought
Extent of allocation and area removed from the Green Belt should be
amended as follows:
- inclusion of a small piece of land to the north east to allow the
provision of a secondary access to the site which is considered to
Alcester Stansgate Not be desirable.
Estates Ltd | Planning Yes Specified | N° - inclusion of land to the north to ensure there is sufficient space for | Amend Policies Map accordingly. See overall response below.

the provision of landscaping and ensure the developable area is of
sufficient size.

- inclusion of land to the west to ensure there is sufficient space for
flood mitigation and ecological enhancement.

Overall Officer Response

It is not evident that a secondary access will be required. If it is, there should be other means of providing one through the existing industrial estate.

It is understood that the proposed northern and western

extensions are within the same ownership as the site itself. That being the case, there will be scope to provide the required landscaping and other mitigation which can be secured through the planning application
process. These measures are not inappropriate forms of development in the Green Belt in themselves so it is unnecessary to extend the allocation or increase the amount of land to be removed from the Green

Belt.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 D. Proposed Site Allocations Maps — GLH Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally Duty

R A i i
espondent gent compliant | compliant

Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

Wellesbourne | SLR Not Not

Matters Consulting | Specified Specified Yes Supports GLH n/a n/a

Ideally, the settlement boundaries should be redrawn to (a) stop at
least 100m from Chesterton Wood and (b) exclude Gaydon Wood.

At the very least, the proposal should be substantially amended to:

(a) clearly set out the biodiversity threat effects to the two
ancient woodlands from this development by way of an
Ecological Survey.

(b) depending on the Ecological Survey findings, provide
specific mitigation measures (including buffers of up to See overall response below.
IO0Om) to comply with the Core Strategy's own proposed
Policy CS.5: ‘Due to the quality of ancient semi-natural
woodland and aged/veteran trees, particularly in the
Forest of Arden, and their relative scarcity elsewhere in
the District, no development will be permitted that would
lead to their loss or damage’.

(c) conduct a specific assessment of the potential for
European protected species in the two ancient woodlands.

Woodland Not Not Need to recognise the threat to Chesterton Wood and Gaydon
. o No .
Trust Specified Specified Coppice.

Overall Officer Response The presence of the ancient woodlands is acknowledged. Whilst this will clearly need to be reflected when the development proposals move to a more detailed stage, there is no reason at this point to amend the
site allocation boundary.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change
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Section 8 - Policies Map 8.1 D. Proposed Site Allocations Maps — REDD.2 Gorcott Hill, Mappleborough Green

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Alison Foxon

Stansgate
Planning

Yes

Yes

No

If the land at Gorcott Hill is to be removed from the Green Belt then
the boundary should be amended to exclude the whole of the triangle
formed by the Coventry Highway (A4023), A435 and the District
boundary.

The line of the A435 represents the most clearly defined, recognisable
and permanent feature.

Such a revision would mean that the whole of the area of land within
Stratford District to the west of the A435 at Gorcott Hill is outside of
the Green Belt, a situation which would be clearly defined and
understood.

With the employment development which is planned to take place
adjacent and in proximity to Gorcott Hall the character of the area will
change and it is considered the land would serve no Green Belt
function.

The exclusion of the small area of additional land would not prejudice
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt as set down in
paragraph 80 of the NPPF for the same reasons given by the Council
in its justification for the removal of the other land at Gorcott Hill.

Amend Policies Map accordingly.

See overall response below.

Overall Officer Response

The deletion of this additional area around Gorcott Hall is reasonable as it involves a small nib of land that would otherwise serve little purpose by remaining within the Green Belt, particulary as there is an
extensive range of buildings present on the land in any case.

For the avoidance of doubt, it is not proposed that the land should be included in Proposal REDD.2 as it clearly should not form part of the proposed development area given the listed building within it.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change to the extent of Proposal REDD.2

See associated recommendation at 8.1 regarding the Green Belt boundary.
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Appendix 1. Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 4

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Warwickshire Not Not Not Stratford's Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) will need IDP should include an estimate of £1.045.070 for capital We would support that an indicative figure of
County Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed capital investment to deal with the additional waste generated by the investment at Wellesbourne and Stoc,ktor; HWRCs P £1 million be indicated in the IDP Schedule
Council increased population. ' and a new section 7.5 be written.
The Council is inconsistent in safeguarding the trackbed for This is not a committed proiect at the present
_ reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway while excluding it . . . 7 project P .
Mr Michael Not Not Not f the Infrastructure Deli Plan. Th h ds to b Include the reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway time but this is not considered inconsistent with
Revell Specified | Specified | Specified rom the Intrastructure Delivery Fian. 'he scheme neeads to be line in the IDP. the policy position of safeguarding the
reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to alianment for a possible proiect in the future
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme. 9 P Proj '
The Council is inconsistent in safeguarding the trackbed for This is not a committed proiect at the present
reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway while excluding . . . L project P X
. , Not Not Not . . Include the reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway time but this is not considered inconsistent with
David Bowie o . o it from the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The scheme needs to be L : " ;

Specified | Specified | Specified . ; line in the IDP. the policy position of safeguarding the
reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to alianment for a possible proiect in the future
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme. g b prol '
The Council is inconsistent in safeguarding the trackbed for This is not a committed proiect at the present
reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway while excluding it . . . 7 project P .

Steven W Not Not Not f the Infrastructure Deli Plan. Th h ds to b Include the reinstatement of the Stratford - Honeybourne railway time but this is not considered inconsistent with
Price Specified | Specified | Specified rom the Intrastructure Delivery Fian. 'he scheme neeads to be line in the IDP. the policy position of safeguarding the
reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to alianment for a possible proiect in the future
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme. g P prol '
Appendix 1 of the Core Strategy took account of the information we
provided to the Council on 11 March 2014, in response to the
‘Focused Consultation: 2011-2031 Housing Requirement and
Strategic Site Options’ (February/March 2014). As the Core Strategy
has changed since then, the most up-to-date information on police The Council will await the findings of the
infrastructure requirements in the District is enclosed in Appendix 1to | The IDP should show £504,000 from CIL towards custody Strategic Infrastructure Assessment before
Warwickshire these representations. We request that the information in Appendix 1 provision, £433,000 towards equipment inclduing ICT and agreeing to commit further funds towards
and West Yes Yes Yes of the Core Strategy is updated to take this new information from us surveillance costs and vehicles, and £451,000 for a new premises | police costs. SDC considers CIL to be a more

Mercia Police

into account.

The Council should also be aware that in conjunction with our retained
consultants, WYG, we intend to prepare a Strategic Infrastructure
Assessment (SIA), which will look at police infrastructure requirements
in further detail. Further information about this is enclosed in Appendix
2 to these representations.

at GLH. The equipment and vehicles should be funded through
S106 rather than CIL.

appropriate mechanism than S106 for funding
equipment and vehicles. No changes are
recommended at the present time.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 247

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




SWCCG
Public Patient

The SWCCG Patient Participation sub-group is concerned that the
Core Strategy does not adequately reflect the primary care needs of
the District.

The Arden, Herefordshire and Worcestershire Area Team on behalf of
NHS England made a submission entitled Primary Health Care IDP.
As this body does not have a primary health care strategy the veracity
of this document is questionable. Also, it dealt simply with patient
numbers and did not take account of the transfer of care from
secondary to the primary and social sectors or the impact on capacity
of an ageing population.

Public Health Warwickshire (PHW) has commissioned a Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) of the plan, the absence of which
undermines the credibility of the core strategy.

There needs to be a Primary Health Care Strategy and a Health
Impact Assessment of the Core Strategy. This should be prepared

Work is ongoing with NHS England and NHS
Property to refine the work underpinning the
IDP on capacity and development needs in the
primary health sector. This is consistent with
the status of the IDP is a working document
that will be kept up to date over the life of the
Core Strategy.

Notwithstanding that, we consider the plan
puts the necessary policy framework in place
to secure funding for new and expanded

e Y N Y . . . . - i i i i i i ision.
Participation es 0 es Warwickshire Health and Wellbeing Board has just run a training in con'sult'atlon Wlth GPs, patient groups anq repr_esentatlve primary health provision
Sub-group : L . : L2 organisations and include appropriate consideration of cross
session for local authorities on reflecting Healthier Communities in the . .
; L ; . - boundary issues. PHW has commissioned a HIA for the Gaydon
planning process. The timing of this undermines the credibility of the Liahth Heath | fth
Core Strategy proposals ighthorne Heath new settlement as part of the
: Master Planning process (not the whole Core
There has been a failure of consultation with neither SDC nor NHS Strategy). This will influence the SPD for the
: new settlement.
England consulting the GPs.
Cross boundary issues have not been adequately dealt with meaning SDC has discharged its duties to consqlt NHS
; . . England and the SWCCG and will continue to
non compliance with the Duty to Cooperate. A number of practices )
. . e do so to ensure that needs are reflected in the
(Eg. Meon Medical Centre, Quinton) serve areas that span district, IPD (and on the Council's Regulation 123 List)
county, CCG and LAT boundaries. This has not been given adequate 9 '
consideration in the Core Strategy.
The NHS Alliance is on record stating that the primary care sector is
not fit for purpose. The CS fails to address the challenge.
The development strategy and transport
. . : proposals in the IDP are based on extensive
Mr Mervyn Not Not N The need for a new bridge crossing the river to the north of Stratford . oo : : .
Longford Specified | Specified ° is undeniable and should be incorporated into any plan for the District. Include a new river crossing in the IDP. modelling of the impacts of potential
developments on the highway network by
WCC.
To be effective the Plan must be deliverable, viable and underpinned
by sound infrastructure planning. There is no percentage breakdown
on the identified infrastructure costs between developer contributions
and public funding. Furthermore, no timeframe is envisaged for when
public funding will be available.contribute to the overall funding.
There is no certainty that such funding will be successful and
ultimately the Plan needs to include flexibility in case critical
infrastructure in certain areas cannot be delivered. The strategic sites proposed have been tested
ga”%“v\'j‘,rl‘d RCA Not Not for deliverability and viability (see evidence
Homes o0 | Regenerat Sgeciﬁe g sgeciﬁed No Currently the IDP merely indicates anticipated time windows when Seeking alternative allocations at Studley and Wootton Wawen. base). Detailed infrastructure trajectories are
on Ltd

(Mercia) Ltd

different aspects of the infrastructure will be achieved. Due to the
stage of progression of the Core Strategy, it would be expected that
such information should be available in order to have certainty over
the plan's deliverability. Given that there is no identified mechanism in
place or certainty of grant funding, it is considered that the plan data is
provided as to what the percentage breakdown is of developer
contributions against public/private investment. In this regard the
evidence base is still unaccounted for insofar as the viability of these
infrastructure projects remains guestionable.

provided at Tables 2 and 3 of the IDP
Schedule of Infrastructure Projects.

Overall Officer Response

We would support a new section 7.5 Waste to be added to Appendix 1 IDP, together with a figure of around £1m for household waste in the Schedule of Infrastructure Projects.

Work will continue with NHS England, NHS Property and SWCCG to help ensure that primary health needs are met. No changes are recommended at this stage.
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Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend that a new Section 7.5 Waste be added as follows:

7.5 Waste

Stratford has four Household Waste Recycling Centres: Shipston; Wellesbourne; Stockton and Burton Farm. WCC own three out of the four sites. Burton Farm is leased for 25 years, starting in 2001. An
additional 10,800 properties will result in an estimated increase in vehicle movements to the recycling centres of in the region of 1,200 movements per week (62,400 per year). It will therefore be necessary to
make significant investment in at least one of these sites to support the extra demand. Based on standard unit costs, this is estimated to cost around £1 million over the Core Strategy period.’
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Appendix 1. Infrastructure Delivery Plan 6.2 Fire and Rescue and 6.3 Ambulance Services

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 2

Legally Duty

X ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Respondent Agent

Provision of water supplies for firefighting — at the appropriate
planning stage when design of road infrastructure is known the
Service would like opportunity to comment as part of the planning
process to ensure there is adequate provision for firefighting.

Warwickshire

Fire & Rescue Not Not Not Domestic fire sprinklers - the Service would like to discuss the L . : . .
Service - Risk Specified | Specified | Specified | provision of dorrr)lestic sprinklers as part of the early design features No specific policy recommendations made. No policy amendments required.
Management within this development - this may be an opportunity for consideration
of a relaxation of some traditional requirements from Fire & Rescue in
order to make this suggestion more financially viable. In addition this
representation sets out the busines case for the provision of domestic
sprinklers in residential development.
West
Midlands Not Not Not This representation sets out planned changes to the delivery of urgent None None
Ambulance Specified Specified Specified and emergency medical services.
Service
Overall Officer Response Comments noted.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 1. Main Schedule

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The Council is being inconsistent in safeguardlng the trac'kbed for _ The Council is commited to safeguarding this
Not Not Not reinstatement of the Stratford to Honeybourne railway while excluding route for a potential future project but it does
Avon Rail Link o . o i i i 's rei i .
von Rail Lin Specified | Specified | Specified it from the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The scheme should be The railway's reinstatement should feature in the IDP. not have the status of a project for the IDP at

reinstated in the IDP (as formerly in the draft Core Strategy 2012) and

to facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme. the current time.

Overall Officer Response

The reinstatement of the Stratford to Honeybourne Railway should not feature in the IDP at the present time.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change in relation to this response.

However, it is recommended that the Inspector be requested to recommend some revisions to Appendix 1 Schedule of Infrastructure Projects Tables 1-3 (see attached set of tables in Appendix 1. of this
Schedule). ltis also recommended that the reference to CIL funding under the item ‘Strategic Flood Risk Assessment’ be deleted from Table 1.
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 1. Main Schedule - 1. Transport and Highways

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 4

Legally Duty

. 7 Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant compliant

Respondent Agent

It is noted that the Stratford-Honeybourne railway route is continued in
Policy CS.25 and this is consistent with the safeguarding of the route
set out in SWDP4: Moving Around South Worcestershire, as well as
s\fo‘fchestershire Not Not Not the inclusion of the line in Worcestershire Local Transport Plan 3
Councils Specified | Specified | Specified | (Policy SW21). However the accompanying Infrastructure Delivery

Plan (IDP) does not include reference to safeguarding the line or its
eventual reinstatement and the SDC are requested to specifically
name the line in the IDP.

SDC are requested to specifically name the line in the IDP. See overall response below.

Stratford — Honeybourne railway line reinstatement — While the
continued route safeguarding for reinstatement of the railway is
supported and the Policy is considered to be ‘Justified’, ‘Effective’ and
‘Consistent with National Policy’, it is not considered to be ‘Positively
Not Not Not Prepared’ in the context of the tests of soundness, as detailed in
Specified | Specified | Specified | NPPF, paragraph 182. The Council is being inconsistent in
safeguarding the trackbed for reinstatement of the railway while
excluding it from the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The scheme needs
to be reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme.

Mr John Morgan Reinstatement of the line should be listed as a project in the IDP. See overall response below.

Stratford — Honeybourne railway line reinstatement — While the
continued route safeguarding for reinstatement of the railway is
supported and the Policy is considered to be ‘Justified’, ‘Effective’ and

_ ‘Consistent with National Policy’, it is not considered to be ‘Positively
_Sr:;ar‘]tggrfa" Not Not Not Prepared’ in the context of the tests of soundness, as detailed in
Group Specified | Specified | Specified | NPPF, paragraph 182. The Council is being inconsistent in
safeguarding the trackbed for reinstatement of the railway while
excluding it from the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The scheme needs
to be reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme.

Reinstatement of the line should be listed as a project in the IDP. See overall response below.

Stratford — Honeybourne railway line reinstatement — While the
continued route safeguarding for reinstatement of the railway is
supported and the Policy is considered to be ‘Justified’, ‘Effective’ and
‘Consistent with National Policy’, it is not considered to be ‘Positively
Not Not Not Prepared’ in the context of the tests of soundness, as detailed in
Specified | Specified | Specified | NPPF, paragraph 182. The Council is being inconsistent in
safeguarding the trackbed for reinstatement of the railway while
excluding it from the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The scheme needs
to be reinstated in the IDP as per the draft Core Strategy 2012 and to
facilitate developer contributions towards the scheme.

A Dennis Reinstatement of the line should be listed as a project in the IDP. See overall response below.

Overall Officer Response Whilst the Council is committed to safeguarding the route for a potential future project, the reinstatement of the line is not a committed project for the IDP. It is also not a committed project in Warwickshire's Local
Transport Plan 3.

Overall Officer Recommendation | That the Inspector be requested to recommend a number of minor transport changes on the Schedule of Infrastructure Projects (as detailed on the attached Appendix1. Tables 1-3).
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 1. Main Schedule - 2. Education

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant

New Primary School
A three form entry primary school and new nursery is proposed at a GLH Primary Education: It is requested that
cost of £3.5m however the delivery of this is not triggered until both Appendix 1 Tables 1 and 2 now show a
2021/2022 when a potential 970 dwellings will be completed on site at primary school payment of £6.0 million with
LH. Such an integral part of the development of a sustainable some provision by 2018/19. The primary
community should not be left so late in the project, and in our view, school at GLH is now understood to be a 2FE
curtails the potential for walking to school by new children within the and this change (from 3FE) is also requested.
scheme, and simply encourages car based journeys. The figure of Table 1 should also clarify that the figures
£3.5m does also not correlate to the figure of £6.3m that is listed for guoted relate to 2500 dwellings rather than the
the same project on page 242 of the CS. full 3000.

St Modwen Bgrton Not Not Not ) . . )

Etzvelopments X\gllmore Specified | Specified | Specified | Contribution to Kineton Secondary School The respondent is seeking an alternative allocation. GLH Secondary Education: It is requested that

Table 2 of the CS (Appendix 5) suggests two payments of £6.5m each
towards secondary school improvements, albeit page 243 of the CS,
this figure is only listed once, and as £6.7m. Clarity is sought, however
the principle concern relates to the funding being earmarked for
2019/2020. Is this perhaps reflective of when pupils from completed
dwellings might be on site, and thus require school places? This in our
view adds further weight to our assessment that concludes that
delivery of housing at LH isn’t realistically going to start in the early
phases as proposed, and secondly will not be in a position to deliver
750 dwellings by 2021.

both Appendix 1 Tables 1 and 2 now show a
secondary school investment of £5.7 million
with some provision by 2019/20. In
accordance with the draft R123 List this is to
be paid for by CIL. Itis requested that this is
indicated in Appendix 1 Table 1. Table 1
should also clarify that the figures quoted
relate to 2500 dwellings rather than the full
3000.

Overall Officer Response

There were some discrepancies in GLH education costs between Appendix 1 Tables 1 and 2. Modifications are put to the inspector to rectify this and reflect the most recent cost estimates.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend a number of minor education changes on the Schedule of Infrastructure Projects (as detailed on the attached Appendix 1. Tables 1-3).
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 1. Main Schedule - 3. Primary and Acute & Community Health Services’ Infrastructure

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

ReSpct’"de" Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The wo_rdmg should be revised to: The_ requirement for this The IDP (Table 1) shows a 4 GP facility to be
strategic site is therefore for new premises to accommodate the rovided throuah a S106 pavment as a critical
_ There is a clear acceptance that local medical facilities are inadequate | equivalent of a 4 GP surgery to provide services to its residents. Proy 9 pay . o
David Not Not ) ; ! i project. The IDP (Table 2) shows this facility is
. o o No to meet the demands from the GLH development but no firm plan to This must be one of the first elements of the development." This . d .
Gosling Specified | Specified h - . ) o . . required by 2020/21. A minor change is
rectify the inadequacy. would enable appropriate services to evolve in line with the build requested to show 2.3 million in both tables
up of the population whilst also reinstating a local service to the q X - '
existing residents of Lighthorne. (IDP Table 1 currently shows 2.2 million).

Overall Officer Response

No substantive change is required but see below regarding the estimated cost of the 4 GP facility.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that a figure of £2.3 million be indicated for the 4 GP facility at GLH in both IDP Table 1 and IDP Table 2. (IDP Table 1 currently shows 2.2 million). This is indicated

on the attached Appendix1. IDP Schedule of Infrastructure Projects (Table 1).
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 1. Main Schedule - 6. Water and Utility Services

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Warwickshire ; ol ; it ; ;
Not Not Not . . . . Inclusion of capital investment in the District's Household Waste A new item is requested for the IDP to show
oy Specified | Specified | Specifieq | Further information provided by WCC regarding waste. Recycling Centres (HWRCS) in the IDP. £1.0 m for investment in HWRCs.

Overall Officer Response

It is proposed that an item be added to the IDP for Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs).

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that a new item is added to the IDP Schedule of Infrastructure Projects Table 1 for investment in HWRCs (£1.0 m). This is indicated on the attached Appendix 1.
IDP Schedule of Infrastructure Projects (Table 1).
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 2. Infrastructure Trajectory for GLH New Settlement and JLR Employment

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

Duty

Respondent Agent combli ) Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
pliant | compliant

New Primary School
A three form entry primary school and new nursery is proposed at a . Co
cost of £3.5m however the delivery of this is not triggered until SLt;I :nmarg E;jlfrcagllon.llt |sdp2roposedhthat
2021/2022 when a potential 970 dwellings will be completed on site at oth Appendix 1 1ables 1 and 2 now snow a
LH. Such an integral part of the development of a sustainable primary Sch(.)o' payment of £6.0 m|II!0n with
community should not be left so late in the project, and in our view, some provision by 2018/19. The primary
curtails the potential for walking to school by new children within the SChOOI_ at GLH is now under;tood to be a 2FE
scheme, and simply encourages car based journeys. The figure of and this change (from_ .3FE) is also _proposed.
£3.5m does also not correlate to the figure of £6.3m that is listed for Table 1 also now clarifies that the figures
the same project on page 242 of the CS. guoted relate to 2500 dwellings rather than the

St Modwen Barton Not Not Not . . . . full 3000.

Etzvelopments X\gllmore Specified | Specified | Specified | Contribution to Kineton Secondary School The respondent is seeking an alternative allocation. GLH Secondary Education: It is proposed that

Table 2 of the CS (Appendix 5) suggests two payments of £6.5m each
towards secondary school improvements, albeit page 243 of the CS,
this figure is only listed once, and as £6.7m. Clarity is sought, however
the principle concern relates to the funding being earmarked for
2019/2020. Is this perhaps reflective of when pupils from completed
dwellings might be on site, and thus require school places? This in our
view adds further weight to our assessment that concludes that
delivery of housing at LH isn’t realistically going to start in the early
phases as proposed, and secondly will not be in a position to deliver
750 dwellings by 2021.

both Appendix 1 Tables 1 and 2 now show a
secondary school investment of £5.7 million
with some provision by 2019/20. In
accordance with the draft R123 List this is to
be paid for by CIL. Itis proposed that this is
indicated in Appendix 1 Table 1. Table 1 also
now clarifies that the figures quoted relate to
2500 dwellings rather than the full 3000.

Overall Officer Response

There were some discrepancies between Appendix 1 Tables 1 and 2. Modifications are put to the inspector to rectify this and reflect the most recent cost estimates.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend a number of minor education changes on the Schedule of Infrastructure Projects (as detailed on the attached Appendix1. Tables 1-3).
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects - Table 3. Infrastructure Trajectory for Canal Quarter (SUA.1) and Employment Sites (SUA.2 and SUA.3)

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

Respondent Agent compliant

Duty

? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

Warwickshire
County
Council

Not
Specified

Table 3 has been scrutinised following this representation. It was agreed with
the WCC during the assessment of deliverability and viability of the Canal
Quatrter that the assessment of this area should include an aportionment of costs
in the Stratford Transport Package (STP) rather than the whole amount (c£60m).
It was also considered that a number of the STP schemes could potentially be
funded through S106/278, rather than CIL, owing to the direct impact of the CQ
There are a number of referencing errors in the notes under Appendix regeneration on these roads/junctions and the potential availability of other
1 Table 3: Infrastructure Trajectory for Canal Quarter (SUA 1) and Aopendix 1. Table 3 to be funding sources to cover the remaining share of the overall costs (i.e. Highways
Related Employment Sites (SUA 2 and 3). The costs for the various P ' Agency funding and LEP Growth Fund).

. updated.
transport schemes also appear to be substantially lower than those
provided by WCC on 01/05/14. We therefore continue to support the figures in Table 3 as submitted for
consultation, but to amend references to funding sources and explain why the
costs are below the total costs for the transport schemes listed, as presented in
Table 1.
As a result some references to CIL in Table 1 should be modified to read "CIL or
S106/278".
The references below Table 3 should be modified.

Not Not
Specified Specified

Overall Officer Response

Appendix 1 Table 3 should be modified to show correct referencing and funding sources and to explain why the Table 3 transportation costs are lower than in Table 1.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Appendix 1. Table 3 be modified to show correct referencing and funding sources (nb. some additional modifications to the planning obligations/CIL split also
requested to reflect work on the R123 List and further viability/CIL testing, PBA June 2014) and to explain why the Table 3 transportation costs are lower than in Table 1. (See Appendix 1. of this schedule.)

A modification to Table 1 is requested to show the possible use of planning obligations to fund a number of the STP schemes (provided other sources of funding are available).
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Appendix 2. Local Service Villages Methodology — 2.1 Background

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally Duty

R A i i
espondent gent compliant | compliant

Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment

Methodology makes no allowance for the fact that national policy and
guidance, as set out in the NPPF and elsewhere, makes a clear
distinction between land in general and land that is in Green Belt.

Fear it will be used to justify up to 450 houses in 10 LSVs by providing
planning officers with the very special circumstances needed to justify
granting individual applications in Green Belt which might otherwise
not be granted.

According to the NPPF, regardless of the general presumption in
favour of sustainable development, there is still a separate
presumption against development in Green Belt unless there are very

Tanworth-in- - N i LSV methodology should introduce factors such as the openness
Arden Parish Not Not No special circumstances or specific exceptions.

Specified | Specified of the Green Belt and Conservation Area status to allow See overall response below.

Council L . . . mathematical deductions from the overall score of each LSV.
Fear that the District Council is proposing to use its Local Plan to

override these safeguards regardless of any other circumstances.

The spirit of Green Belt protection is that each application to build in it
must be judged on its individual merits.

There will inevitably be pressure to draw boundaries round the LSVs.
This can only result in the eventual wholesale removal of these LSVs
from Green Belt. This would represent alteration of Green Belt
boundaries by guile and subterfuge and would be achieved without a
properly held Green Belt review within a formal Local Plan process.

Overall Officer Response The final paragraph of Appendix 2 makes it clear that environmental designations will be taken into account when considering the capacity of villages and specific sites. However, there is no overriding reason to
suppose that the scale of development proposed for each LSV situated in the Green Belt cannot be achieved through small allocations, infill schemes and the redevelopment/re-use of brownfield sites. For certain
villages it may be that dwelling provision at the lower end of the range identified in Policy CS.16 is appropriate due to certain environmental or capacity constraints.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Appendix 2. Local Service Villages Methodology — 2.1 Background

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 3 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legally

R A [
espondent gent compliant

Duty

? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

H.G. Hodges Stansgate

& Sons Ltd. Planning Yes

The designation of Long Marston as a category 4 LSV is based on a
flawed assessment and it should be elevated to a category 3.
Not . . . .

. No . . - Amend scoring and categorisation of Long Marston accordingly. See overall response below.
Specified The settlement should score 2 for its public transport giving a total of 5 g g ¢ gy P
points and thus elevating the settlement to category 3.

Gladman Not
Developments Specified

Methodology sets out a crude scoring system to split the settlements
into the various categories and focuses only on four key elements.

It is too simplistic and could potentially result in the illogical
categorisation of some settlements. The role and function of the local
service centres and how they reflect the components of a sustainable

Not No community should also be considered. Amend methodology accordingly. See overall response below.

Specified

There is no clear rationale for how the scale of growth allocated to
each of these categories has been determined. These appear to be
arbitrary figures, which do not reflect a thorough assessment of the
LSVs and are not evidentially based.

Tanworth-in-
Arden
Residents
Association

No

Methodology makes no allowance for whether or not each LSV is or is
not in Green Belt.

The Council has not taken any account of the fact that the NPPF
draws a clear distinction between the general presumption in favour of | LSV methodology should recognise the special status of the 10

sustainable development and the need to protect the Green Belt. LSVs in Green Belt. This could be achieved by de-categorising all

Not No 10 LSVs and the shortfall of 450 houses could be met from the

Specified Methodology is not consistent with the NPPF because it makes no normal organic development expected in future and from sites

mention of Green Belt or the special status that should be afforded to | suggested by each parish in the preparation of their
it. Neighbourhood Development Plans.

See overall response below.

Any review of Green Belt should only be done within the formulation
of a Local Plan and this has not been done in this case.

Overall Officer Response

In response to Gladman Developments, whatever methodology is used to identify which settlements are suitable for housing development and the scale involved, it would require some form of scoring system to
be devised based on criteria that reflect the characteristics of the area involved. The approach taken in the Core Strategy reflects the wide range of villages in the District and it has been applied on a consistent
basis.

In response to Tanworth-in-Arden Parish Council, it is clear from the NPPF that it is for the local authority to determine the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt through their plan-making function. Para. 85 states
that they should “ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.” As such, it is appropriate for the treatment of Green Belt boundaries reflect and
achieve the District Council’s preferred development strategy rather than the other way round. A separate Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) is to be produced by the District Council. It is
through this plan that the definition of boundaries to LSVs, including those in the Green Belt, will be addressed and appropriate sites for development identified. For now, the Green Belt will continue to ‘wash over’
those LSVs affected and that may continue to be the case depending on the approach to this matter taken in the Site Allocations Plan.

In response to H.G. Hodges & Sons, it is highly unlikely that a modest increase in the number of dwellings in Long Marston will, in itself, be sufficient to support an improved bus service through the village. The
provisions of Policy CS.15 allow for any improvements in services to be taken into account in the potential change to the category of an individual LSV. However, it would be inappropriate to apply this before such
an improvement is made. However, it is apparent that the bus service through the village is better than when originally assessed and merits two points. On that basis, Long Marston should be given an overall
score of 5 and now be treated as a category 3 Local Service Village.

Although the categorisation of individual Local Service Villages can vary over time, as stated in Policy CS.15, and the scale of housing development for that village may change as a result in accordance with
Policy CS.16, it would be appropriate to update Appendix 2 and Policy CS.16 where necessary, to reflect any recent changes in circumstance.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Appendix 2 and Policy CS.15 are modified to identify Long Marston as a category 3 Local Service Village.
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Appendix 2. Local Service Villages Methodology — 2.2 Evidence Base

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
The Local Service Village methodology has disadvantaged the village
of Tiddington and has not been fairly applied across the district. We LSV criteria need to be objectively assessed
feel that some local villages were consulted at a much earlier date Residents need to be consulted with sufficient time to respond
than our village. appropriatetely.
The points system for deciding on Local Service Villages is arbitrary Facts need to be provided to back up the choices made regarding
o and too generalised; not taking into account important finer points: the LSV housing allocations and/or the criteria used for allocating
\T/'i‘ljlggnegt"” Not Not - Tiddington scored highly but has (at present) only just over 600 points.
Residents Specified | Specified | NO houses, so scored a 3 (villages with 999 houses also scored a 3). See overall response below.
Association - village is unique due to its proximity to Stratford. There are already | A reasonable alternative to the LSV housing allocations is needed.

massive traffic problems with lengthy queues to get into town a lot
of the time. To add a significant number of houses to Tiddington
will only add to this.

- although Tiddington has a primary school, it is nearly full, with no
plans for expansion, so would be unable to accommodate the
extra children.

A full sustainability appraisal should be conducted.

An infrastructure plan to support the LSV housing allocation should
be provided.

Overall Officer Response

Whatever methodology is used to identify which settlements are suitable for housing development and the scale involved, it would require some form of scoring system to be devised based on criteria that reflect
the characteristics of the area involved. The approach taken in the Core Strategy reflects the wide range of villages in the District and it has been applied on a consistent basis. The preparation of the Core
Strategy has incorporated a rigorous Sustainability Appraisal process to inform the choice of preferred development strategy as and also an assessment of service and infrastructure capacity. Thorough
consultation has taken place at various stages in the production of the Core Strategy. This has included notification of consultation arrangements in public notices placed in local newspapers. The District Council
has only recently been notified of the formation of the Tiddington Village Association so direct communication with them has not been possible during the preparation of the Plan.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Appendix 2. Local Service Villages Methodology — 2.2 Evidence Base

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 6 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Shipston-on-
Stour and
Stratford
League of
Friends

Carter
Jonas -
Oxford

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Halford was designated as a category 4 Local Service Village in the
third Draft Core Strategy 2012, allowing for development of up to 10 to
25 homes over the Plan period. This designation was removed
without appropriate justification.

The District Council has concluded that the shop within the petrol
filling station does not constitute a ‘General Store’ and Halford should
not therefore be scored as having this service. It is open from 7:00am
to 9:00pm Monday to Saturday (with reduced opening times on
Sunday), and sells newspapers and day-to-day groceries (including
bread, milk, fruit, vegetables and other staple items).

Reinstate Halford as a category 4 Local Service Village.

See overall response below.

John Horner

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Under the NPPF the Green Belt is to be protected and development is
only allowed under very special circumstances. The LSV methodology
has selected a number of villages washed over by the Green Belt for
green field development and has not provided any very special
circumstances to promote what is under the NPPF inappropriate
development.

There must be uncertainty in the deliverability of the housing numbers
relying on inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

Add alteration to the Green Belt Boundary as a restriction in the

LSV methodology.

See overall response below.

limington
Parish
Council

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The LSV methodology is simplistic and flawed principally because:

a) it takes into account too few “key” services and facilities, and fails
to take into account, for example, access to secondary schools,
medical services, banking/post office services and places of
employment. It is only by also taking into account these additional key
services or facilities, and whether a primary school, if present, would
be capable of taking a sufficient number of additional children, that a
proper assessment of sustainability or otherwise can be made;

b) it allocates points for size (based on the current number of
dwellings) when “size” per se does not afford a service or facility;

¢) the points allocation system is statistically flawed and not weighted;
d) points are not, but should be, deducted for villages that are in the
Cotswolds AONB or are largely covered by conservation area
designations; and

e) the ranges of proposed new housing numbers for each LSV
Category (10-25, 26-50 etc) do not take into account deliverable site
availability, infrastructure issues etc.

As a result, an excessive number of new houses is proposed for, in
particular, most Category 3 and 4 LSVs which are, in fact, relatively
unsustainable locations in which only a much more modest amount of
development than is proposed would be appropriate.

The LSV Methodology should be thoroughly revised and refined,
and the proposed number of new houses in the Category 3 and 4
LSVs, including in llimington, should be significantly reduced, with
the resulting shortfall being defrayed across locations that are
sustainable such as, for example, the Main Rural Centres and the

Category 1 and 2 LSVs.

See overall response below.

Tiddington
Village
Residents
Association

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

+

No

The Local Service Village scoring system has failed to take various
important factors into account for Tiddington. Although the village has
a primary school, this is almost full to capacity. The road system is
already gridlocked and any extra traffic will make this worse.

No other village is as close to Stratford town so circumstances are
different with residents needing to get into town to access services.

It is unacceptable that the total number of houses suggested for
Tiddington is 75 - 100. This is an increase of around 15% on its
present size.

Amend Plan accordingly.

See overall response below.
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A E Cox
FRICS
Chartered
Surveyors

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Stockton should be a category 1 village not category 3. It has two
general stores, one of which incorporates a Post Office. The General
Stores is now open 84 hours a week. From Monday to Friday
Stockton has an hourly bus service throughout the main part of the
day to both Leamington and Rugby. Therefore Stockton should score
three for shops and three for transport, making a total of 10 points.

Amend Plan accordingly.

See overall response below.

Earlswood &
Forshaw
Heath
Residents
Association

No

No

No

The methodology requires LSVs to take 18.05% of the future housing
proposed under Policy CS.16 and, of the 1,950, 475 will be located in
the Green Belt. That's 24.36% of all LSV sub-policy housing will be
located in the Green Belt. This is not limited infilling in Green Belt
villages and consequently the Core Strategy is outside the law as laid
out in the NPPF.

Approach is indicative of the District Council's desire to remove the
Green Belt LSVs from the Green Belt and offends against both current
planning law and the Government's intentions to protect the Green
Belt.

The LSV methodology is both flawed and discriminatory. The source
information that determines the points allocation has not been
correctly researched. For example Earlswood has a post office / shop
for which it is allocated 2 points. However, one of the other Green Belt
LSVs, which also has a post office (which opens for more hours than
Earlswood) is awarded 0 points and is completely omitted without any
explanation.

Do not understand the arbitrary choice of 500 metres as the defined
distance criterion to public transport. This is not a distance that is
regularly used in professional surveys of individuals’ walking distance
limits in order to use public transport. There has been little research
done by on public transport apart from looking at timetables to
calculate the frequency of busses and trains in each LSV. This is
insufficient research as a number of the railway stations are, for
example, request halts and it is difficult to calculate how many trains
actually stop.

Another important factor in allocating new housing to a village is
infrastructure. The District Council has not conducted any research on
how 50 new houses proposed for Earlswood will affect the sewerage
system which cannot cope with the existing situation.

None specified.

See overall response below.

John Horner

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The methodology for selecting Local Service Villages does not
conform to the criteria and practice required in the NPPF/NPPG for
assessing sustainable development.

It is at odds with the methodology used to assess the new settlement
and which conforms more to the requirements of the NPPF.

The methodology says a village with a single form entry school that is
operating at capacity and has no headroom is more capable of taking
new houses than a village where the school is half full.

In the methodology there is no indication as to the distance from
market towns, numbers of population potentially supported or the
viable size of a service settlement.

Many LSVs are in close proximity with other LSVs, particularly in the
Green Belt.

The approach requires a different analysis. The optimum model for
providing services to new house occupants should be developed
and adopted. This might be that all new homes are concentrated
on Stratford upon Avon and the market towns.

Building a few houses in villages increases the cost to serve and
does not provide sufficient mass to provide additional facilities and
infrastructure for the people. One example might be that only
conurbations with super fast broadband may have new housing.

See overall response below.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 262

Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Overall Officer Response

In response to Earlswood & Forshaw Heath Residents Association and John Horner, it is clear from the NPPF that it is for the local authority to determine the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt through their
plan-making function. Para. 85 states that they should ‘ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.” As such, it is appropriate for the treatment
of Green Belt boundaries reflect and achieve the District Council’s preferred development strategy rather than the other way round. A separate Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) is to be
produced by the District Council. It is through this plan that the definition of boundaries to LSVs, including those in the Green Belt, will be addressed and appropriate sites for development identified. For now, the
Green Belt will continue to ‘wash over’ those LSVs affected and that may continue to be the case depending on the approach to this matter taken in the Site Allocations Plan. The approach to identifying LSVs and
the scale of housing development in them is based on the delivery of the District Council's proposed development strategy which includes the provision of a modest proportion of the overall dwelling requirement in
these villages to help sustain their social and community characteristics.

In response to limington Parish Council, whatever methodology is used to identify which settlements are suitable for housing development and the scale involved, it would require some form of scoring system to
be devised based on criteria that reflect the characteristics of the area involved. The approach taken in the Core Strategy reflects the wide range of villages in the District and it has been applied on a consistent

basis. A wider range of criteria could have been taken into account but these would not have led to a significantly different outcome. For example, none of the LSVs have secondary schools, industrial estates or
medical facilities, and most of them have churches, pubs and community halls.

In response to representations about the categorisation of specific settlements:

Claverdon - it is not evident that the scale of housing development proposed for the village over the plan period could not be accommodated by its primary school.

Earlswood - the methodology does not give a score solely for the presence of a post office as this is a very limited service on its own. It is acknowledged that 500 metres is further than most people would be
prepared to walk to reach a public transport service. However, in rural terms it is a relatively short distance to travel by other means to get to it. In this case, there is a regular train service available to get to

Birmingham, Stratford and elsewhere for work, education, shopping and other purposes. The Water Cycle Study has not identified a capacity constraint at the Water Treatment Works.

Halford - although the petrol filling station has long opening hours the retail outlet associated with it offers a very limited range of goods even when compared with those village shops that have been awarded one
point. On that basis, the scoring for the village should not be changed under current circumstances.

Stockton - it is apparent that the opening hours of one of the general stores have increased and merits an additional point. The methodology does not provide for a further point to be awarded due to there being
two shops in the village. It should also be given an additional point for the frequency of its bus service. Together, this means that Stockton has 9 points and should be treated as a category 2 LSV.

Tiddington - it has been treated as a separate settlement from Stratford town for planning purposes for at least the past twenty years or so. Given the range of shops and services available, its identification as a
category 1 LSV is appropriate. The scale of housing development proposed over the plan period will not have an significant additional impact on traffic congestion or be harmful to its character.

Overall Officer Recommendation

That the Inspector be requested to recommend that Appendix 2 and Policy CS.16 are modified to identify Stockton as a category 2 Local Service Village.
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Appendix 2. Local Service Villages Methodology — 2.3 Categories

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 1 Number of Unspecified: 1

Legally

R A [
espondent gent compliant

Duty

? Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant

Urban
Renaissance

Villages \E/gvaillrlﬁgre ves
(URV) and

Helical Bar

The table provided within Appendix 2 which ranks LSVs based on
their individual score contains an error. It ranks Great Alne as a
settlement of between 100-250 dwellings. However, 187 extra care
dwellings have been consented at Maudslay Park. Once completed,
the overall size of Great Alne will fall within a medium sized
development with 250-600 dwellings. This improves the score of
Great Alne by 1.

The table states that Great Alne does not have a shop. However the
consented development at Maudslay Park includes a local shop which
local residents will also have access to. It is anticipated to be
completed shortly and will be a small/medium shop with long opening
hours, resulting in a score of 2 (based on the assessment criteria set
out within Appendix 2).

Yes No Amend methodology and categorisation of Great Alne accordingly. | See overall response below.

This raises the score of Great Alne from 6 to 9. A Local Service
Village with a score of 8 - 9 falls within Category 2.

Claverdon
Parish
Council

Not
Specified

The methodology wrongly identifies a great number of villages as
falling in to the LSV category, or at the very least rates them too
highly, resulting in far too many new houses being loaded on to them.

Specifically in the case of Claverdon, there are issues with the weight

given to three aspects of its qualifying as an LSV:

- the school is currently at full capacity and an excessive number of
additional houses will not be sustainable in this respect.

- public transport is minimal, with infrequent train and bus services, to | Amend methodology and categorisation of Claverdon accordingly. | See overall response below.
limited destinations, and mostly at the wrong time of the day.

- the community shop is, by its nature, reliant on volunteers to
function and cannot be expected to be an ‘open all hours’ operation.

Not Not
Specified Specified

Over recent years there has been a number of new houses built (or at
least planning permission granted) in the village and these should be
considered as contributing to the overall requirements.

Overall Officer Response

In response to Urban Renaissance Villages & Helical Bar, the provision of additional dwellings at the Maudslay site once built, and a shop once opened, will result in the score for Great Alne increasing to the
extent that it could then be become a category 2 LSV. However, these dwellings will also be treated as contributing to, and indeed meeting the dwelling requirements for the village even in those circumstances.

In response to Claverdon Parish Council, whatever methodology is used to identify which settlements are suitable for housing development and the scale involved, it would require some form of scoring system to
be devised based on criteria that reflect the characteristics of the area involved. The approach taken in the Core Strategy reflects the wide range of villages in the District and it has been applied on a consistent
basis. Regarding the categorisation of Claverdon, it is not evident that the scale of housing development proposed for the village over the plan period could not be accommodated by its primary school. It has not
been given any points for public transport in any case. It would not be appropriate to differentiate between stores run by the community and those operating as a commercial enterprise. If anything, community
shops may have a more certain future as they are not dependent on making a profit.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Appendix 3. Relationship between Core Strategy Policies and Local Plan Review 2006 ‘Saved’ Policies

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 1

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Whilst Policy STR2.A of the Local Plan is to be replaced by Policy
Bloor Homes CS.16, there is no reference to the treatment of Proposal SUA.W.
fggdHa"am Ef;ﬁing g;;ciﬁed gggciﬁed ggécmed Given its pivotal contribution to meeting the future housing Amend Appendix 3 accordingly. See overall response below.
Management requirement of 10,800 new homes, the Core Strategy should clarify
that Proposal SUA.W is similarly included with Policy CS.16.
Overall Officer Response It is evident from the Housing Trajectory table in Policy CS.16 that the West of Shottery permission is accounted for in the housing supply over the plan period.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.
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Omission Sites

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 24 Number of Unspecified: 19

Respondent Agent c OL:]gpal:g'nt Coﬁ:mnt Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
g‘r’jﬁgnn Ef}:ﬁﬁ; g‘;’;ciﬁe g gggciﬁe 4 | No ﬁﬁuls_frl:;jd dee?/séﬁc?;rigﬁs(tggp?g)?g,fg g; rg;r;.ster should be identified for | A eng plan accordingly. See overall response below.
g‘g:t‘g';er E;}j:?zﬁ; g;teciﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No ﬁj%nlz?ﬁg% ?grrtr?oig?ngoclijett]/ecl);;xg?% (F;Sz(rjéfgg t;zﬁ;k;zl){ld be Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
2?333”” EE]T?E;J; g‘;’teciﬁed g‘ggciﬁed No ﬁgﬁls_ﬁlr;ddg?/grog:nl\gwte E;p%L%ieiw: (I;ergfhould be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
gfgﬁg”” Efajjﬁﬁg ggttecified g‘gg cified | NO ﬁéuls‘ﬁ%d dVeVSZfocganriﬁT;Spbfgfﬂggiggég; should be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
E;I;gger EE]T?E;‘JS ggtecmed gggcified No gg&:ﬁ)r;%iﬁt(gggggiqgstﬁgcig?:g_ be dentified for housing Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
g?jﬁg”” E%Er?; g;’édﬁe g g‘ggciﬁe 4 | No ﬁguls‘?]gd dvgszro(g;grﬂ( g‘z:}%gieh:é?;rlgg; should be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
B M |2 el st Soad, Log eingon sl b e | son panscorangy
\Lfv’;ﬁf?'ﬁy o E;ggziates ggttecified gggciﬁed ggécified gZ;,éﬁ,r;%tgnvtv?;ﬁ&\é\{er',ﬁsfsgcrﬂii5; ould be identified for houising Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Jim Darling ggﬁﬁ‘ing g‘;’;ciﬁe g g'g;ciﬁe 4 | No %%nli?ﬁgcé ?;rséo::xtgg{t?:rézzl:t(gg;gisggbvéﬁélﬁ;;;etham shouldbe | \mend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
?A?Li”g"eﬁgﬁt .“:"Qﬁﬁ,”nz ggéciﬁed g‘g;ciﬁed ggédﬁed ﬁgh;%gddz%ggg;lﬂ?igpvggi gégag\?vred”isnhgost;!d be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
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glrr];tce%l:(? " Eaﬁgé Not Not No 34. Land north of Campden Road, Shipston should be identified for Amend plan accordingl See overall response below
Land Group Specified | Specified housing development and foodstore (approx 7.5 hectares). P gy P '
Hayward . . "
Developments | Sia1S9ate | veq Yes No 33. Land south of Kineton Road, Gaydon should be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Ltd Planning housing development (approx 25 dwellings).
Peter and North Rae | Not Not Not 32. Land south of Daventry Road, Southam should be identified for .
Helen Pires Sanders Specified | Specified | Specified | housing development (approx 20 hectares). Also see site 6. Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Nigel . . .
Cope's of Gough Not Not Not 31. Land at Juggins Lane, Forshaw Heath should be identified for .
Earlswood Ltd | Associates | Specified Specified Specified housing deve|opment (approx 2 hectares)_ Amend plan accordlngly. See overall response below.
Ltd
. RPS Not Not Not 30. Land west of Waterloo Road, Bidford should be identified for .
Miller H o . o : ! .
iler Homes | & 1) Specified | Specified | Specified | housing development (approx. 200 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Gallagher Not Not Not 29. Land east of Banbury Road, Southam should be identified for .
Estates Lid Framptons | oo ifieq | Specified | Specified housing development (approx. 200 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Gladman Not Not Not 28. Land at Wellesbourne Airfield should be identified for housing .
Developments Specified | Specified | Specified | development (approx. 1,600 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Redrow ; s
Barton Not Not Not 27. Land west of Holywell Road, Southam should be identified for .
a(ij(;”l:nsdgouth Willmore Specified | Specified | Specified | housing development (approx 3 hectares). Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
g?zla?: Cii:: I',\]/I gll_;)r?r%rr]m“ Not Not Yes 26. Land north of Salford Road, Bidford should be identified for Amend plan accordingl See overall response below
Land 9 Ltd 9 | specified | Specified housing development (approx 150 dwellings). P gy P '
Barton : ; e
Sharba . Not Not 25. Land north of Banbury Road, Kineton should be identified for .
will o . N . ’ . ) )
Homes ”pu more Specified | Specified 0 housing development (approx. 75 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
K P Brooks
and the
Stearn
Children’s
Settlement
Trust & The Stansgate Not 24. Land east of Southam Bypass should be identified for housing .

, : Y . N ) . .
Edith and Planning es Specified o development (approx 270 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
Jack Griffiths
Charitable
Trust & Carey
Pension

Trustees Ltd
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glzﬁge'\l"d Framptons g;’édﬁe d g‘ggciﬁe q ggéciﬁed ﬁguls‘%gd di?/?eﬁc?;n\g\/eenstt(():pﬂ?ouxsi’?vt\j/vigtl)lirr?gssr)].0uId be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
gﬁriﬂie;:y?g?es RPS Not Not N 22. Land north of Bishopton Lane, Stratford should be identified for Amend ol dinal See overall r nse below
mnr;réiy Group Specified | Specified | "° housing development (approx 450 dwellings). mend pian accordingly. ee overall response below.
f@b@ﬁ;ﬁ“ﬁf‘d ?Eﬂﬁ?ﬁe ggéciﬁed g‘g;ciﬁed No ﬁéle_i?]gdd?a?/l:aﬁr;g;gﬁtm(gggpoiog % hS eh;{);té)sr;‘should be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Slee:/derlgaprr]nents g‘g;cified gggcified ggécified ﬁguls_ﬁlgddr;c\),grog:ni?&d&%;ﬂ;(thagL?;dressr;omd be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Lo | Readng | Specifed | Speciied | Specified igst;?::blsg LljJtrT)aer? th(t)éns;rg:(();?ngﬁ?\?n%\;osr;)gg(f)gg)be aentiedora | amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Alscot Estate EEEE:E g‘ggciﬁe d gggciﬁe q | No igéls_a(lgrigbﬁttu%rtsstggiiﬁeigifld should be identified for employment Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
{iﬂ%@y Uk | paton g;’édﬁe g g‘ggciﬁed ggéciﬁed ﬁzuls‘ligd d?a?/ljeﬁggr;élncte(sz; g;zfg’hs;é?;zglsmmd be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
S:g;:%?ei Lid ggﬁr‘;"ing gggciﬁed g'g;ciﬁe 4 | No ég;/:%r;%c:;ﬂgs;i;zoﬁgétirt;ast)f_ord should be identified for housing | A end plan accordingly. See overall response below.
S]lrj]ismessemial &?ﬁﬁ‘;ﬁre g;’;oiﬁed g‘ggciﬁed Qgédﬁed ﬁgu;%gddr;%g?og;%i?ggsgﬂIé’ﬂggts;féss)bomd be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
éE%EJ:o:fies Framptons g‘ggciﬁe d gggciﬁe d ggéciﬁe d ég{,lé%r;%se%l:t?agfpg‘f}?(t)rgf,t,c;ﬂnsghs(;uId be identified for housing Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
%\'\/Ae?g;vnigms ??\Elrltr?lgre Qg;oified gggciﬁed No ﬁgle_;gddaetvfeolgmpﬁqrel;ﬁ?gp'\g?c:iTOSHSSZF\:\?;II?rT;);J)l.d be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
i/laccllzelvie Ei(;:t?t?rd g‘rc:;cified gggcified No éi/léﬁ)?)%aetnl—r(];p?r%?(g; ,higzglrz)éfhould be identified for housing Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
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HIA

Devel is | Framot Not Not N 11. Land north of New Road, Henley should be identified for housing A dol dinal S I bel
LS\Dle opments ramptons Specified Specified (o] development (approx 9 hectares). mend plan accordingly. ee overall response pelow.
Dallas 10. Land at Stoneythorpe (north of A435), west of Southam should be .
Frampt N N N ; o ) . . .
Burston ramptons o o 0 identified for housing development (approx 700 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
Barratt and
atdl RCA ; i
David Wilson .| Not Not 9. Land at Alcester Road, Wootton Wawen should be identified for .
Regenerati s - No . ipe . .
Homes Re thd Specified | Specified housing development (amount not specified). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
(Mercia) Ltd
Barratt and
an e RCA . o .
David Wilson .| Not Not 8. Land at Alcester Road, Studley should be identified for housing .
R t o . N o . .
Homes or??_fgeral Specified | Specified 0 development (amount not specified). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
(Mercia) Ltd
Follett . : e
Nigel Moor | Not Not 7. Land at former Harbury Cement Works should be identified for .
Propert . e o No . . . .
HOIgingxé . Planning Specified | Specified housing development (approx 500 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
Persimmon Pegasus ; i
; Not Not Not 6. Land south of Daventry Road, Southam should be identified for .
Homes (South | Plannin " . - : ! . Amend plan rdingly. verall r n low.
Midland(s) Ld | Group 9 Specified | Specified | Specified | housing development (approx 20 hectares). Also see site 32. end plan accordingly See overall response belo
Persimmon Pegasus :
; Not Not Not 5. Land to east and west of Ettington Road, Wellesbourne should be .
Homes (South | Plannin . - . . - . ! . .
Midlandg) Ltd | Group 9 Specified | Specified | Specified | jdentified for housing development (approx 27 hectares). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
Parkinson Not Not 4. Land at Wood End Lane, Wood End should be identified for .
Frampt o . N ) . . .
Estates ramptons | oo cified | Specified 0 housing development (approx 24 dwellings). Amend plan accordingly See overall response below
Homes and Lambert ; e
Communities | Smith go(tE o glog o go; g ﬁ Land v(\j/est Iof A435, Mappleborough C_;fregn should be identified for Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
Agency (HCA) | Hampton p p p ousing development (amount not specified).
CALA Homes ’C‘iifhf}iaefl‘;eg No No No 2. Land at Long Marston Airfield should be identified for a new
(Midlands) Ltd | Partners - | Specified | Specified | Specified settlement (approx 3,500 dwellings and 18 hectares of commercial Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
London uses).
. Nigel
Client - Upper HAr ; ; s
; Gough Not Not Not 1. Land at Tailor’s Lane, Upper Quinton should be identified for .
uinton c/o . o o o . Amend plan accordingly. See overall response below.
(NgeA ftzsomates Specified Specified Specified housing development (approx 2 hectares). p aly p
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Overall Officer Response

A wide range of omission sites have been promoted at this stage. It is appropriate to consider these in the context of the overall strategy for the distribution of development as proposed in Policy CS.15 and the
proposed scale and location of housing development identified in Policy CS.16, and other specific policies where relevant.

In taking this approved District Council position into account, the treatment of these sites can be broken down into various categories:

The following sites can reasonably be treated as being strategic given the scale of development proposed which is comparable to the allocations in the Proposed Submission Core Strategy, although small parts of
those sites adjacent to Stratford-upon-Avon or a Main Rural Centre may be appropriate for consideration through the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD.
2. Land at Long Marston Airfield

5. Land to east and west of Ettington Road, Wellesbourne

6 & 32. Land south of Daventry Road, Southam

7. Land at former Harbury Cement Works

8. Land at Alcester Road, Studley *

10. Land at Stoneythorpe (north of A435), west of Southam

11. Land north of New Road, Henley-in-Arden *

13. Land at former Long Marston Depot

14. Land south of A46, Stratford-upon-Avon *

15. Land north of Captains Hill, Alcester *

19. Land south-east of Stratford-upon-Avon

20. Land north of Bordon Hill, Stratford-upon-Avon

22. Land north of Bishopton Lane, Stratford-upon-Avon

24. Land east of Southam Bypass

26. Land north of Salford Road, Bidford-on-Avon

28. Land at Wellesbourne Airfield

29. Land east of Banbury Road, Southam

30. Land west of Waterloo Road, Bidford-on-Avon

34. Land north of Campden Road, Shipston-on-Stour

35. Land south of Trinity Way, Stratford-upon-Avon

36. Land at Stoneythorpe (south of A435), west of Southam

37. Land to west of Wellesbourne

40. Land east of Tiddington

43. Land north and south of Loxley Road, Stratford-upon-Avon

Those shown with an asterisk are located in the Green Belt.

There is no need to identify any of these sites for development in order to meet the proposed housing requirement. Para. 47 in the NPPF does not require specific sites to be identified for years 11-15. That being
the case, additional strategic sites can be identified in a future review of the plan to reflect the scale of need identified at that time.

The following sites are of a size and at a location whereby they could reasonably be considered (in full or in part), through the preparation of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document, although the scale of
any development should be consistent with the provisions of Policy CS.16 Housing Development. For Stratford-upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres this is in relation to meeting the scale of windfall
development identified in the Housing Trajectory Table on page 89 of the Proposed Submission Core Strategy. For Local Service Villages the scale of development should be consistent with the categorisation of
the settlement involved.

1. Land at Tailor’s Lane, Upper Quinton

3. Land west of A435, Mappleborough Green

4. Land at Wood End Lane, Wood End *

9. Land at Alcester Road, Wootton Wawen *

12. Land at The Slough, Studley *

16. Land at Alcester Road, Stratford-upon-Avon

17. Land south of Alcester Road, Stratford-upon-Avon

23. Land east of Weston House, Welford-on-Avon

25. Land north of Banbury Road, Kineton

27. Land west of Holywell Road, Southam

33. Land south of Kineton Road, Gaydon

38. Land north of Stockton Road, Long Itchington

39. Land west of Tuckwell Close, Stockton

41. Land west of Knights Lane, Tiddington

42. Land north of Millers Close, Welford-on-Avon

44. Land east of Shipston Road, Alderminster

Those shown with an asterisk are located in the Green Belt.

In response to the remaining sites:

18. Land at Atherstone Airfield can be considered against the provisions of Policy CS.21 and Policy AS.10 Countryside and Villages.
21. Land south of Campden Road, Shipston-on-Stour how has planning permission.

31. Land at Juggins Lane, Forshaw Heath can be considered against the provisions of Policy AS.10 Countryside and Villages.
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Omission Policies

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 2 Number of Unspecified: 0

Respondent |  Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant

Warwickshire ; it ;

and West Yes Yes No The evening af‘d hight-time economy should be the subject of a Insert a policy on this topic. See overall response below.

Mercia Police specific policy in the Core Strategy
Policy AS.11 does not consider the situation of small rural brownfield.

Nigel There must, as a corollary, be an appropriate policy in similar form

Cope's of Gough Not Not No allowing for the proper development, redevelopment and change of Insert a policy on this topic See overall response below

Earlswood Ltd ﬁsdsoc'ates Specified | Specified these sites and which is consistent with the other policies of the Plan, polcy pic. P '
including policy CS.10.

Overall Officer Response

While the concerns raised by Warwickshire and West Mercia Police are important, they are mostly of an operational nature and not appropriate for inclusion in the Core Strategy. Specific issues can be addressed
through the consideration of specific planning applications or other procedures, eg. licensing. Part 7 of Policy CS.9 Design and Distinctiveness identifies the need to ensure that proposals would achieve safe
forms of development.

Small rural brownfield sites are already covered sufficiently and appropriately in various policies in the Core Strategy, including CS.10 Green Belt, CS.15 Distribution of Development, CS.21 Economic
Development and AS.10 Countryside and Villages.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Overall Officer Recommendation

No change.
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Supporting Documents — Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 9 Number of Unspecified: 5

Respondent

Agent

Legally
compliant

Duty

compliant

Sound

Reasons

Changes Sought

Officer Comment

Welbeck
Strategic
Land

McLoughli
n Planning
Ltd

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Concern about the assessment of potential development sites around
Bidford-on-Avon, in particular, Welbeck's site BID3.

BID3 performance against SA objective 7 (loss of agricultural land)
assessed as double negative is questioned. Appeal decision for the
site concluded that the presence of such land had to be taken into
context of the wider availability of such land. This site is landlocked by
playing fields on three sites and unsuitable for the use of modern
agricultural machinery.

BID3 SA objective 8 findings are questioned when compared to other
sites.

SA Objective 12 is disputed - as it contradicts the Landscape
Assessment findings for the BID3 site. It should not be a double
negative.

Revise scoring for site in the SA.

See overall officer response and response in
relation to omission sites.

Miller Homes
and Taylor
Wimpey
Homes

RPS
Group

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

SA is considered to have failed on number of points to comply with
the SEA Directive * assessment of alternatives have not been carried
out adequately including no site specific appraisal of alternatives of
Stratford-upon-Avon sites, in particular the Canal Regeneration Zone,
no explanation for selecting or rejecting sites.

No reason has been identified for not including the site in the current
plan. "Letter contains detailed and comprehensive site assessment for
land at Bishopton Lane. Suggests in RPS Appendix 8 that the SEA
Directive has not been followed for the assessment of this site." SA
for Land at Bishopton Lane submitted.

Land at Bishopton Lane should have been assessed as a
reasonable alternative.

See overall officer response and response in
relation to omission sites.

Gallagher
Estates Ltd

Framptons

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Concern expressed about failure of the SA to meet the requirements
of the SEA Directive on a number of grounds, particularly in not
clearly highlighting the reason why dispersal option was not taken
forward.

SDC SA has not provided any cogent evidence to explain why the
further dispersal option was rejected.

1. Failure to consult on the final and interim SA which clearly presents
and assesses the options for consideration.

2. Failure to comply with Stage B of the SEA Process - developing
strategic alternatives

3. Failure to comply with Annex | (h) of the Directive which requires
that the Environmental Report outlines the reasons for selecting the
alternatives dealt with.

Stratford-upon-Avon and the Main Rural Centres should continue
to be the focus for more development. Site proposed to the east of
Banbury Rd, Southam.

See overall officer response and response in
relation to omission sites.

Gladman
Developments

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

Gladman has produced its own SA to accompany its Wellesbourne
proposal which shows that GLH is not the most sustainable option,
being outperformed by Wellesbourne and S.E Stratford (Option D).
The latter being the most sustainable option.

Wellesbourne West should have been assessed as a reasonable
alternative.

See overall officer response and response in
relation to omission sites.

Gladman
Developments

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

The SA process has not considered in a comparable manner all the
reasonable alternatives.

No action specifically requested.

See overall officer response.
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Gladman
Developments

Yes

Yes

No

The 'Further Dispersal' option has been inadequately assessed by the
SA.

Gladman disagrees with the SA general conclusion that the further
dispersal option would mean new houses are less likely to be
concentrated in areas with good access to services, amenities and
public transport links or are of sufficient size to warrant new facilities.
SA further states that broader spread of development would result in
an increase in car usage.

Gladman contend that a further dispersal approach, combined with a
number of strategic sites, considered in the context of the need for a
significantly higher housing requirement ... would be a sustainable
approach to development across the District.

No SA work carried out on the reasonable alternatives in terms of
housing requirements presented within the SHMA, ranging between
9500 and 15,500.

No assessment has been undertaken of the amendment to the plan
period. There could be significant issues with unmet housing need,
resulting in social pressures on affordability and inward commuting by
residents due to inadequate supply.

SA process dictates that before strategic sites locations are
addressed, the OAN should be considered in detail by the appraisal,
in the form of reasonable alternatives, detailing how to deliver the
need in sustainable locations.

Concern about the GLH SA employment performance scoring as JLR
have criticised the proposal's capacity to constrain their future
business expansion plans, which would result in JLR relocating
outside the district and a loss of employment to the district. Gladman
raises significant concern over the Council's SA process to date. The
plan has not appropriately considered or explained the strategic
alternatives to the preferred approach.

The sustainability of the sites has been assessed, but there is a lack
of explanation as to how the information has been used to select
Option B GLH as its preferred approach. If a comparative exercise
has been undertaken, it is not clear in the SA or in the Core Strategy.

No action specifically requested. See overall officer response.

Band M
Glanfield

Framptons

Yes

Yes

No

Various comments that the SA fails to meet the requirements of the
SEA Directive on a number of grounds, particularly in not clearly
highlighting the reason why dispersal option was not taken forward.

A statement about legal requirement to prepare a SA and SEA
together and Environmental Report in the SA process as the main
output. Refers to ODPM guidance 2005.

1. Failure to consult on the final and interim SA which clearly presents
and assesses the options for consideration.

2. Failure to comply with Stage B of the SEA Process - developing
strategic alternatives

3. Failure to comply with Annex | (h) of the Directive which requires
that the Environmental Report outlines the reasons for selecting the
alternatives dealt with.

2005 Guidance on SA of RSS's and LDD's
produced by ODPM has been replaced. See
overall comments in relation to assessment of
options and the dispersal option. Site is dealt
with under omission sites.

Promoting site to the east of Banbury Rd Southam.

St Modwen
Developments
Ltd

Barton
Willmore

lIp

Not
Specified

Not
Specified

No

Failure to consider Meon Vale is considered to indicate that the
Sustainability Appraisal is flawed and the Council's Evidence Base is
not positively prepared.

Further consideration should be given to Meon Vale in the SA See overall officer response.
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Consider that the Detailed assessment of Policy CS.15 significantly
undervalues the impact of GLH, assessing its sustainability
performance as no higher than uncertain. For example, protection and
conservation of natural resources should score negative as the

St Modwen Barton ; : ; ;
Dzvelopments vamore Yes Yes No proposal is greenfield and in open countryside. Include Meon Vale in the Core Strategy. See overall officer response.
Lt
P The findings for SA Objective 14 are also questioned. It is contested
that the findings for SA Objective 12 for Policies 16 and 15. Both
should be scored as negative in terms of protecting the integrity of the
district's countryside.
StModwen | Barton Not Not Not Disagree with the SA scoring of AS.11 and in particular Meon Vale , .
Ettcejvelopments X\Fl)lllmore Specified | Specified | Specified | which should score far more positively. Include Meon Vale in the Core Strategy. See overall officer response.
StModwen | Barton Not Not No explanation why the Long Marston Estate is ruled out by the , : .
Etzvelopments X\Fl)lllmore Specified | Specified | NO Councpil as an alter?:ative Ioc%tion for development. y Explain why Long Marston excluded as an option. See overall officer response.
SWCCG Implications on the health of the district as a
Public Patient Not Not Not Query about why a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) has not been HIA to be produced result of the Core Strategy has been assessed
Participation Specified | Specified | Specified | carried out on the Core Strategy P as part of the Sustainability Appraisal which
Sub-group accompanies the document
Numerous errors and omissions on the face of the SEA scoring
process. No reference to 1995 Inspectors Report which considered a
proposal for 500 dwellings at this location. Inadequate consideration
Not of further dispersal option. _ _
FORSE No Specified No Section 6.10 should be deleted. See overall officer response.
SEA fails to grapple with affordable housing. Submission includes a
detailed response on the SA for GLH, the assessment of alternative
sites and the dispersal option (Appendix 2) and issues in relation to
notable and protected species at GLH (Appendix 3).
Natural
England - . Not Not SA's lack of explanation about the decision to allocate Option B LPA should satisfy itself that there is a sound reasoning for the See overall officer response
is:;h Mercia Specified | Specified | 'Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath over 'Option D 'South East Stratford. selection of Option B Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath '
Concern is expressed about limited up-to-date ecological data used in | To seek further information on the Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) ,
the SA to provide a robust assessment of the reasonable alternatives. | potential LWS and priority habitats and species for each strategic
option previously consulted on., to ensure decision making is
Warwickshire Not Not Not The Core Strategy has no additionaI_Habitat Assessment eviden_ce based on up—to-dfate information. This should _be usgd to inform the _
Wildlife Trust Specified | Specified | Specified bage work since 2010 ha; been parrled out to mform th(_e strategic SA. _The conclusions of the SA shpuld be rewewed in light of the See overall officer response.
options. Habitat Biodiversity Audit (HBA) for Warwickshire, Coventry additional and updated ecological information, to ensure the SA
and Solihull (2012/13) shows that data for Local Wildlife Sites, conclusions are robust. and can provide the necessary
potential Local Wildlife Sites and some habitats in strategic options justification for the preferred option over other alternatives, and
are incomplete or not up-to-date. outcome should inform the strategic site allocation in Policy CS.15
_ HS2 Ltd support the identification of the North of Southam and
?\'3;‘ (ifz‘e)d Not Not Ves Stoneythorpe site (Option E) as being a less preferable alternative n/a a
Specified | Specified option (Sustainability Appraisal, Table 3.5), due to the limits of land

Ltd

the HS2 project could potentially acquire in that location.
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Overall Officer Response

The SA/SEA has been undertaken as an iterative process by an independent and impartial consultancy with significant experience in the SA/SEA field. The same consultancy has been engaged throughout the
process, helping to provide continuity. The statutory consultees have not raised any fundamental concerns in relation to the SA/SEA process. Natural England have highlighted that the SA/SEA does not explain
the decision to allocate ‘Option B: Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath’ over ‘Option D: South East Stratford’.

The May 2014 SA/SEA Report provides a thorough review of the assessment work undertaken to date and Tables 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 provide a summary of the options considered throughout the process.
Appendix B and D of the Report provides a summary of the results for previous iterations of the SA/SEA. This includes details of how dispersal was treated within the SA/SEA and plan making process. lItis
acknowledged that the May 2014 Report does not always provide a clear statement on why a particular option was included or rejected, particularly in relation to the alternative strategic sites (Table 3.5). Recent
High Court Rulings, including Save Historic Newmarket Limited and other v Forest Heath District Council suggest that the reasons for rejecting alternatives should be identified in the SA/SEA Report and this is
reflected in DCLG's Planning Practice Guidance. The lack of consistency in confirming why options were taken forward or rejected in the May 2014 Report does not affect the results of the SA/SEA and can be
rectified prior to the SA/SEA Report being submitted to the Secretary of State.

The assessment of options was in no way biased towards any one particular option. The May 2014 report includes at Appendix C a copy of the SA Framework which includes 'assessment protocols for sites.'
These protocols were specifically developed to help ensure that the assessment of site options was undertaken on a consistent and transparent basis. Options have been assessed on a comparative basis at the
same level of detail at different points in the SA process.

The approach to the assessment of potential significant effects associated with site options, including Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath is considered appropriate to a Core Strategy. Appendix 2 of FORCE's
representation introduces numerical scoring into the SA process - this is not an accepted approach. The SA/SEA does acknowledge the ancient woodland and other features on or near the site and recognises
the potential for European protected species to be present at the site. The assessment of individual sites against particular objectives has been questioned in some instances. It is not considered appropriate or
necessary to re-open the assessment of sites because if the assessment for one site changes there may be a knock on effect with the assessment of other sites.

A number of omission sites have been submitted and it is argued by some of the promoters of the sites that they should be assessed as reasonable alternatives in the SA/SEA. Legal opinion was taken on how
the omission sites should be treated and was reported to The Cabinet in April 2014. The majority of sites have been registered previously or are not strategic. West of Wellesbourne, Dallas Burston Polo Grounds
and Land at Lower Clopton were new strategic sites submitted for the first time in the Core Strategy process. It is considered that these sites were not promoted at a sufficiently early stage in the process to make
them 'reasonable alternatives. '

Overall Officer Recommendation

An addendum to the May 2014 Report should be produced clearly setting out the reasons for selecting/rejecting relevant options in those instances where this was not done in the May 2014 SA/SEA Report. This
should include all relevant planning considerations, not just those associated with the SEA/SA. This would be submitted alongside the Submission Core Strategy. The addendum should also include a table
showing how the omission sites have been considered, why they have been rejected or are not considered to be reasonable alternatives. The addendum should also consider the main modifications proposed to
the Core Strategy and whether or not they would give rise to significant environmental effects.
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Supporting Documents - Draft Statement of Compliance with the Duty to Co-Operate

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 10

Respondent Agent Legally Duty Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Avon Rail Link Not Not Not The Statement needs to be reworded to more positively and
G\:gﬂp artmn Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed accurately reflect the findings of the Stratford-Honeybourne Railway | Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
Reinstatement Business Case Study by Arup.
Avon Rail Link Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
oropn o o o positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
p Specified Specified Specified . . .
business case for reinstatement of the railway.
<t w Not Not Not The Statement needs to be reworded to more positively and
Pr‘iac‘fn Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed accurately reflect the findings of the Stratford-Honeybourne Railway Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
Reinstatement Business Case Study by Arup.
Stratford Rail Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
Transport Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
Group business case for reinstatement of the railway.
Mr Joh Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
Mgr;a: Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
business case for reinstatement of the railway.
< W Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
g Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
business case for reinstatement of the railway.
Stratford Rail Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
Transport Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
Group business case for reinstatement of the railway.
Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
A Dennis Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
business case for reinstatement of the railway.
Mr Joh Not Not Not The Statement needs to be reworded to more positively and
Mgr;a: Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed acqurately reflect the findings of the Stratford-Honeybourne Railway Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.
Reinstatement Business Case Study by Arup.
Not Not Not The Duty to Co-operate statement needs to be rewarded in a more
Avon Rail Link Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed Sgeciﬁed positive light, as the Arup Rail Study has established a positive Amend Duty to Co-operate Statement accordingly. See overall response below.

business case for reinstatement of the railway.
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Overall Officer Response The form of wording used in section 5.8 of the Duty to Co-operate is appropriate given the District Council's position of continuing to safeguard the line and not to actively support such a proposal at this time.

Overall Officer Recommendation | No change.

Proposed Submission Core Strategy - Assessment of Representations 278 Stratford-on-Avon District Council - September 2014




Supporting Documents — Habitat Regulations Assessment of the Core Strategy

Number of Supports: 1 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 0

Legall Du i
Respondent Agent galy vy Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
compliant | compliant
Natural
England -
South Yes Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a
Mercia Area

Overall Officer Response

Natural England is satisfied with the conclusion that the Core Strategy will not result in likely significant effects on the European Sites is appropriate.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No changes required to the Core Strategy or evidence base.
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Evidence Documents — Viability and Deliverability of Strategic Sites

Number of Supports: 0 Number of Objections: 0 Number of Unspecified: 3

Respondent Agent c;rig;;:gnt corigi);n " Sound Reasons Changes Sought Officer Comment
PBA have advised officers that a common value was used because the strategic
The sale revenue assumption is the same for all five strategic sites at Assumptions about sales _ sites yvould be offering a similar product. There may be small variations but not
Miller Homes £3 950 per square metre. An annual completions figqure of 170 revenues should reflect housing | sufficient to warrant a different approach. The values are considered appropriate
and Taylor RPS Not Not Not dV\;eIIin ps e?annum s a.ssumed for GLHp This dogs not allow for an market sub areas. Make an for GLH. Anticipated completions reflected the views of promoters. PBA
Wimpey Group Specified | Specified | Specified downtugrn ﬁ] the market. An uplift of 10% O'n BCIS data has been use(}/ allowance for two slow down consider that they are on the low side and it could be considered that an
Homes Some other studies undertakzn b PBAOhave used 15% " | periods in the plan period. Use allowance for fluctuations is inherent in them. This is not explicitly set out in the
y 0 15% uplift on BCIS data. report. An uplift of 10% on BCIS data has been used because more detailed
work has been done on costs, see the 'other' development costs package.
Home i
Builders Chartered | Not Not There is also a concern that any changes made to the house type or Any significant changes to house type or tenure mix at GLH would need to be
. Town o - - tenure mix as proposed by a future SPD will not have been viability n/a - . S
Federation Specified Specified Specified ) subijected to viability.
Planner ) %
Ltd tested as part of the plan making process.
. : . PBA have confirmed that gross and net areas are shown as separate figures in
Need to be clear on the relationship between gross and net site areas ; I i e . -
: . . : Appendix A Viability Assumptions of the report on the Viability and Deliverability
especially if the benchmark land value is based on a price per gross e . . - .
Home . ) . . e of Strategic Sites. A non-linear relationship is applied, so that the amount of
! Chartered hectare and the residual land value is a figure for the net developable | n/a - seeking clarification on the : . . . .
Builders Not Not Not ) ; . : o gross to net increases as the sites get bigger up to a point where the net area is
Federation Town Specified | Specified | Specified | @réa as the cost of the land in the comparison will have been approach taken in the viability P S
Planner pecifie pecifie pecifie . : no less than half the gross area. The exception is in the named strategic sites
Ltd underestimated. There is also a concern that any changes made to work . . .
. X where PBA applied the gross and net area figures supplied by the land
the house type or tenure mix as proposed by a future SPD will not Idevel h ited with anif h h
have been viability tested as part of the plan making process promoters/deve pperst ey consulted with. Any signi |cant'c anges tg ouse
' type or tenure mix at GLH would need to be subjected to viability testing.

Overall Officer Response

The comments in relation to assumptions used in the viability assessment work have been adequately addressed.

Overall Officer Recommendation

No changes required to the Core Strategy or evidence base.
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Appendix 1. Schedule of Infrastructure Projects

Note: Phase 1:2011/12 — 2015/16; Phase 2: 2016/17 -2020/21; Phase 3: 2021/22 — 2025/26; Phase 4: 2026/27 — 2030/31

Table 1 — Main Schedule

Costs are indicative only as schemes are not yet defined in detail

1 - Transport & Highways

. Lead Other Partner : Estimated : Critical to
Infrastructure Type / Project Delivery Organisations Timescale Costs (£) Funding Delivery?
Stratford Transport Package
(01) Tiddington Road/Banbury Road/ Shipston Road ‘Alveston Manor’ Phaselor2 | £1.03m CIL, other Critical
junction including improvements to Banbury Road/Shipston Road
roundabout — traffic signalisation to co-ordinate with the Bridgeway
Gyratory scheme
(02) Bridgefoot/Bridgeway Gyratory — further co-ordinated traffic Phaselor2 | £0.83m CIL, other Critical
signalisationof Bridgeway/Bridgefoot and Bridge Street entry arms
Schemes (01) and (02) now being promoted as a single project
g);%(I:E\S/iesnh;irgelgqjg(/:ltfigﬁsham Place roundabout — reconfiguration to a wee Developers, Phase 3 £0.8m CIL B Critical

g J sbC S106/278,
other
(04) and (05) deleted as not viable
(06) Improvements to Shipston Road/ Clifford Lane Roundabout WCC Developers, Phases3&4 | £0.55m CIL Critical
SDC

(07) Improvements to Shipston Road/Severn Meadows Road/ Trinity
Way Roundabout wcc g[e)\éelopers, Phases 3&4 | £0.55 m CIL Critical

Schemes (06) and (07) now being promoted as a single project
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(08) Birmingham Road widening between Regal Road and Hamlet Way | WCC Developers, Phase3or4 | £1.7m CIL or Critical
SDC S106/278,
other
Birmingham Road Study Schemes
Phases 1-4 | £185,000+ | C'bother Some critical
Short Term (next 5 years)
(a) Inbound slip lane into Tesco car park (developer funded)
(b) Improvements to strategic signing — approx. £50,000
(c) Pedestrian and cycle route improvements (not covered by SRZ)
(d) Birmingham Road/Justins Avenue junction improvements - approx.
£50,000
(e) CCTV to improve operation of traffic signals on Birmingham Road
corridor — approx. £85,000
Medium Term (5-10 years subject to further feasibility assessment)
(a) Maybird Shopping Park access improvements — scheme yet to be
developed
(09) Improvements to Birmingham Road/A46 ‘Bishopton Roundabout’ Highways WCC, Phases3&4 | £250m CIL or Critical
Agency Developers, S106/278,
SDC Highways
Agency
(10) Improvements to Alcester Road/A46 ‘Wildmoor Roundabout’ Highways WCC, Phases3&4 | £2.50m cIL Bt Critical
Agency Developers, S106/278,
SDC Highways
Agency
(11) Shakespeare Street/Mulberry Street one-way wCC Developers, | Phase3or4 | £0.20m CIL Critical
SDC
SDC
Schemes (11) and (12) being promoted as a single project
(13) Improvements to Warwick Road/A46 ‘Marraway Roundabout’ Highways wWCC, Phase 3or4 | £0.40 m CIL, Highways | Critical
Agency Developers, Agency
SDC
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(14) Bridgeway/Warwick Road traffic signals

WCC Developers, Phase3or4 | £0.20m CIL Critical
SDC
Warwick Road Dynamic Signage Strategy WwCC Highways Phase 20or3 | £1.0m CIL, Highways | Critical
Agency, Agency
Developers,
SDC
On and off road pedestrian and cycle projects, including: WCC or sDC, Lifetime of CIL (cumulative | Some critical
) _ ) o landowner/ Sustrans, Core impacts and
(@) minor cycle infrastructure improvements contributing towards developer WCC, Strategy (a) £30,000 completing
delivery of the Cycle Strategy within Local Transport Plan 2011- landowner/ strategic
2026; developer routes);
(b) other projects to facilitate walking and cycling across the district (b) n/a
S106/ part of
development
(S278/ S38)
where related
to specific sites
Canal Quarter Regeneration Zone localised mitigation package, Developers WCC, SDC Phases 3 & 4 S106/ part of Critical
including: @) + (b) development
. : - pedestrian/ | (S278/ S38)
(a) Enhanced pedestrian and cycle link on Birmingham Road & cvele links
Alcester Road including spurs to Masons Road and town railway (i3r/10I canal
station (section to the south of the canal falls within the site and so bridge)
is part of the development package); estir?"nated at
(b) Pedestrian/ cycle bridge across the canal £0.8m
(c) Road/junction improvements (c) n/a
Stratford Western Relief Road Developer WCC Phases 2-4 £8.0m Part of Critical
(Evesham Road to Alcester Road) development
(S278/38)
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Transport and highways infrastructure for proposed new
settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath:

A. Strategic Highways Infrastructure

A.Developers | A. Highways | A. Phase 2 A.£20.75m | A.-D. A. - D. Most
See separate schedule at Table 2 (Infrastructure Trajectory for Agency, including Developer provision
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath and JLR Employment) WCC,SDC some costs (S278/38 and critical
to be shared | S106);
with Warwick | Highways
District Agency
Council Local
Plan
B. Localised traffic mitigation/management measures B. Developer B. Highways | 5 o o5 B.£25m B. Developer
Contingency sum of £1,000 per dwelling allowed for schemes yet to be Agency, (S278/38 and
identified WCC,SDC S106);
Highways
. Agency
C. Public Transport
TBC - likely to include Park & Ride and express bus service
C. Developer | C. Bus C.TBC C.nla C. Developer/
Operator, other
wCC
D. Pedestrian and Cycle Links
TBC - likely to include at least the following schemes D. WCC, D. TBC D.£1.8m D. Developer/
i) Priority: D. Developer Highway's other
Link to Leamington via B4100 / Chesterton / Whitnash: approx £800k - Agency,
im SDC, other
Link north from site over M40 via existing bridleways / new bridge:
approx £500k
i) Other:
Other minor improvements to road network to provide connections to
existing leisure routes / local destinations: approx £500k
Widening of M42 north of Junction 3A Highways Possible n/a Highways
Highways Agency has retained this route protection as widening may Agency gﬁgﬁ Be?r 4 Agency
be required in future term) 9
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Possible

Improving the A46(T) between Alcester and Stratford-upon-Avon Highways WCC n/a Highways
(long term aspiration in LTP3) Agency Phase 3 or 4 Agency
(or longer
term)
Improving M40 Junction 12 Highways Land owner/ | Phase 2 (due | g1om Highways Critical
Includes capacity for an additional 5,000 jobs at JLR/Aston Martin Agency/WCC | JLR for . Agency, WCC,
. : , completion Regional
(excludes further improvements associated with a new settlement at 2015) 9
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath) Growth _Fund,
Local Pinch
Point Funding
Stratford Parkway Station Network Rail | WCC, sbc, | Completed £8.8m UK
private and opened Government'’s
contractor 2013 Local
Sustainable
Transport
Fund, WCC,
other

: Lead Other Partner . Estimated . Critical to
Infrastructure Type / Project Delivery Organisations Timescale Costs (£) Funding Delivery?
Primary Schools
Investment likely to be needed to increase capacity at the following: Various WCC, other Lifetime of £12.2m (excl CIL, othet Critical
education Core cost of pre- Government
e Stratford primary schools (new schools and investment in providers, Strategy school
existing provision) SDC, private provision)
e Southam primary schools sector
e St Nicholas CE Primary, Alcester
e Bidford Primary
e Ettington Primary
e Temple Herdewycke Primary
e The Dassett CE Primary, Fenny Compton
e Quinton Primary
e  Shipston Primary
New settlement at Gaydon/Lighthome Heath (2500 dwellings): Developer WCC, other | Phases 2-3 | E6:0/m S106 Critical
e new primary school (3 FE) with co-located nursery education
providers
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Secondary Schools
Investment may be needed to increase capacity at the following: Various WCC, Lifetime of £27.8 m CIL, S208, Critical
Academy, Core Academy
e Stratford (expansion of existing provision or possible new Foundation Strategy Funding,
school) and other other
e Southam College Schools,
e Henley High SDC, private
e Kineton High (with possible upgrade in facilities) sector
e Alcester Academy
e Grammar schools and Catholic High Schools
e  Shipston High Academy (6" Form provision)
New settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath (2500 dwellings):
e Upgrading and expansion of Kineton High School Developer WCC Phases 2-4 £57m CIL Critical
(some
provision by
2019/20)
Special Needs Provision (primary and secondary WCC Other Lifetime of £380,000 S106 Critical
education Core
providers, Strategy
developers
3 — Primary and Acute & Community Health Services’ Infrastructure
] Lead Other Partner ] Estimated " Critical to
Infrastructure Type / Project Delivery Organisations Timescale Costs (£) Funding Delivery?
Primary Health Care
Developers, Lifetime of a) £61,000 + | a) S106 and/or | Critical
a) Stratford-upon-Avon: approx. 2 clinical rooms and associated SOUth. . Public Health | Core ciL
infrastructure Warwickshire | Warks, NHS | Strategy
Core England,
Commissioni | NHS
b) LSVs and other rural: approx. 2 clinical rooms and associated ng Group Property b) £61,000 + | b) S106 and/or | Critical
infrastructure (CCG) Services, CIL
GPs and
¢) New 4GP practice facilities at Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath g;i?gr?rggz:e ) £2.2m ¢) S106 Critical
(gross)
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Community and Acute Hospital Services’ Infrastructure a) £24m of
South WCC, SDC, . which some | priyate Critical
A d block at the Warwick Hosnital site - the main acut Warwickshire | primary Lifetime of £17m sought | horrowing,
ﬁ) new ward block at the Warwick Hospital site - the main acute NHS health Core from CIL or charitablo
ospital services site _ ' Strategy 5106 c
Foundation organisations donations,
b) A new hospital at the Stratford Hospital site including outpatient, Trust S106, CIL
diagnostic, treatment and inpatient facilities and a hub for community b) £44m of
healthcare teams which some
£18.7m
sought from
CIL or S106
4 —Green Infrastructure, Open Space and Sports Provision
Infrastructure Type / Project Lead Other Partner | Timescale Estimated Funding Critical to
Delivery Organisations Costs (£) Delivery?
Green Infrastructure (biodiversity aspects)
Various WCC, SDC, Lifetime of Biodiversity e Grants (landfill | Some
The Coventry Solihull and Warwickshire Biodiversity Action Plan for Parish and Core Strategy | Action Plan tax, HLF etc. provision
Stratford-upon-Avon District. Projects to be identified on an on-going Town estimated to | « Developers/ critical
basis; including on-site and off-site measures by developers; agri- Councils, cost £792 land owners
environment schemes; local projects identified by Town and Parish land owners, per annum in with on-site
Councils in Neighbourhood Development Plans and Parish Plans etc. others Stratford green
District infrastructure;
¢ Biodiversity
offsetting;
° C|L;
o Agri-
environment
schemes;
e Environment
Agency;
¢ Voluntary
sources;
e Town & Parish
Councils (CIL
monies)
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Open Space and Sports Provision (Details in Open Space Needs
Assessment)
Stratford-upon-Avon Developer gDC, '!'Iown Phase 1to 4 n/a e Shottery and Som'e'
e Parks, Gardens and Amenity Greenspace (PGA) Ot?]lé?m ' gig:l Qu?rt.ter pr9y|5|on
e Provision for Children and Young People (CYP) > (on-site critical
e Accessible Natural/Semi Natural Greenspace (ANG) provision or
e Allotments/Community Orchards (ACO) fmancna_l payment
for off-site
Includes provision at West of Shottery, Canal Quarter Linear Park and provision or
upgrading of Stratford Leisure Centre enhancement of
existing facilities)
e Elsewhere
S106//CIL
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath New Settlement Developer gDC, F_’arish Phase 2to 4 n/a o 810§ (on-site Critical
e PGA %unCII, provision)
e CYP other
e ANG
e ACO
Also
e Outdoor and Indoor Sports (OIS), including provision of a S106/CIL/Other
community sports facility including a swimming pool and sports
hall, to serve this and surrounding villages, on or off-site
. Developers | Town and Phase 1 to 4 n/a e S106/CIL Some
Main Rural Centres Parish o Town & Parish .
Various requirements across the MRCs (details in Needs Assessment) Councils : provision
including all the following typologies in at least one centre: Councils critical
e PGA
e CYP
e ANG
e ACO
e OIS
: . Developers | Parish Phase 1to 4 n/a e S106/CIL Some
Local Service Villages Councils Parish Councils o
Various requirements across the LSVs (details in Needs Assessment): ¢ provision
e PGA (especially in category 1 LSVs) critical
e CYP
e ACO (especially in categories 2, 3 and 4 LSVS)
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Indicative Projects (to meet future needs [using CIL/S106] and
address shortfalls/other objectives [using other sources of funding])

a) Improvement to pathways, new signage and seating at the Recreation Sbe \F/)\;Jatil\:\(/:ictﬁ:tg I(‘:'I)ergrg?rgr eqy £550,000 * Lottery Funds
Ground and ground reinstatement to redevelop existing surfaces at North ¢ CIL/S106
Recreation Ground and Bancroft Gardens (PGA) * Capital/ Revenue
Budgets
b) Tree planting on all existing sites to mitigate climate change through SDC Public Health | Lifetime of £31,000 e The Landscape
provision of greater shade and tree species suited to changing weather Warwickshire, | Core Strategy Group Carbon
patterns (PGA) WCC Offsetting
Ecology e The Tree Council
o Landfill Tax
Credits
¢) 3 Outdoor Gyms to be installed in Stratford Town and the main rural SDC or SDC or Lifetime of £15k per e CIL/S106
centres across the District (PGA/CYP) Town/ Town/ Parish | Core Strategy | facility e External play
Parish Councils, space related
Council Public Health grants
Warwickshire e Town & Parish
Councils
d) Creation of pathways and some signage and seating at Shottery Fields SDC Public Health | Lifetime of £50,000 e S106/CIL
and Bridgetown Meadowlands (ANG) Warwickshire | Core Strategy e Capital and
Revenue Budgets
e) Enhancement and development of the Warwick Road Lands, Stratford- SDC Public Health | Lifetime of £100,000 ¢ Landfill Tax
upon-Avon, to include pathway improvements, information boards to Warwickshire, | Core Strategy Credits
improve accessibility to nature and education on the site (ANG) wWcCC o Lottery Funds
Ecology « CIL/S106
f) Creation of landscaped wildflower meadow within Stratford-on-Avon SDC or Public Health | Lifetime of £20,000 e Town & Parish
(ANG) Town/ Warwickshire, | Core Strategy Councils
Parish wce e Prince Charles
. Ecology,
Council Parish/Town fund
Councils * CIL/S106
g) 7 Multi Use Games Areas (MUGA's) to be installed in Stratford Town SDC or Public Health | Lifetime of £100k per e CIL/S106
and the Main Rural Centres across the District (CYP) Town/ Warwickshire | Core Strategy | facility e External health
Parish related grants
Councils e Town & Parish

Councils
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h) 5 Measured Miles (400 metre loop) and improved signage (Rural & SDC or SDC or Lifetime of Rural £50k e CIL/S106
urban) to be installed in Stratford Town and the Main Rural Centres Town/ Town/ Parish | Core Strategy | per facility e External health
across the District Parish Councils, £10k Urban related grants
Council Public Health signage e Town & Parish
Warwickshire Councils
i) Enhancement of destination play spaces — recreation ground and skate | SDC or Town/ Parish | Lifetime of £1m per e CIL
park (play equipment) (CYP) Stratford Councils, Core Strategy | facility « SDC Capital
Town Public Health /Revenue
Council Warwickshire Budgets
o External health
related grants
j) Enhancement of local play spaces arising from greater use linked to the | SDC or SDC or Lifetime of £20k per e S106
new development. To include play equipment and Iandscgping to create Town/ Town/ Parish | Core Strategy | facility « SDC Capital
contours (‘lumps and bumps’) to promote increased and different usage Parish Council, Revenue
(CYP) : .
Councll Public Health Budgets
Warwickshire e External health
related grants
k) Enhancement of the 3 District Council leisure centres outside of SDC or Public Health | Lifetime of £150k per e CIL
Stratford Town (including pos_sible; provis'ion of_a sport's hall at Shipston to | WCC or Warwickshire | Core Strategy | facility (more e SDC Capital/
serve the town and surrounding villages including Brailes, Treddington Town & if incl new Revenue
and Long Compton) (OIS). .
Parish sports hall) Budgets
Councils ¢ External health
related grants
[) Creation of new allotments/community orchards across the District Town & Public Health | Lifetime of £50,000 e CIL/S106
(ACO) Parish Warwickshire | Core Strategy e Town & Parish
Councils SDC Councils
e Lottery Funds
o Capital /
Revenue
Budgets
e The Tree
Council
¢ Natural England
¢ Landfill Tax
Credits
e DEFRA
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5 - Emergency Services

; Lead Other Partner . Estimated . Critical to
Infrastructure Type / Project Delivery Organisations Timescale Costs (£) Funding Delivery?
Police
a) Custody provision : additional cells Warwickshire | Developers, Lifetime of Core TBC CIL, other sources
Police WCC, SDC Strategy
b) Other police equipment and costs including vehicles, communications | \yarwickshire Developers, Lifetime of Core | £0.5 m CIL
technology and surveillance equipment Police WCC, SDC Strategy
c) A Safer Neighbourhoods Unit is likely to be required at the new Warwickshire | Developers, Phase 3 £450,000 S106 Critical
settlement at Gaydon/Lighthorne Health Police WCC, SDC
Ambulance Service
The service has recently implemented a premises review. There are no | West n/a n/a n/a n/a
further requirements known during the plan period. Midlands
Ambulance
Service
Fire & Rescue
Proposed new service delivery point at Jaguar Land Rover Warwickshire | jaguar Land | Phase 1 £0.5m CLG Critical to
;‘é‘;ﬁ:e Rover Transformation proposed
Servi Funding response
ervice I . del
(WRFS) Application mode
Provision of hydrants Developers WFRC Lifetime of n/a S106/ Some
Core Strategy development critical
costs
Possible future project for Low Water Areas WFRS Private TBC n/a CIL, other
sector, WCC, sources
SDC
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6 — Water and Utility Services

Infrastructure Lead Other Partner | Timescale Estimated | Funding Critical to
Delivery Organisations Costs (£) Delivery?
Water Supply and Waste Water Treatment
1. Water Supply — development of a new settlement at Gaydon/ Severn Trent | Private Phases 2- 4 n/a Severn Trent Critical
Lighthorne Heath will require upgrading of the water supply Water developers, Water (private
infrastructure. Environment developers for
Agency, SDC on-site works and
local
2. Waste Water . connections)
The following Waste Water Treatment Works are likely to need
upgrading:
e Wellesborne
e Cherington
e Gaydon
e Priors Marston
e Tysoe
This list derives from the Council’'s Water Cycle Study Update 2014
which assessed the capacity of the District's WwTWs to accommodate
the Core Strategy’s proposed level and distribution of growth. There
may be additional WwTWs that require further work over the plan period
but these were not identified in that study.
Certain areas of the foul drainage network will also need upgrading,
especially in relation to the proposed new settlement at Gaydon/
Lighthorne Heath.
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) sbc WCC, other | EverySyears | £8 000 per | Revenue Critical
districts and | during lifetime | SFRA: 3 Reserves, EIE
boroughs, of Core Strategy | further
Environment FRAs are
Agency likely to be
needed by
2031
Flood Alleviation and Defences
The Environment Agency is currently planning flood alleviation works in | Environment | Defra, WCC, | Phases 2-3 £2.0-£2.9 | Environment Critical
Shipston-on-Stour, Henley-in-Arden and along the upper reaches of Agency SDC, STW, m Agency (FDGIA,
Racecourse Brook, Stratford. (The flood alleviation works on the landowners/ Local Levy),
Racecourse Brook would reduce flood risk to existing properties and developers, commercial
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alleviate flood risk on the Birmingham Road and at the Maybird Centre. Town and contributions,
This scheme will require partnership funding to secure delivery.) Parish STW at
Councils Racecourse
Brook
The 2014 SFRA identified potential further works to flood defences at Environment | PE&WCC, | o cec 3.4 _
Snitterfield, Southam, Cherington and Fenny Compton but these will not | agency SDC, / Environment
generally be related directly to new growth (use of SUDS and water landowners/ n'a Agency (FDGIA,
recycling measures will ensure no developments increase flood risk). developers, Local Levy),
CIL/S106 may be sought where the works will facilitate further growth. Town and STW, commercial
S106 may also be required to deal with on-site or downstream flooding Parish. contributions,
on large developments (e.g. to deal with surface water flooding at Councils S106/CIL
Gaydon as part of the new settlement proposals).
Improvements to the Alveston Manor Junction may provide an Environment WCC/ Phase 2 Food Defence
opportunity to alleviate flood risk along the Shipston Road and should be Highways Grant in Aid
investigated as part of these works Agency Agency/ n/a Funding from EA
Local
Community
School re-development or expansion may provide opportunities to install e
SuDS features to mitigate against loss of green areas. SuDS features Various wcce gl':‘et;me of Core | n/a gfogyglf
such as ponds can provide educational benefit. (education)/ rategy
Academy
schools/ EA
Surface Water Management Plan and Local Flood Risk WcCC EA, SDC, Lifetime of Core | /5 WCC Critical
Management Strategy landowners/ | Strategy
developers,
Town and
Parish
Councils
Gas and Electricity National Grid | Western Lifetime of Core | /5 Utility (power) Critical
Power Strategy companies and
Distribution, developers
private
developers,
SDC
Renewable/Low Carbon Energy Projects Various Various Lifetime of Core | /5 Allowable
Strategy solutions fund,
CIL, other
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Improving Telecommunications

Stratford-on-Avon District Local Broadband Plan (part of the Coventry,
Solihull and Warwickshire Superfast Broadband Project)

Further development of strategic network after completion of the
Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire Superfast Broadband Project

Connections to the strategic network (or ducting to the public
highway/other suitable location) to be made by developers of all new
premises.

Coventry
Solihull and
Warwickshire
Broadband
Partnership
(CSWBP)
and private
contractor
(British
Telecom)

Various

Developers

SDC, LEP,
Parish and
Town
Councils,
Coventry
University,
DEFRA,
European
Commission

Private
contractors of
telecom
services,
SDC, Town &
Parish
Councils

Various

Government
funds to be
spent by 2015;
Overall plan to
be complete by
2018.

Lifetime of Core
Strategy

Lifetime of Core
Strategy

£14.47
million
across the
CSwW
partnership
area

n/a

n/a

Central
government;
CSWBP,
European
Regional
Development
Fund (ERDF),
Lottery Funds,
DEFRA, CIL,
British Telecom

Government
Grants, CIL,

Town and Parish

Councils,
commercial
sources, other

Part of normal
development
costs

. Lead Other Partner . Estimated . Critical to
Infrastructure Type / Project Delivery Organisations Timescale Costs (£) Funding Delivery?
Libraries
a) support to library service including community libraries (stock a) WCC or a) SDC, a) Lifetime of a) 115,000 a) CIL, Town &
purchase and E-services) Town & WCC/Town & | Core Strategy Parish Councils
Parish Parish
Councils Councils
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b) new library and community meeting space at Gaydon/Lighthorne b) developer | b) WCC, b) Phase 3 b) £1.9 m b) S106
Heath new settlement SDC, PC
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Table 2: Infrastructure Trajectory for Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath New Settlement and JLR Employment

SCENARIO 2 - JLR extant plus Gaydon Lighthorne Heath housing and JLR
employment Phasing 120 | 170 | 170 | 170 170 | 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 170
Cum Total 120 | 290 | 460 | 630 800 | 970 | 1140 | 1310 | 1480 | 1650 | 1820 | 1990 | 2160 | 2330 | 2500
g ] S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
Scheme Reference/Infrastructure Requirement 3 o = ] I I N N N n N > > N > b s b
Transport
1. M40 Junction 12 northbound on-slip lane 3.00 3.00
2. Extended right turn lane at Gaydon junction (< 100m) 0.10 0.10
3. B4100 widening (Heritage Motor Centre to M40 Junction 12) (extra lane s'bound) 1.00 1.00
4. M40 capacity enhancements - lane gains/lane drops between Jn 12 and13 5.00 5.00
5. Signalisation of M40 Junction 13 northbound off-slip 0.30 0.30
6. Widening of Fosse Way/Southam Road roundabout 0.50 0.50
7. Contingency for localised traffic impacts in villages only 2.50 2.50
8. Fosse Way/Chesterton Road/Harbury Lane junction improvements 0.40 0.40
9. Right turn bay into Meadow Close/Spinney Close off B4100 Chesterton Hill 0.10 0.10
10. Signalisation of Greys Mallory 0.15 0.15
11. Dualling of A452 Europa Way corridor 8.50 8.50
12. Widening of A452 Europa Way/Harbury Lane Roundabout 0.75 0.75
13. A452 Banbury Road/Gallows Hill northbound flare/Warwick Tech Park roundabt 0.45 0.45
14. A425 Myton Road/Banbury Road signals 0.50 0.50
Other Infrastructure
15. New primary school (3 FE) with co-located nursery 6.0 6.0
16. Contribution to Kineton Secondary School (via CIL) 5.7 57/
17. New 4 GP Facility (646 sqm) 2.30 2.30
18. Safer Neighbour Team Premise (potentially co-located) 0.45 0.45
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19. Provision of public open space, children’s play space and leisure. 0.00

20. Provision or improvement of libraries and community facilities 1.90 1.9

Total $106/278 costs including items shared with WDC Local Plan 39.6 0 0 0 0.1 9.0 5.7 22.45 0 0 2.35 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:-

(a) Schemes 10-14 also funded by WDC Local Plan

(b) JLR extant planning permission assumed to be fully built-out by 2015/16

(c) The transport estimates of when mitigation would be required are based on a high-level assessment of predicted highway network conditions in relation to
the proposed housing trajectory

(d) Assuming (b) no more than 500 houses could be accommodated without Scheme 1

(e) Scheme 9 would be required with 200 - 500 dwellings

(f) It is assumed that all JLR employment would be built-out before 2021 - the full mitigation package would therefore be required by 2021 and may be required
prior to this depending on the actual employment trajectory

(g) Scheme 7 provides a contingency sum for schemes yet to be identified and is based on a rate of £1,000 per dwelling as adopted at the former Rugby Radio
Station Site

(h) Costs related solely to the new settlement and not the expansion of JLR (‘Scenario 1’) are reported in the report: Viability and Delivery of Strategic Sites,
Peter Brett Associates, April 2014
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Table 3: Infrastructure Trajectory for Canal Quarter (SUA 1) and Related Employment Sites (SUA 2 and SUA 3)

Phasing 0 40 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
Cum
Scheme Reference/Infrastructure Requirement Total 0 40 95 150 205 260 | 315 370 | 425 480 | 535 590 | 645 700
ClLor ] ] ] ] e e ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] S
s106/ Cost(€ | & & o S & © S = S by = o & S & S S
Canal Quarter SUA 1 5278 m) E E E E E E E E E E E § E 5 E E E
1. A4390/B493 Evesham Place Roundabout 0.23 0.23
2. A3400 Birmingham Road g;_l;)z;syg 0.49 0.49
3. A46/A3400 Bishopton Roundabout and other 0.73 0.73
sources
4. A46/A422 Wildmoor Roundabout 0.73 0.73
5. Extension/modernisation of existing health premises CIL 0.06 0.06
6. Improvements to Community Centre and Library Provision CIL 0.35 0.35
7. New 1 FE primary provision (off site) CIL 2.25 2.25
8. Secondary School Place contributions CIL 1.50 15
Stratford Transport Package (+ contingency)
9. A3400 Alveston Manor and Shipston Rd/A422 Banbury Rd Roundabt CIL 0.30
10. A3400 Bridgefoot/Bridgeway Gyratory CIL 0.24
11. A3400 Shipston Road/B4632 Clifford Lane Roundabout alL 0.32
12. A3400 Shipston Road/A4390 Seven Meadows Road Roundabout
13. Strategic Signing Improvements CIL 0.29
14. Shakespeare Street/Mulberry Street one-way CIL 0.06
15. Guild Street/Gt. William Street traffic signals CIL 0.06
16. A46/A4239 Marraway Roundabout CIL 0.04
17. A3400 Bridgeway/A439 Warwick Road CIL 0.04
18. Contingency for unforeseen traffic impacts CIL 0.70
Total Cost (5106/278 + potential CIL funded items) 8.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.96 | 1.14 0 3.75 0 0 0.49 0
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Employment sites SUA 2 and SUA 3

20. A46/A3400 Bishopton Roundabout $106/5278 0.4 0.4

21. A46/A422 Wildmoor Roundabout $106/5278 0.4 0.4

Total Cost SUA 2 and SUA 3 (5106/278) 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:-

NB. This schedule includes details of transportation (highways) infrastructure, health, education and other community facilities. Additional S106 may be sought in
relation to provision and maintenance of open space and other aspects. The Stratford Transport Package is shown as CIL funded as while critical to the delivery of the
Canal Quarter, this is also required to deal with growth elsewhere in the District. CIL may also be spent on mitigating other cumulative impacts besides those
transportation items listed.

(a) The estimates of when mitigation would be required are based on a high-level assessment of predicted highway network conditions in relation to the

proposed housing trajectory.

(b) - would be required with 250 - 500 dwellings.

(c) would be required with 500 - 1,000 dwellings.

(d) is also required to accommodate the effects of change in traffic movements at this junction following the delivery of the Stratford Western
Relief Road (SWRR) which will exacerbate issues which are likely to occur as a result of the overall growth within the area.

(e)

are intrinsically linked and should be delivered as a single scheme. Implementation would need to follow the capacity improvements
provided by Schemes .

(f) is required to accommodate the additional vehicle demands released onto the network by Schemes 1 to 5.
(8) should be considered for early implementation due to the strategic nature of the trips that are affected by development impact

coupled with the need to ensure the operation of the A46 Strategic Road Network is maintained throughout the Core Strategy period.

(h) _ would encourage traffic to use the A439 Warwick Road for inbound trips as an alternative to A3400 Birmingham Road

where capacity is constrained.

(i) _ provides a contingency sum for schemes yet to be identified and is based on a rate of £1,000 per dwelling as adopted at the former Rugby
Radio Station site.
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Appendix 2. Assessment of land parcels on the edge of Stratford-upon-Avon

for their availability and suitability for employment development

This assessment compares the site identified as Proposal SUA.3 in the Proposed Submission Core Strategy with other areas of land on the periphery
of the town. The main purpose of this assessment is to help justify the allocation of this site and its removal from the Green Belt.

Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
1 Agriculture n/a Green Belt Rising Access off A46 Not known Reject - landscape
Proposed Special Mature hedges impact and no
Landscape Area Visible suitable access
2 Agricultural n/a Green Belt Flat None Yes Support — but
Commercial Proposed Special Mature hedges mitigate landscape
Unused Landscape Area Enclosed impact
3 Agricultural n/a Green Belt Flat None Not known Reject — landscape
Mature hedges and visual impact
Visible
4 Landfill and n/a Green Belt Flat Landfill No Reject - not available
refuse tip Visible and contaminated
5 Agricultural n/a Green Belt Undulating Access off A46 or | Not known Reject - landscape
Mature hedges Ridgeway and visual impact
Visible and no suitable
access
6 Agricultural n/a None Flat/rising Access off A46 or | No — being Reject — not
Mature hedges Bishopton Lane promoted for available, visual
Visible housing develop- | impact and no
ment suitable access
7 Agricultural n/a Green Belt Flat Access off A46 Not known Reject — landscape
Visible and visual impact, no
suitable access
8 Agricultural n/a None Flat None Yes Support — but

Mature hedges
Visible

mitigate landscape
and visual impact




Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
9 Agriculture n/a None Rising None Yes Reject — landscape
Mature hedges and visual impact,
Visible and too small
10 Agriculture Planning None Rising None No Reject — not available
permission Mature hedges
granted for
housing develop-
ment (part of
West of Shottery
scheme)
11 Agriculture Planning None Rising Setting of No Reject — not available
permission Mature hedges Shottery
granted for open Conservation
space (part of Area/Anne
West of Shottery Hathaway’s
scheme) Cottage
12 Agriculture Planning None Flat None No Reject — not available
permission
granted for
housing develop-
ment (part of
West of Shottery
scheme)
13 Agriculture n/a None Rising Access off No — being Reject — not
Visible Bordon Hill promoted for available, landscape
housing develop- | and visual impact
ment and no suitable
access
14 Agriculture n/a None Rising Access off Not known Reject — landscape
Visible Bordon Hill and visual impact

and no suitable
access




Site
Ref.

Current
use

Current status

Designations

Landscape

Significant
constraints

Availability for
employment

Conclusion

15

Agriculture

n/a

SSSI (part)
Area of Restraint

Flat
Visible

Flood risk
Access

Not known

Reject — landscape
and visual impact,
risk of flooding,
ecological impact and
no suitable access

16

Racecourse

n/a

Area of Restraint

Flat
Visible

Flood risk
Access

No

Reject — not
available, landscape
and visual impact,
risk of flooding and
no suitable access

17

Agriculture

n/a

Area of Restraint

Flat
Mature hedges

Flood risk

Not known

Reject — visual
impact, risk of
flooding

18

Agriculture

Planning
permission
granted for
marina

Area of Restraint

Flat/rising
Visible

None

Not known

Reject — landscape
and visual impact
and located south of
river*

19

Agriculture

n/a

Conservation Area
Area of Restraint

Flat
Visible

Flood risk

Not known

Reject — risk of
flooding, landscape
and visual impact,
impact on
Conservation Area
and setting of town
and located south of
river*

20

Public open
space

n/a

Conservation Area
Area of Restraint

Flat
visible

Flood risk
Access

No

Reject — not
available, risk of
flooding, no suitable
access, landscape
and visual impact,
impact on Conserv-
ation Area and




Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
setting of town and
located south of
river*
21 Agriculture n/a None Flat None Not known Reject — visual
Visible impact and located
south of river*
22 Open space n/a Community Undulating None No Reject — landscape
Woodland & Mature hedges and visual impact,
Meadowland Visible not available and
located south of
river*
23 Open space n/a Community Flat None No Reject — not
Woodland & Mature hedges available, landscape
Meadowland Visible and visual impact,
not available, too
small and located
south of river*
24 Agriculture n/a None Undulating None No — being Reject — landscape
Mature hedges promoted for and visual impact
Visible housing develop- | and located south of
ment river*
25 Agriculture n/a None Undulating None Yes — as part of Reject — landscape
Mature hedges South East and visual impact
Visible Stratford Urban and located south of
Extension river*
NB. unless Urban
Extension with
associated Eastern
Relief Road is
implemented
26 Agriculture n/a None Undulating Access No — being Reject — landscape

Mature hedges

promoted for

and visual impact, no




Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
housing suitable access and
development located south of
river*
27 Agriculture n/a None Rising Access/traffic No — being Reject — not
Mature hedges promoted for available, landscape
Visible housing develop- | and visual impact, no
ment suitable access and
located south of
river*
28 Agriculture n/a None Flat Access/traffic No — being Reject — not
Visible promoted for available, landscape
housing develop- | and visual impact, no
ment suitable access and
located south of
river*
29 Agriculture n/a None Flat Access/traffic No - being Reject — landscape
Visible promoted for and visual impact, no
housing develop- | suitable access and
ment located south of
river*
30 Agriculture n/a None Flat Access/traffic No - being Reject — landscape
Allotments Visible promoted for and visual impact,
housing develop- | traffic impact and
ment located south of river
*
31 Agriculture n/a None Flat Access/traffic No - being Reject — landscape
Sports pitches Visible promoted for and visual impact,
housing develop- | traffic impact, loss of
ment pitches and located
south of river *
32 Golf course n/a None Flat Access/traffic Not known Reject — not

available, landscape




Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
and visual impact,
loss of golf course,
no suitable access
and located south of
river *
33 Agriculture n/a Ancient Monument | Flat Flood risk Not known Reject — landscape
Caravan site (part) Mature hedges and visual impact,
Visible traffic impact,
archaeological
impact, risk of
flooding and located
south of the river *
34 Unused n/a Area of Restraint Flat Flood risk Not known Reject — landscape
Previous Local Wildlife Site Mature hedges Landfill and visual impact,
landfill Visible risk of flooding,
ecological impact,
visual impact and
risk of contamination
35 Unused n/a Area of Restraint Flat Flood risk Not known Reject — landscape
Mature hedges and visual impact
Visible and risk of flooding
36 Agriculture n/a Green Belt Rising None Not known Reject — landscape
Proposed Special Mature hedges and visual impact
Landscape Area Visible
37 Golf course n/a Green Belt Undulating None No Reject — visual
Visible impact and not
available
38 Public open n/a Proposed Special Flat Access/traffic Not known Reject — landscape
space Landscape Area and visual impact, no

suitable access,
traffic impact and too
small




Site Current Current status Designations Landscape Significant Availability for Conclusion
Ref. use constraints employment
39 Agriculture n/a Green Belt Rising Access/traffic Not known Reject — landscape
Proposed Special Mature hedges and visual impact, no
Landscape Area Visible suitable access,
traffic impact,
landscape and visual
impact
40 Agriculture n/a Green Belt Rising Access off A46 Not known Reject — landscape
Proposed Special Mature hedges and visual impact, no
Landscape Area Visible suitable access,
landscape and visual
impact
41 Agriculture Planning None Flat None No Reject — landscape
permission Mature hedges and visual impact,
granted for Visible and not available
housing
42 Housing Under None n/a n/a No Reject — not available
development construction
43 Park-and-ride | n/a None n/a n/a No Reject — not available
facility
44 Residential, n/a Listed buildings Enclosed Access Not known Reject — impact on
guest house listed buildings, no
suitable access and
too small

Businesses generally find locations south of the river unattractive due to poorer accessibility to the strategic road network. This is evident from the
lack of take-up of plots on the Stratford Business and Technology Park on Banbury Road. It should be noted that this argument was made by the
owner in support of developing the remainder of the site for housing, which was accepted by the District Planning Authority.
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