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Date: February 2006

Dear Madam,

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan Proposed Modifications 2005
Report of Inquiry into Objections

1. As you know I was appointed by the First Secretary of State to hold a public
inquiry into objections to the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan
Proposed Modifications 2005.  I enclose my report of the inquiry with my
recommendations on objections heard at the inquiry and made in writing.

2. I held a Pre-Inquiry Meeting on 8 August 2005 to set out the arrangements for
the Inquiry.  The inquiry sat on the four days of 15 November to 18 November
2005 inclusive.  I familiarised myself with the area before the opening of the
inquiry and visited, over a total equivalent period of four days, all the sites and
areas that were the subject of objections before, during and after the inquiry.

3. The Local Plan (NBBLP) was prepared by Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough
Council under Section 36 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, in
accordance with the associated Regulations, legislation and Planning Policy
Guidance Note 12: Development Plans (PPG12).  It is a statutory local plan
prepared in accordance with the framework of policy at national, regional and
local level.  This includes the Regional Spatial Strategy for the West Midlands
2004 and the Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011.  An inquiry into objections
to the Second Deposit NBBLP was held in 2003 and the procedures followed by
the Council up to that inquiry are noted in the preamble to that Inspector's
report.

4. The Council accepted, almost without exception, the Inspector's
recommendations which it received in January 2004 and published the Local Plan
Proposed Modifications on that basis.  It was placed on deposit for six weeks
from 11 March 2005.  The Council received 326 objections and 19 letters or
statements of support.  Although some conditional withdrawals were notified, no
objection was unconditionally withdrawn.  At the opening of the inquiry the
Council confirmed that all the statutory formalities had been completed.

5. Warwickshire County Council raised a number of issues in the Proposed
Modifications that are dealt with in the report as objections.  West Midlands
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Regional Assembly, in its letter dated 21 April 2005, confirmed the conformity of
the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan Proposed Modifications 2005
with the Regional Spatial Strategy.

6. In making my recommendations on the objections I have taken into account all
the evidence, submissions and representations made in writing and at the
inquiry by Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, the objectors and those
making supporting representations.  Details are listed at Annex C of the report.
I have also had regard to the material in the Core Documents which are listed in
Annex B.  The inquiry programme, showing those who appeared, is at Annex A.
The three Annexes at the back of the report were compiled from the Council's
database.

The Report

7. My report includes my recommendations on the objections to the Introduction to
the Housing Chapter, to general matters concerning the Environment Chapter
and to a total of 27 policies and their supporting text in six chapters of the plan.
My recommendations also include my response to the minor changes suggested
by the Council as being required to reflect changes in circumstances and
typographical errors.  All my recommendations are summarised after this
preamble.

8. The great majority of objections centred around Policies Env2 and Env3 within
the Environment Chapter.  Many of these were concerned with the proposed
exclusion from Policy Env2 of areas formerly designated as Areas of Restraint
and now proposed to be subject to Policy Env3 alone.  They were made variously
to each of the two policies separately and to both policies together, but most
were registered as objections to Policy Env3.  It is therefore under that policy
that I have considered and made my recommendations on the issue, but I have
acknowledged the objections in the other two sections under which they occur
(Env2/Env3 and Env2) and cross-referenced them to my reasoning, conclusions
and recommendations under Env3.

9. In preparing the report I have not received any further material from any party
since the inquiry closed.  The replacement of Planning Policy Guidance Notes
(PPGs) with Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) is an ongoing process and it may
be necessary for the Council to consider the implications of these or any other
changes in national guidance when considering my report and the action it takes
upon it.

Main issues

10. The Proposed Modifications closely reflect the recommendations of the Inspector
following the 2003 inquiry.  The concerns of a number of objectors have been
addressed by the Council in suggesting changes to the plan.  By and large I have
recommended the incorporation of these, though in some cases my full
consideration of the issues has led me to recommend further amendments.

11. The inquiry itself was dominated by the proposed status of open land outside the
urban areas.  As I have already indicated, most of written representations were
concerned with what was seen as the likely outcome of the exclusion of land to
the north and east of Nuneaton from the newly-defined Areas of Restraint.  The
consultants' report, commissioned by the Council in response to my colleague
Inspector's recommendations, found that previously-accepted purposes and
functions of Areas of Restraint, based on their intrinsic landscape and
environmental value, were no longer appropriate.  This, though acceptable in the
light of the study's findings, added additional layers of concern to the strong
feelings that the psychological gap between Nuneaton and Hinckley, as well as to
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a lesser extent that between Nuneaton and the A5, was not being recognised
fully by the designations.  Nevertheless, after considerable thought and reflection
on all the evidence, I have recommended no change in response to these
objections.  I believe the Council's suggestion of a remodelled and relocated text
on the sequential approach to future site identification is most constructive.
Though it is not altogether possible to remove fears of future development, at
least the new text places the matter in the correct context.

12. The major change I recommend beyond the Council's own suggestions is the
removal of land to the west of Weddington from the Areas of Restraint.  I have
made it clear that my reasoning is based only on the compatibility of its location
and qualities with the criteria that define such areas in the plan.

13. It is for the same reason alone that I agree with the Council that Bedworth
Woodlands, although a candidate for return to the Green Belt, cannot be given
interim protection by Policy Env2.  Nevertheless, I believe that the protection
given by Policy Env3 alone, combined with the adequacy of supply of
development land in the plan, will be sufficient to enable proper consideration to
be given to its Green Belt status in due course.

General Comments

14. I should like to record my great appreciation for the assistance and courtesy
invariably given to me and other participants by all those who appeared at the
inquiry.  This allowed the sessions to proceed effectively, efficiently and with a
constructive atmosphere.  The professional approach of the Council's team to the
task of presenting evidence at the inquiry and in ensuring the responses to
written representations were relevant, succinct and constructive was particularly
valuable.  My thanks are also due to all those who gave so much time and
thought to their written and oral representation.

15. My thanks are also due to Mr John Banbery, the Programme Officer for his
organisational efficiency and the personal support he gave me.  This was
particularly important to my own task, not only during the inquiry, but in the
run-up period when so much of necessity had to be carried out at a distance and
through all the various means of communication that involved.

16. This letter has been copied to the Government Office for the West Midlands and
the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

Yours faithfully,

Robert A Luck  BSc CEng MICE DipTE MIHT

Inspector

cc Government Office for the West Midlands, 77 Paradise Circus, Queensway, Birmingham B1 2DT
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, Eland House, Bressenden Place, London SW1E 5DU
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SUMMARY OF MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS

Policy Inspector's Recommendation Para
Chapter 3 - Housing
Intro No modification 3.5
H1 No modification 3.7
H1f –
Grove
Farm

Modify to show the boundaries of Local Nature Reserves 3.11

H3 No modification 3.15

H11
Modify by adding the words "and services" to the end of the
main text of the policy

3.17

Chapter 4 - Employment
Emp1 No modification 4.4

Emp2

Modify by:

(i) amending the last sentence of the policy to read
"Development will be in accordance with a revised
Development Brief, to be produced as a Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD).";

(ii) adding at the end of the last sentence of the supporting
text "as a SPD"

4.6

Emp3

Modify by inserting a further criterion between criteria a and b:

"b.  In the case of a greenfield windfall site, it can be
demonstrated that all suitable brownfield sites are undeliverable."

and with the lettering of criteria from b to g amended to run from
c to h.

4.10

Emp13

Modify by amending:

(i) the first paragraph of the supporting text by deleting "at a
regional level with the Government Office for the West
Midlands and Regional Planning Body" and substituting
"with the Regional Planning Body and other partners at a
regional level";

(ii) the third paragraph of the supporting text by deleting " the
Government Office for the West Midlands" and substituting
"regional partners".

4.13

Emp14

Modify in accordance with the amendments suggested by the
Council in Document Reference:
LPA/3/297/EMP14/1 - LPA/9/280/EMP14/1 - LPA/43/33/EMP14/1,
subject to the correction of any error in the references to other
documents.

4.18
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Policy Inspector's Recommendation Para
Chapter 4 – Employment (continued)

Emp15

Modify by adding to the end of the last sentence of the
supporting text:

"for proposals which would otherwise generate car-borne visitors
in numbers likely to have a significant adverse effect on the rural
road network, on living conditions in the locality or on the local
environment".

4.22

Chapter 5 - Shopping

S1

Modify by:

(i) adding to the first sentence of the policy, after "New
development", the words "including extensions to new
buildings";

(ii) replacing the text of criterion b with "The scale of the
development relates to the role and function of the centre
within the wider hierarchy of centres and the catchment
served".

5.3

S2
Modify in accordance with the Council's proposals set out in
Appendix A of Document Reference LPA/11/229/S2/1. 5.10

S5

Modify in accordance with the Council's proposals set out in
Appendix B of Document Reference LPA/11/229/S2/1, except
that Criterion b of Policy S5 should read:

"There are no sequentially preferable sites or buildings available
in the Town Centres, District Centres, Local Centres or, in the
case of out-of-Town centre proposals, edge-of-Town Centre
locations."

5.19

S6
Modify by re-locating Criterion f of the policy to become Criterion
a, and that the present Criteria a to e inclusive become Criteria
b to f.

5.22

S7 and S8
Modify in accordance with the Council's proposals set out in
Appendix A of Document Reference LPA/3/288/S7/1 -
LPA/3/289/S8/1.

5.24

S9

Modify:

(i) by changing the title above Policy S9 to read "Sui Generis
Uses of a Retail Nature on Industrial Estates";

(ii) in accordance with Appendix A of Document Reference
LPA/11/226/S9/1, except that criterion e should be further
amended to read

"that where the development proposals are located within
an existing industrial estate, no more than 20% of the total
floorspace on the estate would be in other than employment
(B1, B2 and B8) use.".

5.28
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Policy Inspector's Recommendation Para
Chapter 6 - Recreation
R13 No modification 6.3
Chapter 7 - Environment

General

Modify:

(i) in accordance with paragraphs 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 of
Document Reference LPA/3/287/ENV/1;

(ii) by replacing the words "County Biodiversity Action Plan"
with the words "Local Biodiversity Action Plan" throughout.

7.3

Env1 No modification 7.7

Env2/Env3

Modify by introducing as a preamble to Policies Env2 and Env3
the text headed "Areas of Restraint and Countryside – their
future role" in CD107, but with the second sentence of the
paragraph altered by the deletion of:

"and will extend until 2021";

and with the third paragraph altered as follows:

� In the third sentence - replace "three" with "five";

� delete fourth sentence and replace with "The search
sequence to be applied would be to consider: first,
previously developed land in the urban area; second,
undeveloped land in the urban area; third, the Countryside
areas; fourth, the Areas of Restraint; and finally, the Green
Belt."

7.30

Env2

Modify by:

(i) amending the wording of the policy and its supporting text
in accordance with the suggested changes in the Council's
Core Document 107;

(ii) excluding the land to the west of Weddington Road, which
lies north east of the top of the River Anker valley side and
is defined approximately as the Hallam objection site, from
the areas shown on the Proposals Map as being Areas of
Restraint subject to Policy Env2.

7.45

Chapter 7 – Environment continued on next page
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Policy Inspector's Recommendation Para
Chapter 7 – Environment (continued)

Env3

Modify by incorporating the changes to Countryside Policy Env3
suggested by the Council in Core Document 107, subject to the
following further changes:

(i) adding a further numbered criterion to the end of the main
policy Env3 to read,

"v. the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land
is minimised."

together with consequent changes in punctuation and the
placement of "and";

(ii) in the final sentence of supporting text, which refers to
Bedworth Woodlands:

� deleting ", and with no justification for its remaining
so," and substituting a full stop;

� changing the following "the" to "The", and inserting
before the final full stop ", subject to a justification
being made at that time".

7.85

Env4 No modification 7.89

Env17
Modify by inserting "aged or 'veteran' trees," between "ponds
and lakes," and "small woods" in the final paragraph of the
supporting text to Policy ENV17.

7.95

Env28

Modify by:

(i) replacing "PPG22" with "PPS22" in the first paragraph of
supporting text

(ii) replacing the first part of the second paragraph of the
supporting text, up to and including "power for new
developments should be investigated.", with:

"PPS22 "Renewable Energy" encourages Local Authorities
to explore renewable sources of energy.  The Government
in its Energy White Paper "Our energy future – creating a
low carbon economy" identifies its aspiration to generate
20% of UK electricity from renewable sources by 2020,
double the previous target of 10% by 2010, and suggests
that still more renewable energy will be needed beyond
2020.  The potential within the Borough to contribute to
the supply of energy from renewable sources is exemplified
by the use of landfill gas at Judkins Quarry to generate
electricity for the National Grid.  In the interests of making
the Borough as sustainable as possible, alternative
methods of power for new developments should be
investigated.  Technologies such as solar panels, biomass
heating, small scale wind turbines, photovoltaic cells and
combined heat and power schemes can be incorporated
into both new developments and some existing buildings."

7.101
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Policy Inspector's Recommendation Para
Chapter 8 - Transport
T6 No modification 8.3

T10

Modify by:

(i) deleting from the third sentence of the first paragraph of
supporting text to Policy T10 the words:

"which should not normally be exceeded";

(ii) adding a further sentence after the third sentence, to read:

"In considering applications proposing a level of parking
above the maximum, the Council will have regard to the
guidance set out in Paragraphs 54 and 56 of Planning Policy
Guidance Note 13: Transport.".

8.7

General – Minor changes requested by the Council
Modify by implementing the changes suggested by the Council in
Core Document 110: Background Paper – Minor Changes to
Nuneaton and Bedworth Local Plan Modifications 2005.

9.6
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ABBREVIATIONS

The following abbreviations are used in this report:

AOR Area of Restraint
CD Core Document at this Inquiry
CPRE Campaign to Protect Rural England
GOWM Government Office for the West Midlands
ha hectare
LCA Landscape Character Assessment
LDD Local Landscape Designation (as referred to in PPS7 paras 24 & 25)
LNR Local Nature Reserve
NFU National Farmers Union
PPG Planning Policy Guidance Note
PPG12 Planning Policy Guidance Note 12: Development Plans
PPG13 Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: Transport
PPG17 Planning Policy Guidance Note 17: Sport and Recreation
PPG25 Planning Policy Guidance Note 25: Development and Flood Risk
PPS Planning Policy Statement
PPS07 Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
PPS09 Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
PPS12 Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Development Frameworks
PPS22 Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy
RIGS Regionally Important Geological Site(s)
RPG11 Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands 1998
RSS11 Regional Spatial Strategy for the West Midlands June 2004
SINC Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
SPD Supplementary Planning Document
SPG Supplementary Planning Guidance
SRA Strategic Rail Authority
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest
WASP Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011
WCC Warwickshire County Council
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CHAPTER 3 – HOUSING

INTRODUCTION

Objector 10/318 – West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium.

Issue

� Should the plan include more flexibility to accommodate any outturn shortfall
in housing provision in the 10 years following adoption.

Reasoning and conclusions

3.1 Planning Policy Guidance Note 12: Development Plans (PPG12) advises at
paragraph 6.8 that the duration of a local plan should be a period of 10 years
from its forecast adoption date and that it should be prepared to the same
period covered by the relevant structure plan.  In this case, there is a conflict
between these two requirements, since the structure plan (WASP) runs to
2011 and the local plan will not be adopted before 2006.  The conflict has
been resolved by setting the period and housing requirement to correspond to
the structure plan and by attempting to ensure that there is sufficient
flexibility in the housing allocation to meet the likely needs of a further four
years.

3.2 The housing requirement of the plan is that allocated to the borough by Policy
H1 of the Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011 (2001) (WASP).  This in
turn derives from the requirement for Warwickshire as a whole set down by
the Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands in 1998 (RPG11).  The
proposed modifications do not include any change to either the period to be
considered or the housing requirement to be met during that period.

3.3 The principal modifications relevant to the issue of this objection are that the
240 dwellings in the third phase of site specific allocations have been
associated with needs beyond the plan period and that the windfall allowance
has been increased from 50 dwellings per year to 90 dwellings per year, with
conversions retained at 10 per year.  I have no reason to disagree with these
numbers, which were considered acceptable if not unduly conservative by the
2003 Inquiry Inspector in his report (CD68).  Therefore, over the period from
April 2011 to March 2016, the anticipated supply is

240 (allocated sites) + 450 (windfalls) + 50 (conversions) = 740 dwellings

In addition, after deducting the 240 third phase dwellings from the total, the
table on page 15 shows the supply available during the plan period to be
1365, against a requirement of 595.  There is thus in the plan a potential
surplus of a further 770 to carry forward to the post-2011 period.

3.4 The Council reassessed the housing position as at April 2005 in a document
dated 14 September 2005 (CD104).  In accordance with advice provided by
GOWM in June 2005 (CD103), this document states the likely housing
requirement for the Borough for the period 2011 – 2021 to be 243 dwellings
p.a.  Over the five years April 2011 to March 2016 the requirement would
thus be 1215 dwellings in total, compared to the projected availability of 740
+ 770 = 1510.  I consider that this likely surplus of supply over demand of
24% reflects the flexibility sought by the previous Inspector and I conclude
that such a level of flexibility will be adequate.
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Recommendation

3.5 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

POLICY  H1  (Allocated Sites)

Objector 9/275 – Warwickshire County Council.

Issue

� Should the plan include further justification for the 10% non-implementation
allowance in respect of existing permissions.

Reasoning and conclusions

3.6 The discounting factor of 10% was tested against outturn levels during the
2003 Inquiry and the Inspector found that the available evidence supported
that value, rather than the 15% which the objector considered would be more
realistic.  The Council has monitored the actual rate since 2002 and found
that, if anything, the level of drop-outs is tending to fall.  Under the
circumstances, the maintenance of a 10% discount has the effect of retaining
and improving the level of flexibility in the plan.  This seems to me desirable,
especially since the relatively short remaining plan period makes the matching
of supply to requirement particularly sensitive to delays.

Recommendation

3.7 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

POLICY  H1f - Grove Farm, Nuneaton

Objector 2/305 – CPRE Warwickshire.

Issues

� Should the Proposals Map show a boundary to the indicated Local Nature
Reserve (LNR).

� Would it be appropriate for the area also to be designated as an Area of
Restraint under Policy Env2.

Reasoning and conclusions

3.8 PPS9, at paragraph 5(i), requires that the location of designated sites of
importance for biodiversity and geodiversity should be indicated, with
distinctions made between the hierarchy of sites.  The Council considers that
this requirement is met by the use of the 'ladybird' symbol alone.  However,
paragraph 9 of PPS9 underlines the importance of the whole hierarchy of
sites, including LNRs, and seeks policies against which development proposals
likely to affect such sites may be judged.  This requirement is correctly
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reflected in the inclusion in the plan of Policy ENV17, which sets a criterion
relating to development likely to have an adverse effect on a LNR.

3.9 There is the risk that the inclusion of further coloured boundary lines could
make the Proposals Map more confusing.  However, it is my view that this is
outweighed by the apparent incompleteness of the map which goes so far as
to show the general presence of a site to which a policy applies without
specifying its extent.  In this context, I do not think that the fact that the
information is available elsewhere is sufficiently helpful, even if more detailed
consideration of the policy may ultimately require reference to a larger-scale
plan.  The incompleteness does not in my opinion reflect fully the intentions of
PPS9, which sees the role of LNRs as 'fundamental' to its objectives.

3.10 Turning to the second issue, I have no doubt that the proposed modification
would add an area of significant amenity value to the green space which
enhances the environment of the surrounding residential area.  However, this
is not one of the three primary purposes which define an AOR.  On its own the
area which is the subject of this objection could not be described as
contributing to the structure and character of the area, providing an open or
green wedge separating elements within the urban area or acting as a green
buffer.  The Council intends undertaking a review of the status of the river
valleys excluded from the report into AORs conducted by its consultants (the
Entec study, CD93 and CD94) and the wider area including the objection site
could well be included in this.  In the mean time, there is no justification for
changing the status of the modest area alone which is the subject of the
objection and I recommend that no such change should be made.

Recommendations

3.11 I recommend that the Proposals Map be further modified to show the
boundaries of Local Nature Reserves.

3.12 I recommend no other modifications in response to this objection.

POLICY  H3  (Affordable Housing)

Objector 9/276 – Warwickshire County Council.

Issues

� Should the plan be amended to clarify the status of the indicated percentage
of housing which should be affordable.

� Should the plan be amended to avoid uncertainty leading to delay in the
delivery of affordable housing.

Reasoning and conclusions

3.13 The last sentence of the policy refers to the Council's current housing strategy
as indicating that "25% of new housing should be affordable".  I read this as
an expression of a blanket target for all development taken together, rather
than a minimum, or indeed a maximum, for any individual site.  It does,
however, imply that any sites which, by agreement with the Council, provide
less than 25% will have to be balanced by others achieving more than 25%.
The Council, in the first sentence of the policy and in the supporting text,
shows itself to be satisfied that this overall balance can be addressed through
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negotiation.  In doing so, it emphasises that the 25% figure is flexible and I
do not consider that the policy, read with the supporting text, is misleading or
confusing in this respect.

3.14 The intention is that the policy should be flexible in responding to changes in
both local circumstances and national policy.  This flexibility has been
accepted as beneficial and a rehearsal of the reasons is not required here.  As
far as local changes are concerned, the need for affordable housing will be
monitored during the life of the plan, and this may lead to a change in the
base-line figure of 25%.  I assume that the objector's concern is that an
applicant could hold back a proposal in the expectation that the base-line
would reduce as a result of one or more future reviews.  However, given the
figures in the supporting text which show that the demand for affordable
housing greatly exceeds the total supply of all housing required to conform
with the structure plan, such a reduction seems unlikely.  On balance, I
consider that the advantages to be gained from flexibility outweigh the risk of
speculative delays in sites coming forward.

Recommendation

3.15 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

POLICY  H11  (Effective use of residential development sites)

Objector 9/277 – Warwickshire County Council.

Issue

� Should the policy refer to public transport services as well as facilities.

Reasoning and conclusions

3.16 While "facilities" is no doubt intended to cover all aspects of public transport,
it could be read as referring only to infrastructure.  The Council accepts the
objector's proposed change and I agree that it would avoid any doubt in the
interpretation of the policy.

Recommendation

3.17 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by adding the
words "and services" to the end of the main text of Policy H11.
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CHAPTER 4 – EMPLOYMENT

POLICY  Emp1  (Employment Allocations)

Objector 2/302 – CPRE Warwickshire.

Issue

� Whether exceptional circumstances exist to necessitate the change in the
Green Belt boundary adjacent to Prologis Park.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.1 The structure plan (WASP) requires that the local plan should identify 132ha
of employment land.  The Second Deposit Plan (2002) listed sites and a
windfall allowance which totalled 133.1ha, compared to the WASP
requirement of 132ha.  This included an area at Griff East which is within the
Green Belt.  The Proposed Modifications delete Griff East because it is now
considered that exceptional circumstances cannot be identified to necessitate
the requisite alteration in the Green Belt boundary.  An Employment
Background Paper (CD101) reviewed the position in September 2005.  With
the objection site at Prologis Park excluded, but taking account of other new
sites which have come forward and changes in previously-listed sites, the
total available in the plan period is now estimated to be 123.7ha, a shortfall of
8.3ha which is 6.3% of the WASP requirement.  To expect to make this up
with further new sites and windfalls still to come forward in the remaining plan
period would be to foresee an exact doubling of the previously-accepted
windfall allowance.  This seems to me optimistic, especially since, excluding
the objection site, new specific sites totalling over 5ha have already been
included in the Proposed Modifications without any consequent reduction in
the total windfall allowance for the whole plan period.

4.2 The objection site is identified in the Proposed Modifications as Extension to
Prologis Park with an area of 4.5ha.  If that were included, the shortfall would
be reduced to 3.8ha.  At 2.9% of the WASP requirement and equivalent to an
increase in windfalls etc. of 46%, I consider this to be significantly more
acceptable if still less than ideal.  On the evidence available, without the
inclusion of the site within the area allocated for employment, there is a
substantial risk that the plan will not meet the WASP requirement for
employment land unless, as noted in the Introduction to the Employment
chapter, consideration were given to greenfield windfall sites.  My colleague
Inspector noted (CD68: paragraphs 7.50 and 7.51) that the land related more
obviously to Prologis Park Coventry than to the country park and identified
several other positive circumstances which need not be repeated here.  Such
circumstances, including its accessibility and sustainability, are unlikely to be
found on greenfield windfalls.

4.3 My colleague Inspector also concluded that the site does not fulfil, to any
great extent, any of the five main purposes of including land in the Green
Belt.  After considering the objector's case, I conclude that, assuming the
intent to provide compensatory country park land would still be fulfilled,
circumstances have not changed in any relevant way since 2003.  I conclude
that all of the above factors amount to exceptional circumstances which
necessitate confirmation of the revision to the Green Belt boundary in the
Proposed Modification.  I recommend accordingly.
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Recommendation

4.4 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

POLICY  Emp2  (Judkins)

Objector 3/290 – GOWM.

Issue

� Does the plan need to clarify the status of the Development Brief.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.5 The Council has accepted the advice of GOWM that the Development Brief
referred to in the policy and its supporting text should be described as a
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  I recommend accordingly.

Recommendations

4.6 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by:

(i) amending the last sentence of the policy to read "Development
will be in accordance with a revised Development Brief, to be
produced as a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).";

(ii) adding at the end of the last sentence of the supporting text "as
a SPD"

POLICY  Emp3  (Redevelopment of Existing Sites or New
Windfall Sites)

Objector 9/279 – Warwickshire County Council.

Issue

� Should the plan include a criterion to be met by greenfield windfall sites.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.7 The introduction to the Employment chapter recognises the shortfall of the
plan's allocations in meeting structure plan requirements but considers this
not significant.  I have recommended retaining the proposed change of the
Green Belt boundary to accommodate the proposed employment allocation at
Extension to Prologis Park and, if accepted by the Council, this will avoid a
doubling of that shortfall.  On the basis of past trends, I have concluded that
this exceptional action will be sufficient to make it highly likely that the
allocation will be met without resorting to greenfield windfall sites.

4.8 Nevertheless, the Council should be assured that, were a greenfield site to be
proposed, the necessity for its change of use would be fully justified.  Criteria
to be met in demonstrating this necessity are set out in the Employment
Introduction, under "Monitoring of employment land".  However, the use of
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the word "suggests", in the penultimate sentence of the text, and the lack of
any explicit presumption in favour of brownfield sites, in the last sentence,
leave a need for the relevant policy to require particular justification for
greenfield, as opposed to brownfield, windfall sites .  Policy Emp3 addresses
general concerns related to employment development but implicitly presumes
against greenfield sites only if there are not under-utilised and/or their
development would cause the losses described in criterion g.

4.9 I agree with the objector that an additional criterion, reflecting the
introductory text and requiring additional justification for greenfield windfall
sites, is required and I recommend accordingly.

Recommendation

4.10 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by inserting a
further criterion to Policy Emp3 between criteria a and b:

"b.  In the case of a greenfield windfall site, it can be demonstrated
that all suitable brownfield sites are undeliverable."

and with the lettering of criteria from b to g amended to run from c to
h.

POLICY  Emp13  (Prison Development)

Objector 3/296 – GOWM.

Issue

� Whether the plan correctly identifies those involved in decisions relevant to
prison development.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.11 The first and third paragraphs of the supporting text to the policy refer to the
involvement of GOWM in identifying possible locations for a new prison in the
region.  GOWM has pointed out that it is not currently involved in site
identification for new prisons, so a more general reference to "partners at the
regional level" would be an appropriate substitution.  The Council has
concurred with the suggestion.

4.12 I agree that with the need for a change in principle, but note that a straight
substitution would not fit within the context of both references to GOWM.  I
therefore recommend some more detailed re-wording.

Recommendations

4.13 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by amending:

(i) the first paragraph of the supporting text to Policy Emp13 by
deleting "at a regional level with the Government Office for the
West Midlands and Regional Planning Body" and substituting
"with the Regional Planning Body and other partners at a
regional level";

(ii) the third paragraph of the supporting text to Policy Emp13 by
deleting " the Government Office for the West Midlands" and
substituting "regional partners".
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POLICY  Emp14  (Protecting Employment Land)

Objectors 3/297 – GOWM
9/280 – Warwickshire County Council
43/33 – McCarthy & Stone.

Issue

� Does the plan reflect current national policy by being sufficiently flexible
towards the use, for housing, of land which has been allocated for
employment but is no longer needed for that use.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.14 Policy Emp14 was introduced on the recommendation of my colleague
Inspector, who was concerned that the shortfall of employment land in
relation to the structure plan requirements would be exacerbated if existing
employment generation opportunities, wherever they may be, were lost.  At
the same time, he recognised that residential redevelopment may be the
solution to "bad neighbour" employment uses.

4.15 PPG3, as published in 2000, expected local planning authorities to explore the
extent to which employment allocations might represent a wasted resource of
previously-developed land suitable for housing (PPG3 paragraph 42).  Since
the previous Inquiry, the Government has further emphasised the need for
and provided guidance on employment land reviews (CD41).  By and large it
seems to me that Policy Emp14 reflects both those guidance documents, as
do the actions by the Council in actively reviewing the employment supply
position.

4.16 In January 2005, PPG3 was amended by the issue of an additional paragraph,
numbered 42(a), which presumes in favour of housing or mixed use
developments on land no longer needed for its existing employment allocation
unless any of three criteria are met.  The first deals with the suitability of the
site for housing and the priority to be given to previously-developed sites for
residential use.  The second seeks to protect the housing strategy, particularly
against over-supply.  The third requires evidence from employment land
reviews that there is a realistic prospect that the existing employment
allocation will be taken up in the plan period, or that the change of use of the
land to housing would undermine economic development and regeneration
strategies.  Although this newly-amplified guidance includes safeguards for
employment use at the third criterion, it seems to me that, taken as a whole,
it may well bring extra pressure to bear in favour of other uses.  At the same
time, it is appropriate that the local plan should be flexible enough to ensure
that the actual use to which land is put not only takes account of national
policy, but also reflects its characteristics, its position, the impact of
alternative uses on its neighbours and, not least, the wider needs of the
economy and the changing community.  Therefore, I strongly share the
concerns of my colleague Inspector, especially since the risk of a shortfall in
employment land remains despite the emergence of new employment site
since 2003.

4.17 In response to the objections, the Council has put forward within its written
statement to the Inquiry (Document ref. LPA/3/297,9/280,43/33/EMP14/1) a
suggested amendment to the policy and its supporting text. As a permissive
policy, this reflects the thrust of PPG3 paragraph 42(a) and so has greater
flexibility that the policy than the Proposed Modifications.  Further, it takes
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account of the aims of the PPG3 revision, including the contribution that an
Employment Land Review will make to maintaining an appropriate degree of
flexibility in the policy.  I believe the amendment erroneously quotes the date
of the Employment Background Paper as September 2003 rather than 2005.
Subject to this correction, I am satisfied that the proposed amendment
properly reflects the current local position and national policy.

Recommendation

4.18 I recommend that the local plan be further modified in accordance
with the amendments suggested by the Council in Document
Reference:
LPA/3/297/EMP14/1 - LPA/9/280/EMP14/1 - LPA/43/33/EMP14/1,
subject to the correction of any error in the references to other
documents.

POLICY  Emp15  (Tourism Development)

Objector 5/329 – National Farmers Union.

Issue

� Should permission for rural tourism development be dependent on its being
served by public transport links.

Reasoning and conclusions

4.19 PPS7 recognises (paragraph 30) that farm diversification into non-agricultural
activities is vital to the continuing viability of many farm enterprises.   This is
reflected in Policy Env5 of the plan, against which proposed farm
diversification enterprises will be judged.  However, not all rural development
may be properly described as farm diversification.  Elsewhere, PPS7
paragraph 34 expects planning authorities to recognise that tourism and
leisure activities are vital to many rural economies by supporting sustainable
rural tourism and leisure developments.  With regard to sustainability,
subparagraph 34(iii) of PPS7 places particular emphasis on large-scale
developments of this sort, with the policy in PPG13 to be followed where high
volumes of traffic may be generated.

4.20 PPG13 paragraph 37 says that those tourism and leisure developments which
generate large amounts of traffic should accord with the guidance in PPG13.
If the development will not be well served by public transport, measures
should be sought to increase access to the site by sustainable transport
modes.  RSS11 is concerned (paragraphs 9.52 et seq) that rural development
can lead to an increase in traffic on rural roads, so that an innovative
approach is needed to transport solutions.

4.21 There is an important difference in scale between the transport issues arising
from a major attraction and those related to exploiting opportunities available
in rural areas which, though subject to planning control, are modest in scale.
I consider that, in terms of sustainability, the economic benefits to the rural
community of small-scale enterprises may well outweigh the cost in terms of
increased traffic.  Clearly it would be preferable for such enterprises to be
sited near public transport corridors, but it is not appropriate to rule out any
enterprise, however modest might be its potential for traffic generation, that
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would not be served by public transport links.  In any case, the frequency of
any rural public transport service to an area off a major traffic route is
unlikely to make it attractive to leisure visitors.  On the other hand, the
eventual grouping of a number of such enterprises over time could create
viability for public transport services that would benefit the whole local
community.  An alteration to the last sentence of the supporting text should
be made to inject sufficient flexibility into the policy to encourage all these
issues to be considered constructively for each proposal that may come
forward.

Recommendation

4.22 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by adding to the
end of the last sentence of the supporting text:

"for proposals which would otherwise generate car-borne visitors in
numbers likely to have a significant adverse effect on the rural road
network, on living conditions in the locality or on the local
environment".
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CHAPTER 5 – SHOPPING

POLICY  S1  (Town Centres)

Objector 11/230 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc.

Issue

� Should the policy be amended to bring it in line with PPS6.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.1 The modified policy pre-dates the publication of PPS6.  Criterion b requires  the
size of new development to be such as would not change the function of the
centre within the sub-regional hierarchy, whereas PPS6, at paragraph 2.41,
seeks to relate the scale of proposals to the role and function of the centre
within the wider hierarchy and the catchment served.  The policy should be
brought into line with current national policy and the Council has suggested an
alteration to achieve this.  On this basis the objection has been conditionally
withdrawn.

5.2 I concur with the Council that a further alteration to bring the policy to bear
on extensions to existing buildings is also desirable.

Recommendations

5.3 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by:

(i) adding to the first sentence of the policy, after "New
development", the words "including extensions to existing
buildings";

(ii) replacing the text of criterion b with "The scale of the
development relates to the role and function of the centre within
the wider hierarchy of centres and the catchment served".

POLICY  S2  (Edge-of-centres, District Centres and Local
Centres)

Objector 11/229 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc.

Issues

� Should the plan set criteria for edge-of-centre locations which are different
from those for district and local centre locations.

� Are criteria a and c of the policy superfluous.

� The plan refers to guidance in PPG6 whereas national policy is now expressed
in PPS6.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.4 In my consideration of Policy S5, I agree with GOWM and the Council that, in
the light of PPS6, the term "out-of-centre" should properly be expressed as
"out-of-Town centre" and I use this latter term here.
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5.5 The effects of allowing new shopping facilities in edge-of-Town centre
locations may include a shift of the focus of attraction away from the Town
centre with a resultant loss of vitality and then viability.  Such an effect is
much less likely to follow development within district or local centres, which
seek to provide more immediate needs with shorter travel distances within a
smaller catchment area.  This difference is pointed up in paragraph 3.9 of
PPS6, which emphasises that need must be demonstrated for any main town
centre use which would be in an edge-of-Town centre location.  For this
reason, criteria which are appropriate for district or local centres should be
seeking a different outcome from those applying to an edge-of-Town centre
location. The Council has suggested removing edge-of-Town centre
developments from Policy S2 and including them instead with out-of-Town
Centre locations in Policy S5, and I agree that this is a more reasonable
approach.  I deal with the consequential changes to Policy S5 in my reasoning
and conclusions on that policy.

5.6 While it is to be hoped that any proposal coming forward would be inherently
supportive of or beneficial to the vitality and viability of a district or local
centre, I do not consider that such an outcome should be taken for granted.
At the very least, the retention of criterion a represents a sensible exercise of
the precautionary principle.

5.7 While the plan's general requirement for good design is embodied in Policy
Env14, the principle of including the specific requirement in the various
Shopping policies has been brought forward from the Second Deposit Local
Plan and I do not consider the usefulness of covering the issue in individual
policies has changed.

5.8 Criterion b and parts of the supporting text draw their substance from PPG6
and I agree with the Council's proposal that alterations should be made to
make the policy compatible with the text of PPS6.

5.9 The Council has taken the opportunity to suggest other alterations, including
reference to extensions to existing buildings, that would bring the policy into
conformity with other policies in the plan and I recommend accordingly.

Recommendations

5.10 I recommend that the local plan be further modified in accordance
with the Council's proposals set out in Appendix A of Document
Reference LPA/11/229/S2/1.

5.11 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  S5  (Shops Outside Centres)

Objectors 3/294 – GOWM
5/330 – National Farmers Union
11/228 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc
256/255 – Sainsbury Supermarkets plc

Issues

� Whether the plan should refer to "edge-of-Town Centre" rather than "edge-of-
Centre".

� Whether the reference to public transport in the policy would have a harmful
effect on the viability of farm shops.
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� Whether the policy should be extended to include edge-of-Town centre
developments.

� Does criterion b properly express the sequential approach of the plan.

� Should criterion a of the policy reflect the sequential approach of PPS6.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.12 PPS6 uses the term "Edge-of-centre", and in Table 2 of Annex A it states that
"centre" constitutes either the primary shopping area within a town centre or
the area embraced by the town centre boundary, depending on the context.
The evidence is that the Council certainly intends the same meanings, but the
term is ambiguous because three types of centres (town, district and local)
are identified separately in the plan.  The clarity of the plan's intentions would
thus be improved by making the change suggested by GOWM.  I agree with
the Council that a similar change from "outside centre" to "out-of–Town"
centre would be consistent and desirable.

5.13 Some farm shops, if they are to be fully viable enterprises, need to expand
the range of goods on sale beyond the produce of the farm itself, and thus
require planning permission.  Many locations where such farm shops might be
set up are, by their nature, well away from public transport routes and thus
would be refused planning permission unless material considerations
outweighed the need to conform with criterion e of the policy.  However, I
consider that it would be for the Council to decide whether the proposed
enterprise amounted to farm diversification, to be considered under Policy
Env5, or an out-of-Town centre shop, which would have to meet all the
criteria, and most especially criterion a, of Policy S5.  To relax the policy by
deleting or amending criterion e would affect consideration of all types of out-
of-Town centre shopping proposals and thus potentially prejudice the
sustainability objectives of the plan.  I am unable therefore to recommend
such a modification.

5.14 I have concluded in my consideration of Policy S2 that edge-of-Town centre
developments should be included with out-of-Town centre proposals in Policy
S5 and I recommend accordingly.

5.15 Though the order of the sequential approach is clear from a reading of the
plan as a whole, it would be consistent and avoid any confusion if that order
were expressed in criterion b.  The amendment suggested by the Council is, in
my view, also subject to possible misinterpretation, in that it could be read as
meaning that the criterion as a whole, and not just the reference to edge-of-
Town centres, applies to out-of-Town centres only.  My recommendation that
the Council's suggestion be incorporated in the plan is therefore qualified
accordingly.

5.16 The policy sets need as an overriding consideration.  Only if need can be
demonstrated would a proposal be considered against the other criteria, of
which the first is the sequential test.  This is the approach required by Chapter
3 of PPS6, and the only supportable modification to the plan in this respect is
the incorporation of a specific reference to the sequential approach in
Criterion b.

5.17 The Council has proposed that criterion e of the policy should be amended to
bring it into line with Policy H7 in using the measure of convenient walking
distance defined in national policy of 400m.  I agree that this modification
should be incorporated for the sake of consistency.
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5.18 For clarity in making my recommendation, I refer to only one of the several
documents in which the Council's suggested revised Policy S5 appears.

Recommendations

5.19 I recommend that the local plan be further modified in accordance
with the Council's proposals set out in Appendix B of Document
Reference LPA/11/229/S2/1, except that Criterion b of Policy S5
should read:

"There are no sequentially preferable sites or buildings available in
the Town Centres, District Centres, Local Centres or, in the case of
out-of-Town centre proposals, edge-of-Town Centre locations."

5.20 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  S6  (Extensions to any retail outlet outside Town,
District or Local Centres)

Objector 3/294 - GOWM.

Issue

� Should the need for a proposed extension be the first, rather than the last
criterion of the policy.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.21 I have noted in relation to Policy S5 that need is the first consideration
required by PPS6.  The same principle applies to extensions and I recommend
accordingly.

Recommendation

5.22 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by re-locating
Criterion f of the policy to become Criterion a, and that the present
Criteria a to e inclusive become Criteria b to f.

POLICIES  S7 and S8  (A3 Uses)

Objectors 3/288 – GOWM
3/289 - GOWM

Issue

� The plan should take account of amendments in the Use Classes Order.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.23 The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Order
2005 has the effect of dividing what was Use Class A3 into Use Classes A3, A4
and A5.  I agree that the plan should be further modified as suggested by the
Council to reflect this.
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Recommendation

5.24 I recommend that the local plan be further modified in accordance
with the Council's proposals set out in Appendix A of Document
Reference LPA/3/288/S7/1 - LPA/3/289/S8/1.

POLICY  S9  (Retail on Industrial Estates)

Objectors 3/295 – GOWM
11/226 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc.

Issues

� Should the title preceding the text of the policy refer to Sui Generis Retail
uses.

� Should the policy explain the types of retails uses it covers.

Reasoning and conclusions

5.25 From the first sentence of the text of the policy it is clear that the policy as a
whole refers only to sui generis retail uses, and it would add to the clarity of
the plan if the title were modified to indicate this.

5.26 At best, the reference to an example of Use Class A1 (convenience shopping)
in the supporting text does not help with an understanding of the type of uses
that, being outside any Use Class, are sui generis.  At worst it could be
positively confusing.  The text should give only examples of uses that are
indeed sui generis.

5.27 In proposing an amendment to deal with this point, the Council asks that
consideration be given to other changes.  The reference to PPG6 should be
amended to PPS6.  In line with Policies S2 and S5, the criterion relating to the
free flow of traffic should be placed before that relating to car parking.  The
references to industrial uses does not cross-refer directly to text elsewhere in
the plan, which uses the term "employment" rather than "industrial".  I agree
that the Council's proposed changes address these issues and I recommend
accordingly, subject to some further clarification in respect of the last point.

Recommendations

5.28 I recommend that the local plan be further modified:

(i) by changing the title above Policy S9 to read "Sui Generis Uses of
a Retail Nature on Industrial Estates";

(ii) in accordance with Appendix A of Document Reference
LPA/11/226/S9/1, except that criterion e should be further
amended to read
"that where the development proposals are located within an
existing industrial estate, no more than 20% of the total
floorspace on the estate would be in other than employment (B1,
B2 and B8) use.".
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CHAPTER 6 – RECREATION

POLICY  R13  (Protection of Open Space)

Objector 8/316 – The Woodland Trust.

Issues

� Whether the plan should include reference to the Woodland Access Standard
as an aspirational target.

Reasoning and conclusions

6.1 The policy is to protect, from future development, open spaces (as defined
by the Town and Country Planning Act 1990) and particularly those
assessed as being of a high standard.  The modifications to the supporting
paragraph to the policy arise from the recommendations of my colleague
Inspector, following his consideration of previous representations, none of
which raised the issue of this objection.

6.2 Open spaces have a range of functions which contribute to the quality of
the living conditions of nearby residents.  Some, though not all of these
functions are provided by woodlands, which PPG17 recognises as an
example of natural and semi-natural urban green spaces.  This in turn is
reflected in the Council's Open Space Assessment (CD72) which identifies
woodland as one of 13 principal open space types.  While I appreciate that
the Woodland Trust is supported by English Nature in its concern that
convenient access to woodland should be available to all, I believe it would
be wrong for this plan to single out any particular type of space for special
consideration unless such action were to be supported by a statement of
Government policy.  I am aware of no such statement and I therefore
recommend no further change be made to the plan in this respect.

Recommendation

6.3 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan
in response to this objection.
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CHAPTER 7 – ENVIRONMENT

ENVIRONMENT - General

Objectors 3/287 – GOWM
292/325 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust.

Issues

� The plan should be revised to refer to PPS7 rather than PPG7, and to SPD
rather than SPG.

� The plan should refer to Local Biodiversity Plan, rather than County
Biodiversity Plan.

Reasoning and conclusions

7.1 The first issue arises because PPS7 replaced PPG7 in August 2004 and because,
following the commencement of Part 2 of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, any future documents that would have been produced as
SPGs should be designated SPDs.  In agreeing that the further modifications
are required, the Council has produced a list of changes to be made to the
Environment Chapter.  I recommend accordingly and support the Council's
undertaking to ensure that any similar changes that may be required elsewhere
in the plan should be made before adoption.

7.2 Similarly, the Council recognises that the second issue as set out above reflects
standardised terminology and that changes to the plan should be made in
response to the objection.  I recommend accordingly, noting that the Council
believes that the issue only arises in respect of Policy Env18 (Nature
Conservation).

Recommendations

7.3 I recommend that the local plan be further modified:

(i) in accordance with paragraphs 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 of
Document Reference LPA/3/287/ENV/1;

(ii) by replacing the words "County Biodiversity Action Plan" with
the words "Local Biodiversity Action Plan" throughout.

POLICY  Env1  (Green Belt)

Objector 2/303 – CPRE Warwickshire
(Linked to: 2/304 – CPRE Warwickshire and 295/336 – Woodlands Heath Action
Group at Policy Env3).

Issue

� Should the plan change the boundaries of the Green Belt to include Bedworth
Woodlands.

Reasoning and conclusions

7.4 The Council has stated that their aspiration to promote the reinstatement of
Bedworth Woodlands to Green Belt, though included in the Second Deposit
Local Plan, was omitted in error from the Proposed Modifications.  Amongst the
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changes the Council proposes to Policy Env3 (CD107) is the re-introduction of
relevant supporting text and I deal with this in my consideration of Policy Env3.
The reasons for this aspiration are well known to all parties and I need not
rehearse them here.

7.5 If, as both the Council and the objector wish, a change to the Green Belt to
include Bedworth Woodlands is to be made, it should be undertaken as part of
a future review of the Regional Spatial Strategy.  I understand the objector's
concern that the issue should not slip through some procedural gap, but the
Council has obtained confirmation from GOWM that the Regional Spatial
Strategy will take the place of the Structure Plan in this as in many other
respects.  If this were not to be so in this particular case, because the changes
are too local to be part of regional planning strategy, the Council would be
authorised to make the changes required under a future Local Development
Framework.

7.6 For a local plan to make changes to Green Belt boundaries without such
direction it must be shown that the circumstances are "exceptional" and
"necessitate" such action.  In the absence of the uncertainty feared by the
objector and with the current plan's development requirements met elsewhere,
the only remaining circumstance which has been brought forward in support of
the objection is the past history of the site.  I judge this circumstance to be
somewhat unusual but not so exceptional that it would actually necessitate the
inclusion of the revision of the Green Belt boundary in this plan.

Recommendation

7.7 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

BACKGROUND TO POLICIES Env2 (Areas of Restraint) and Env3
(Countryside Policy)

7.8 The background to the Countryside and Areas of Restraint policies is set out in
great detail in the Council's paper, CD105.  While this is well-known to those
attending the relevant Inquiry sessions, the written representations suggest to
me that some of the objectors may not understand fully how the proposed
modifications came about or how they will work in practice.  I believe that a
rehearsal here of the parts of the background that are most pertinent to my
reasoning and conclusions will improve the clarity of this part of the report
generally.  It will avoid the need for cumbersome repetition or cross-
referencing between my reasoning for each of the three sections which follow.
Each of those sections, dealing first with common issues to both
policies and then with Env2 and Env3 separately, should therefore be
read in conjunction with the following summary.

7.9 With the exception of Bedworth Woodlands, the land proposed to be subject to
Env3 alone or Env2 and Env3 together is not, nor has it been Green Belt.  The
Proposed Modifications Local Plan does not propose any change of status of
existing Green Belt, apart from at Prologis Park, which I have considered
separately in relation to the Employment chapter at Policy Emp1.

7.10 The Second Deposit Draft Local Plan designated much of the open land outside
the Green Belt as Areas of Restraint (AORs) under Draft Policy Env2.  The
supporting text explained that these Areas of Restraint were not intended to
have the permanence of the Green Belt, but they were to be regarded as
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important areas of open space and countryside which needed to be protected
from development.  This need for protection was founded on their value, within
the urban area, as corridors of important ecological and nature conservation
value and, within the countryside, in preventing the coalescence of
settlements.

7.11 In his Report, my colleague Inspector said that the effect of the application of
the policy to all the defined AORs, taken in conjunction with the established
Green Belt, would be to rule out nearly all development adjacent to the
borough's three main settlements.  He felt that this effect had shown itself in
bringing pressure to bear for the proposed release of Green Belt for
employment development.  His view was that a systematic approach to
protecting open land was needed, rather than a reliance on decisions made in
the drafting of earlier Local Plans when the strategic background was different.
Such a systematic approach could introduce greater flexibility to allow for
possible medium and longer term development needs.

7.12 His suggestion was that such a systematic approach could be by a "clear
landscape assessment identifying those areas, peripheral or within the urban
areas/settlements, which are of such visual and/or public amenity quality to the
established settlement that they warrant long-term protection, and those
remaining areas which could be considered for long term development needs
on review of the local plan." (CD68 paragraph 7.69).  This was carried forward
to a formal recommendation at paragraph 7.76(a).

7.13 In the light of this recommendation the Council commissioned Consultants,
Entec UK Limited, to undertake a Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) of
selected proposed AORs, together with a Planning Assessment.  I refer to these
together as the "Entec study".  The Planning Assessment would identify
appropriate functions for AORs with reference to the principles set out in
National Planning Guidance and the Structure Plan (WASP).  It would also be
informed by a review of established practice elsewhere in the country.  The
proposed AORs to be considered were those on the edges of the urban areas.
Those that were within the urban areas, generally river valleys, were excluded
on the grounds that no objection had been made to them and the Inspector
had not questioned their retention.

7.14 The LCA (CD94) examined seven AORs, each representing a distinct geographic
area.  As a group, areas 1, 2 3 and 7 are spatially well-separated from each
other and from the group composed of areas 4, 5 and 6.  Area 5 is separated
from area 6 by a railway line and area 4 from area 6 by a road, Higham Lane.
Each was assessed individually for its Landscape Character Type and other
landscape/use-related characteristics.  The purpose of the LCA was, amongst
other things, to assist planners in their decision-making process, both when
considering individual planning applications and when identifying, at a strategic
level, if land use change or development should occur and, if so, where.  Some
areas included more than one landscape type and were sub-divided to reflect
this.  As a result the Study identifies and describes a total of 11 distinct
Landscape Character Areas on which the AOR assessment and other decisions
could be based.

7.15 The Planning Assessment (CD93) includes a Policy Review, appraising the
existing AOR policy and recommending a text for a replacement policy Env2.
The review demonstrates that an AOR should meet two criteria:

� It should fulfil at least one of three primary purposes, these being:

(i) to contribute to the structure and character of the urban area;
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(ii) to provide an open or green wedge that separates elements
within the urban area, thus contributing to the structure and
character of the area;

(iii) to act as a rural or green buffer preventing surrounding villages
from merging with the urban area.

� It should have a defensible boundary that is clearly defined physically.

I note that at least the first two purposes conform with WASP Policy ER.6 and
explanatory paragraphs 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 which expect that, where and when
justified by local circumstances, local plans will identify Areas of Restraint to
provide long-term protection for key areas of open land within or adjacent to
towns.

7.16 The subsequent stage of the Planning Assessment (CD93) was an assessment
of each of the previously-proposed AORs against the two criteria.  It considered
individual compartments generally matching the Landscape Character Areas
from the LCA, but with some being further divided into smaller compartments
where internal "defensible boundaries" made this practicable.  Thus in all 21
compartments were assessed.  Of the 21 compartments, 10 were found to
meet the AOR criteria.  These were recommended as Areas of Restraint for the
Proposed Modifications.

7.17 he new text of the AOR Policy Env2 and the designated Areas of Restraint
recommended by the Entec Study are included by the Council in the Proposed
Modifications.

7.18 The effect, in essence, is that in the Proposed Modifications all the former
AORs, whether rejected or accepted as meeting the AOR criteria by the Entec
study, are subject to the Countryside Policy, Env3, and that the "newly
accepted" AORs are subject to Policy Env2 as well.  I note that the original
AORs within the urban area, excluded from Entec's brief, have not been
included as AORs in the Modifications Proposals Map, though they may well
meet the criteria defined by the Entec study.

7.19 The Entec study acknowledged that it had not taken into account certain
matters identified by my colleague Inspector, such as wildlife and heritage
characteristics.  This is because Entec considered that such factors fall outside
what the purpose of an AOR should be.  They should be the subject of other
controls or other, more appropriately focused plan policies at a later stage,
which ought to be informed by the LCA.

POLICY  Env2/Env3  (Areas of Restraint/Countryside Policy)

Objectors 3/291 - GOWM
255/252 – D Love & L Love
277/298 – Mr S Lewin
278/299 – Mr & Mrs Lester
279/300 – Mr & Mrs M J Miller
280/306 – Mr I Lloyd
281/307 – Mr K Wilcox
291/324 - Mr & Mrs I McLean
293/334 – A R Cartwright Ltd
307/347 – Sam Margrave

Issues

� Policies Env2 and Env3, although new text, are not underlined in the Proposed
Modifications.
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� Should identified open areas subject only to Policy Env3 also be made subject
to Policy Env2.

� Should the final supporting paragraph of Policy Env2 be relocated and
amended.

� Should land at the rear of 66 Plough Hill Road be deleted from the areas
subject to Policies Env2 and Env3 and re-allocated for development.

Reasoning and conclusions

7.20 The acknowledged error in printing that underlies the first issue was overcome
by the publication of a document "Reasons for Modifications" to accompany the
Proposed Modifications.  From the number of responses to the two policies it
does not appear to me that the error has disadvantaged anyone and at this
stage it is not therefore necessary for me to make any recommendation in
respect of the objection from GOWM.

7.21 I deal with the issue of areas covered by Env3 but not Env2 along with the
majority of the objections raising the same matter under Policy Env3.

7.22 The third issue identified was also raised in relation to Policy Env2.  The final
paragraph of the supporting text to Policy Env2 deals with the sequential
approach to identifying land for future development.  While its content does not
conflict directly with the rest of the policy, it does not sit well here, since its
positioning associates the search for development land with AORs, a point
potentially made stronger by its final sentence.  The Council has suggested
(CD107) that the issue of sequential search should be dealt within a larger
body of new text forming a preamble to both policies Env2 and Env3.  I agree
with this in principle, but the suggested change is still not, to my mind,
sufficiently specific about the sequence.  Further changes were discussed and
agreed by the Council at the Inquiry session dealing with the objection of A R
Cartwright Ltd (293/334) to Policies Env2 and Env3.  I recommend that these
alterations be incorporated into the suggested change subject to minor further
modifications which, on reflection, I consider improve the precision further.

7.23 Hallam Land Management have entered a response to CD107.  In respect of
the suggested preamble they believe it likely that the Regional Spatial Strategy
Phase Two Revision will deal with development needs up to 2026 and that the
second paragraph of the suggested preamble should be amended accordingly.
The Draft Project Plan for the Revision (CD115) does mention a survey of
housing land capacity available up to 2026, but in other respects there is no
definite information that the RSS will extend to that date.  On balance I
conclude that it would be preferable for no date to be mentioned, since the
timescale of any review is not in any case a matter for this plan.  I disagree
with Hallam that reference should be made to sustainability in the fifth
sentence of the suggested preamble's third paragraph.  The point is covered in
the reference to PPG3 in the following sentence.

Site Specific Objection - Land at rear of 66 Plough Hill Road

7.24 The objection site is the most northerly of a series of small to moderately-sized
fields that lie between Plough Hill Road and the line of a redundant railway.  It
is accessed through the immediate curtilage of 66 Plough Hill Road and shares
its north-western boundary with the other frontage development to the road.
Its southern and eastern boundaries are hedges, which separate it from the
adjacent fields, and beyond its northern boundary is the old railway
embankment.  A new housing development on a site previously in industrial
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use lies beyond the embankment and now forms the southern extremity of
Chapel End.

7.25 The site is part of area 3 in the Entec study, or more precisely part of area 3b -
Galley Enclosed Commons in the Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)
(CD94) and part of area 3.20 in the Assessment of Areas of Restraint (AOR)
(CD93).  The LCA, though not referring specifically to the frontage development
along Plough Hill Road, notes how the rear gardens of such development
elsewhere form a gradual transition between suburban-style housing
development and the rural landscape.

7.26 CD93 finds that area 3.20 meets primary purposes (i) and (ii) of an AOR, but
its function as a village buffer is questionable.  It says that it has an important
role in the physical separation between Chapel End and Galley Common.  If it is
considered along with area 3.40, adjoining it to the south, it has defensible
boundaries.

7.27 I find that this assessment is well-justified.  The objection site is compatible in
appearance with the open area to the south, with which it is most strongly
associated visually.  I also agree with the implication that, especially where
fields are not large, boundaries between fields do not in themselves form
defensible boundaries.  The objection site is at the extreme northern end of the
combined areas 3.20 and 3.40 where it provides for the AOR defensible
boundaries with the residential curtilages and most particularly with the
embankment.  Its end-of-zone location is no reason to exclude it from the AOR.
On the contrary, to do so would be to: erode the degree of separation;
substitute, for the strongly defensible boundary of the embankment, the much
less defensible field boundary; and set a precedent for a gradual erosion of the
AOR, that could be difficult to resist in the medium to longer term.

7.28 Apart from the actual appearance of the site as part of a wider pattern of
pasture fields, the site is defined by the LCA as a particular type of countryside,
so in the light of my reasoning in the previous paragraph, I have no hesitation
in concluding that it should remain subject to the Countryside policy, which
specifically refers to the value of such areas as providing the nearest
countryside to urban residents.  Its private ownership and lack of free public
access makes it no different from many other areas of countryside generally
and other AORs locally.

7.29 Quite apart from the AOR and Countryside considerations, the use proposed by
the objectors, as a residential care home, would fall within the category of
housing  There is no need for further such allocations in the plan.  Even if more
housing were needed, in accordance with PPG3 and other plan policies the
search would start with previously developed land, as exemplified by the
nearby development to the north of the site, rather than a greenfield site such
as this.  I note the security concerns of the objectors, which they consider have
been exacerbated by the development beyond the embankment, but I do not
find this a sufficiently convincing reason for a recommendation which would be
contrary to national policy and would not be justified by any formally identified
need within the borough.

Recommendations

7.30 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by introducing as
a preamble to Policies Env2 and Env3 the text headed "Areas of
Restraint and Countryside – their future role" in CD107, but with the
second sentence of the paragraph altered by the deletion of:
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"and will extend until 2021";

and with the third paragraph altered as follows:

� In the third sentence - replace "three" with "five";

� delete fourth sentence and replace with "The search sequence
to be applied would be to consider: first, previously developed
land in the urban area; second, undeveloped land in the urban
area; third, the Countryside areas; fourth, the Areas of
Restraint; and finally, the Green Belt."

7.31 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  Env2  (Areas of Restraint)

Objectors 4/267 – Hallam Land Management
7/253 – R J Wood
9/281 – Warwickshire County Council
45/286 – Eur Ing A Cook
268/269 – Mr & Mrs Westgarth.

Issues

� Does land to the west of Weddington Road meet the AOR criteria and, if so,
are there material considerations of such weight that it should not be so
designated.

� The policy refers to "criteria" when only one criterion is provided.

� Should the final supporting paragraph of Policy Env2 be relocated and
amended.

� Should identified open areas subject only to Policy Env3 also be made subject
to Policy Env2.

� Is the policy ambiguous and pro-developer.

Reasoning and conclusions

Site specific objection - Land to the west of Weddington Road

7.32 The land subject to the objection by Hallam Land Management is part of
compartment 6.50 in the Entec Study (CD93).  The site lies between A444
Weddington Road to the north-east and a public footpath to the south-west
which follows the boundary of the churchyard, then a line slightly to the north-
east of a hedgerow, and eventually passes beneath the railway embankment
that forms the site's north-western boundary.  The site includes an existing
horticultural nursery and its fourth (south-eastern) boundary is the edge of the
existing residential development in Weddington.

7.33 The Entec Study (CD93) identifies compartment 6.50 as providing "some
contribution to the town's overall structure and character in that the AOR
extends over undeveloped land through which passes the River Anker, and
when viewed from the [redundant] railway line [now Weddington Country
Walk, forming part of Sustrans route 52] and A444 provides an attractive
gateway into the town."  The assessment also says that it "accommodates
recreational green tracks connecting the town with the open countryside
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beyond." and that it "only serves as a green wedge when considered together
with (areas) beyond the [redundant] railway line."  [my insertions in italics].

7.34 I agree that an area including the River Anker forms a green wedge running
from the borough boundary, broadly between Judkins Quarry and Weddington
towards the main urban area.  It makes a positive contribution to the character
and quality of the north-western part of the town, the more so because it
provides open views, between Weddington and the Aston Park Industrial
Estate, towards the town from the Country Walk and particularly from the
Anker bridge.  These considerations support its designation as an AOR because
they reflect WASP Policy ER.6 and the criteria underlying Policy Env2, derived
from the Entec planning assessment of the properties an AOR should have.

7.35 I do not, however, subscribe to the value given by CD93 to area 6.50 as a
gateway to the town when viewed from the A444.  The town is approached
along the A444 from the A5 junction with open views across fields on either
side for a considerable distance.  A gateway is a single place rather than a
continuum and if a gateway can be said to exist on this road it is the redundant
railway embankment.  Beyond it the open fields on either side are more of a
breathing space of only moderate value to the setting of the town, before the
built-up area is reached.  If, against my view on the matter of definition, area
6.50 were to be considered a gateway on the A444, it could only be so if area
6.10, on the opposite of the road, were given similar designation, but
elsewhere in this report I agree with the Entec study that it should not be.

7.36 Because the railway embankment and the built-up edge of Weddington are
such strong, parallel, linear features in both the horizontal and the vertical
planes, the area between them, the objection site, adds little, if anything to the
value of the green wedge as a positive contributor to the structure and
character of the area.  Therefore the principal justification that I see for its
inclusion in area 6.50 is that the A444 is a defensible boundary.  The question
therefore arises as to whether there is an alternative boundary to the AOR
which, though not so "hard" as the A444, is sufficiently well-defined by existing
features as to warrant its being regarded as defensible.

7.37 As I have described above, the site boundary roughly follows the line of a
public footpath running for part of its length along or close to field boundaries.
In my view only the churchyard boundary can be regarded as being of such
strength as to be defensible on its own.  To the west of this, the hedge
becomes little more that a patchy line of sporadic small trees and bushes
before ceasing to exist completely well before the railway embankment is
reached.  However, the land form in this area is very well-defined.  The River
Anker meanders gently through a fairly narrow flood plain beyond which,
especially to the north, the land rises moderately steeply to a plateau.  As far
as I could determine when I visited the site, the site boundary broadly follows
the line of intersection between the plateau and the valley side slope down to
the flood plain.  The site boundary is therefore not just a line along which the
ground gradient changes, but the defined northern edge of the river/flood
plain/valley side land form complex which is of some importance in this
generally rather flat area.

7.38 I note that the Entec Study (CD93 para 5.2.12) allows only a limited range of
physical features on the ground to serve as defensible boundaries.  However, I
see no reason why this should be regarded as a definitive list.  I consider that
the edge of the river valley which I have identified is at least as well-defined a
feature as a bridleway which could well be unfenced.  I therefore conclude that
the objection site boundary, or a line very close to it, is a defensible boundary
to the AOR.  Thus, not only does the land bounded by the plateau edge, the
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railway embankment, the A444 and the edge of the Weddington settlement fail
to meet the criteria for an AOR, but also it is unnecessary to extend the AOR to
include the site in order that it should have a defensible boundary.

7.39 In the light of this conclusion, it is not required for me to consider whether
other factors justify the site's exclusion from the AOR, and I am able to
recommend accordingly for the reasons already given.  Suffice it to say,
therefore, that: the thrust of Regional Spatial Strategy Policy CF2 is that areas,
such as Nuneaton and Bedworth, should allow for housing growth only to meet
local needs; land for housing has already been identified in the borough
sufficient for a period of some years beyond the plan period; and it is unlikely
that the sequential search to meet future needs would reach the AORs, even if
the objection site were to remain one of them, until well into the long term.

Use of the term "criteria" and text of final supporting paragraph

7.40 The use of the plural where only one criterion is involved is a typographical
error.  I agree the Council's suggestion in CD107 to be a more appropriate form
of words for the policy.

7.41 I deal with the issue of the final supporting paragraph above, in my reasoning
and conclusions on Policies Env2 and Env3 together.  In response to CD107
Hallam agree that the suggested preamble should be included in the plan, but
believe that this paragraph should also be retained.  Env2 is to be read in
conjunction with the rest of the plan, and especially with the preamble which I
recommend should be included. Duplication is unnecessary.  Their further
suggestion that the relative permanence of AORs and Green Belt should be
included in the supporting text is also unnecessary.  Review of AORs is a
matter for the future and the relative permanence is clear from the sequence of
search.

7.42 CD107 also adds further clarification by confirming that all AORs are also
subject to Policy Env3 and includes reference to the LCA and Policy Review
documents as tools for the consideration of development proposals.  I
recommend these changes.

Areas covered by Env3 but not Env2

7.43 I deal with this issue along with great majority of the objections raising the
same matter under Policy Env3.

Ambiguous and pro-developer

7.44 In support of this issue the objector, Eur Ing Cook, refers to a detailed Land
Characterisation Report and Environmental Audit which he himself has
undertaken.  This shares some basic considerations with the LCA undertaken
by the Council's consultants, but goes into further and deeper details that,
insofar as they are relevant to planning, are matters to be considered on a site-
by-site basis at development control stage rather than being appropriate to a
local plan.  No information is given as to the ways in which the objector finds
the policy ambiguous, nor can I see any.  The policy does not presume in
favour of development but, in conjunction with policy Env3, sets criteria to be
met by any proposal which may come forward.  I consider that this is
reasonable and gives no weight in favour of development which would conflict
with the reasons for which the policy is included in the plan. I have no
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evidence from the objector as to why it should be viewed otherwise, or in what way it
should be altered.  I recommend no further alteration in relation to this issue.

Recommendations

7.45 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by:

(i) amending the wording of the policy and its supporting text in
accordance with the suggested changes in the Council's Core
Document 107;

(ii) excluding the land to the west of Weddington Road, which lies
north east of the top of the River Anker valley side and is defined
approximately as the Hallam objection site, from the areas
shown on the Proposals Map as being Areas of Restraint subject
to Policy Env2.

7.46 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  Env3  (Countryside Policy)

Objectors See Schedule appended to this Chapter.

Issues

� Is Policy Env3 fundamentally flawed and liable to be ineffective.

� Should Policy Env3 provide protection against development at least equal to
that afforded by Policy Env2, if not by Policy Env1 (Green Belt).

� Will the policy cause unsustainable demands to be made on infrastructure and
personal services, or cause harm to the ecology, geology or archaeology of
the area.

� Should the policy be amended to clarify the dependence of all criteria a, b and
c on all points i, ii and ii.

� Should the policy be more specific in describing the types of harm it is seeking
to avoid and in defining what is inappropriate development.

� Is criterion b of the policy necessary.

� Should the plan specify that Policy Env3 only applies to any area during the
plan period, or should its effects endure beyond the end of the plan period.

� Should any of the Countryside areas around St Nicolas Park and north of
Weddington (compartments 4.10, 4.30, 6.10, 6.20, 6.30 and 6.60 in the
Entec Study) be subject to Policy Env2 as well as Env3.

� Should Bedworth Woodlands (compartments 7.10, 7.20, 7.30) be designated
Green Belt, or be subject to Policy Env2 as well as Env3.

� Should land at Calendar Grove be removed from the areas on the Proposals
Map subject to Policy Env3.

� Should land off Alders Lane, Chapel End be removed from the areas on the
Proposals Map subject to Policy Env3.
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Reasoning and conclusions

Fundamental flaws

7.47 As with his objection to Policy Env2, Eur Ing Cook refers to a detailed Land
Characterisation Report and Environmental Audit which he himself has
undertaken.  As I have already acknowledged, its basis has matters in common
with the Entec LCA, but goes into further and deeper details of individual areas.
I am not able to find how the objector's own report supports his contention that
the policy is flawed.  Submissions made by Eur Ing Cook at the Inquiry centred
around the need for a robust assessment of land potentially subject to
development, using his empirical methods.  I agree that some of the factors he
has considered are relevant to planning and form a useful source of information
relevant to development control.  However, to introduce them to the local plan
would be contrary to the guidance in PPG12, paragraphs 3.12 and 3.14, that
criteria-based local plan policies should apply to a broad range of circumstances
and avoid excessive detail.  I consider no change to the plan is justified or
desirable in response to this objection.

Greater protection

7.48 The reasons underlying the differences between Policies Env2 and Env3 are set
out in some detail above.  To add to Env3 the single criterion which
distinguishes land subject to Env2, even if distinctions in the supporting text
were to remain, would be to undermine the purpose of Env2.  It would be
difficult, if not impossible, for the Council to maintain the Areas of Restraint for
the particular characteristics for which they have been put forward in the
Proposed Modifications.  Both the policy and the individual AOR assessment
were founded on guidance in PPG7, which was still current when the study was
undertaken.

7.49 The successor national policy document, PPS7, deals with Local Landscape
Designations (LDDs) at paragraphs 24 and 25, and with the countryside around
urban areas at paragraph 26.  It states that many concerns about areas that
are highly valued locally and that have previously led to LDDs are better
addressed by criteria-based policies, utilising tools such as LCAs.  I consider
that Policy Env3 is such a policy on which decisions will be made with reference
to the LCA now developed for the area, and so complies with PPS7.  PPS7 goes
on to say that LDDs should only be maintained where extra protection is
needed.  What it is that requires extra protection should be stated and why.
The Proposed Modifications are based the Entec study, which fulfils these
requirements in recommending which AORs should be maintained.  The
extension of the same level of protection to all the areas subject to the
Countryside policy would be contrary to PPS7.

7.50 The text of the plan only applies to the period of the plan itself, that is the
period up to 2011.  During this period I have concluded elsewhere that there
will be no shortfall of land for development such that new greenfield sites
outside the urban area will need to be considered.  Apart from the textual
differences, the reality is that the principal distinction between the underlying
intentions of the two policies is that Env2 applies to countryside which is to be
protected well beyond the period of this plan, whereas the rest of the
countryside, excluding the Green Belt, may be reviewed in subsequent plan
periods.  This would happen if, for instance, there were a requirement for
development which could not be met by sites higher in the sequential list,
starting with urban brownfield sites.  I agree with my colleague Inspector and
the Council that a long term virtual prohibition of development on all land
outside the urban area would not be realistically enforceable.  It would have
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the potential to bring future plans into conflict with national and regional
strategy.  The current plan presents an opportunity which must be grasped to
establish a hierarchy of longer term and shorter term protection.  I do not
therefore recommend the change sought by objectors in this respect.

7.51 In accordance with PPG2, only in exceptional circumstances can changes in
Green Belt boundaries be made in a Local Plan that are not already supported
at Structure Plan or, now, Regional Spatial Strategy level.  No such support is
given, nor have exceptional circumstances been made out as far as the whole
of the countryside area is concerned.  I therefore make no recommendation for
any general change of status of the countryside areas to Green Belt.

Effect on infrastructure, services, ecology, geology and archaeology

7.52 The effect of any development permitted by Env3 on the highway network falls
to be considered under criterion ii of the policy itself.  As far as other services
and facilities are concerned, there is only a limited possibility that any
development allowed under the policy would be of a scale to create a significant
extra need.  If it could be shown to do so, the Council has powers to require
developers to make provisions to avoid any overload on existing services and
facilities.  The concerns about ecology, geology and archaeology are covered in
other policies in the plan or other site-specific designations outside the plan. No
modifications are required, therefore, in response to this issue.

Clarification of criteria

7.53 I agree that as set out, the wording of the policy relies too heavily on a precise
interpretation of the punctuation.  As such, it is almost inevitable that problems
will arise in controlling development where applicants seek to show that criteria
i, ii and iii apply only to development defined by criterion c.  The Council has
suggest a change in Core Document 107 which addresses the matter and I
recommend accordingly.

Types of harm and inappropriateness

7.54 The policy states that development permissible in other respects will not be
allowed if it would "harm the overall character and quality of the countryside".
An additional proviso is that any traffic generated would not cause harm to the
surroundings.  Certain types of harm in both respects can be identified with
reference to policies elsewhere in the plan, and any development proposal
would be subject to those policies as well as Env3.  Each area of countryside
will have its own qualities, some of which are identified in the LCA which will
assist in the decision making process.  By its nature the catch-all use of "harm"
to cover otherwise unidentified effects will bring with it the element of
subjective judgement which is by no means uncommon in the making of
planning decisions.  A prescriptive list of "harms" would by definition exclude
unique and unforeseen types of harm which may arise from time to time, and
offer no protection from these.  On balance, I consider any change to the policy
to make it wholly prescriptive is not advisable or necessary.  Similar
considerations and conclusions apply to the term "inappropriate" in the
supporting text.

7.55 However, there are two areas where I agree that a closer definition would give
assistance to future applicants and decision-makers alike.  The first relates to
the need to ensure that the appearance and form of new development fits in as
well as possible with its surroundings.  To this end, and specifically to address
the concerns expressed by WCC, the Council has suggested in CD107 an
additional criterion covering the design and material of any development in the
countryside.  I recommend this should be included.
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7.56 The second is the protection that should be given to the best and most
versatile agricultural land.  In the event that the development proposed were to
be a form of farm diversification, this would be covered by criterion h of Policy
Env5.  However, it cannot be taken for granted that Env3 will only permit farm
diversification projects.  If that were the case, it is arguable that there would
be no need for two separate policies at all.  The Council accepted (Document
ref: LPA/21/11/Env3/3) during the course of the Inquiry that, since other
criteria are repeated between Env3 and Env5, it would be irrational and a
potential cause of difficulty in development control if this issue were not
covered also.  I recommend accordingly.

7.57 An additional point raised by the Council, with which I agree, is that it would
acknowledge the occasional desire of property owners to enhance or improve
their buildings to include the additional criterion d proposed in CD107.

Criterion b

7.58 The plan includes, amongst proposals which may be allowed under the policy,
those for which there is a demonstrable need which cannot be met within the
urban area.  This reflects my colleague Inspector's concerns, which underlie the
whole philosophy of this policy and which I share for the same reasons as he
expressed, that flexibility should be introduced into the plan to allow for
medium and longer term needs.  There are no unfulfilled, identified needs for
the plan period.  Any proposal which may come forward would be subject to
the sequential test, implicit in this criterion and specified in its particulars in the
preamble which I recommend should precede both Env2 and Env3, as well as
the other requirements of the plan.  The limited risk that the criterion may give
rise to applications which are unjustified in other respects, is outweighed by the
need to provide controlled flexibility.  I recommend no change in this respect.

Duration of policy

7.59 There are three national policy requirements to be met in setting the period to
be covered by the plan's policies and proposals.  Two appear in paragraph 6.8
of PPG12: that the duration of the plan should be for a period of 10 years from
the forecast adoption date, which would presumably now be 2016; and that,
where possible, it should be coterminous with the Structure Plan (in this case
1996-2011).  The third, detailed in paragraphs 5.3 to 5.5 of PPS12, is that,
where as here the plan is prepared under procedures now superseded, the
plan's policies and proposals can only be saved for a period of three years from
adoption unless the Secretary of State can be satisfied that the period should
extended.  A further, and important, constraint is that development
requirements for the district have not yet been established beyond 2011 at
regional level.  Overall, the balance is in favour of leaving the plan period
unaltered and I recommend no change to it.

Area around St Nicolas Park and north of Weddington

7.60 As I have set out above, in order to be subject to Policy Env2 an area has to
fulfil at least one of three designated purposes and have defensible boundaries.
Taking into consideration all the matters I have summarised in the section of
this chapter which deals with the Background to Policies Env2 and Env3, I am
satisfied that the policies and the criteria by which the AORs were assessed
properly reflect the recommendations agreed by the Council following the 2003
Inquiry.  They are compatible with strategic policy set out in WASP and national
policy expressed in PPS7.

7.61 Some objectors have suggested that the compartments defined in the Entec
study are too large, so that the framework is insensitive to local conditions.
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The compartments resulted from the subdivision of the Landscape Character
Areas to reflect the presence of what the consultants regarded as defensible
boundaries.  Although I have determined in relation to Policy Env2 that it is
reasonable to further subdivide compartment 6.50 (west of Weddington)
because of the river valley within it, only one internal feature has been
suggested within the area which this issue concerns.  This is a ridge across
compartment 4.10, which I conclude, in accordance with my reasoning on the
Calendar Grove site, does not constitute a defensible boundary.  Further, I
have not been able to identify myself any such features along which further
subdivisions could be made.  I conclude that the compartments, though in
some case fairly extensive, do represent the smallest areas that could be
considered for AOR status.

7.62 I therefore turn to consider each of the compartments in this area which the
Proposed Modifications exclude from Policy Env2.  Of these, compartments 4.30
and 6.60 are sandwiched into the narrow gap between the A5 road and the
borough's northern boundary.  The A5 is clearly the dominating influence on
the borough in this area and I agree with the Entec Study that neither of the
compartments meets the first AOR criterion.

7.63 Compartment 4.10 is indeed extensive.  Its easternmost part is seen by
objectors as being crucial to the separation of Nuneaton from Hinckley.  It
seems to me that Hinckley's area of influence very closely approaches the
borough's boundary east of the A5/A47 junction, if indeed it could not be said
to reach the junction itself.  One objector gives a graphic representation of how
the existing ribbon development along the A47 Long Shoot already all but links
this area of influence to Nuneaton.  In terms of the criteria I have agreed as
appropriate for an AOR, this invalidates the "separation from Hinckley"
argument for the re-designation of compartment 4.10.

7.64 The northern part of compartment 4.10, which overlaps the eastern part
already discussed, is seen by objectors as providing clear green space between
the northern part of the town and the A5.  The Entec appraisal makes no
mention of this as an AOR function.  An examination of the urban areas of
Nuneaton and Bedworth shows that, elsewhere in the borough, major roads
and railway lines often function as "defensible boundaries" to development
areas.  Substantial green space between roads and development cannot
therefore be seen as a characteristic part of the structure of the town.  That is
certainly not to say that such areas should be regarded as particularly
appropriate for development, but it does lead me to conclude that the land
does not make a positive contribution to the structure and character of the
urban area.  It does not act as a green wedge, nor does it act as a village
buffer. It thus fails to meet the first AOR criterion.  I conclude that
compartment 4.10 should not be re-designated as an AOR.

7.65 Nonetheless, I am in no doubt, and I am sure that the Council has no doubt
either, that the undeveloped part of 4.10 represents for the Nuneaton
community an important statement of the town's separate identity from
Hinckley, and that the retention of compartment 4.20 as an AOR, though
certainly helpful, is not seen as enough.  These concerns are fuelled by the
knowledge that the two towns are in separate regions and are thus potentially
subject to different regional as well as local planning philosophies.  However, in
the present circumstances, the countryside policy provides an effective bar to
major development in any part of this compartment at least for the plan period.
The Council therefore, in preparing future Local Development Frameworks,
would be able to consider whether there is a need and whether there are the
means to address those concerns.
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7.66 Compartment 6.10 shares the property of the northern part of 4.10 in
separating the town from the A5.  I have concluded that this does not lead it to
meet the AOR criteria.  Although it shares with neighbouring compartments the
overall character and quality of open countryside, it does not make a positive
contribution to the structure and character of the urban area.  As it does not
serve any of the primary purposes of an AOR, I recommend no change in its
designation.

7.67 Compartment 6.30 is beyond 6.10 and so is isolated from the urban area.  It
serves none of the primary purposes of an AOR.  No change in its designation
is therefore justified.

7.68 Compartment 6.20 is a gap between Weddington and the St Nicolas Park
residential area.  The Entec study found that its functions in making a positive
contribution to the structure and character of the urban area and as a green
wedge were questionable.  It describes its function as a "pseudo green wedge"
because it results from chance rather than deliberate strategy.  This may well
be, but the value of green wedges and urban green areas comes from their
properties and locations rather than their histories.  The point that "Weddington
turns its back on the area" does not seem to me a substantive issue.  I have
found no other reference to such a criterion and it is demonstrably not a factor
taken into account by the study in proposing other AOR compartments.

7.69 This compartment would help to define the settlements of Weddington and
Higham Lane / St Nicolas Park as being distinct from each other.  It has the
potential to be part of a "real" green wedge which would contribute positively
to the structure and character of the wider urban area.  However, the lack of
defensible boundaries which would allow compartment 6.10 to be subdivided
means that AOR designation for 6.20 would be anomalous.  It would be a green
"island" rather than part of a continuous wedge of land, all protected for the
long term, penetrating the urban area from the countryside beyond.  I
therefore conclude that, so long as these circumstances apply, it would not be
appropriate to designate this compartment as an AOR and I recommend
accordingly.

Site-specific objection - Bedworth Woodlands (2/304 – CPRE Warwickshire and
295/336 – Woodlands Heath Action Group)

7.70 I deal with the Green Belt element of this objection in my consideration of
Policy Env1 where I conclude that the question of the future Green Belt status
of the Woodlands is not a matter for this plan.  At the same time, I note that
there is very unlikely to be any development pressure on the land during the
plan period, because development requirements are met elsewhere.

7.71 In order to be assigned Area of Restraint (AOR) status, each of the three
compartments, 7.10, 7.20 and 7.30 would have to comply with the criteria
defined by the Entec study.  The Woodlands are separated from the main area
of Bedworth by the elevated section of the A444 and therefore have little
influence on its structure and character.  They are in part closely associated
with the northern fringe of Bedworth Heath, but they play only a very limited
role in defining its character.  They do not separate elements within the urban
area, nor do they act as a village buffer.  Therefore, though they have
defensible boundaries, separately or together the three compartments do not
make a positive contribution to the character of the urban area.  I note that the
Entec study comes to the same conclusion.

7.72 I understand that the Woodlands are regarded as important, especially in the
immediate locality, and that they are seen to have particular ecological and
historical value.  However, these are not factors which the AOR policy seeks to
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protect.  To designate them as AORs would be to undermine the policy and the
protection it should provide to the land that does meet the criteria for
designation.  I am also aware that my colleague Inspector recommended that
the Woodlands be retained as an AOR pending a decision on the Green Belt.
However, this referred to the position at the Second Deposit stage, when the
changes he recommended, which are now reflected in the two replacement
policies, did not apply.  I am therefore unable to recommend any change to the
proposed status of Bedworth Woodlands.

7.73 As related in respect of the related objection to Policy Env1, the Council
suggests in CD107 a change which would re-introduce its aspiration to seek
Green Belt status for the Woodlands at a review of the Regional Spatial
Strategy.  Despite the reservations expressed on behalf of A R Cartwright Ltd
during the Inquiry, it is clear that the Council has been completely transparent
in bringing this text forward.  It was open to scrutiny at the 2003 Inquiry and
my colleague Inspector found no fault with either the process by which the
aspiration was introduced or the intention to pursue the aspiration at the
strategic level.  Nevertheless, despite the history of the area agreed by all
parties, I agree that the plan provides no reasoned argument in support of the
assertion made by the proposed text that there is "no justification" for
Bedworth Woodlands remaining removed from the Green Belt to meet
development needs.  Indeed a case could not be properly made without due
consideration of the long term rather than just the present plan period.  The
Council is confident that it can provide that justification, and at the Inquiry
agreed that an amendment to the relevant part of CD107 should be made to
this effect.  I recommend accordingly

Site-specific objection – Calendar Grove (1/231 - Bellway Homes)

7.74 The site area shown by the objectors in their Proof is different from that
considered at the 2003 Inquiry.  At the hearing session it was agreed that,
while the Council's response would remain the same whichever area was to be
considered, the site boundaries relating to this objection were those considered
in 2003 and shown at Appendix 2 of the Council's submission
(LPA/1/231/ENV3/1).

7.75 The site is made up of five open fields and the curtilage of Calendar Grove
itself.  It adjoins housing and a recreation ground in St Nicolas Park.  Apart
from the many houses whose rear windows and gardens overlook it, the site
forms an open backdrop to the recreation ground.  It is also part of the
panoramic views to the south and east from a public footpath (N30) which runs
northwards from just beyond the edge of the site to the A5.  Though the site
provides a openness to the north side of Long Shoot, there are limited views of
the fields themselves from the road because a shallow ridge line intervenes.

7.76 It is the objectors' contention that this ridge line forms a barrier to views of the
site from the wider countryside to the north and east, so that the site is
divorced from those landscape areas.  I do not agree that a ridge or a
topographical feature that denies views of the ground level of an area from
further afield prevents that area from being regarded as part of the wider
countryside.  Such features are typical in the continuous, gently rolling
landform in this part of the borough that contributes to the definition of the
countryside's character.  Equally, the fact that the ridge limits the length of
views from the recreation ground does not lead me to conclude that the area
"inside" the ridge has any more of an urban feel than one would generally
expect in those areas of countryside close to but beyond the defined urban
edge.  It does not make such areas "not countryside".



Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan Proposed Modifications – Inspectors Report

7.77 Aside from these considerations, I found from walking footpath N30 that the
site can certainly be seen as an integral part of the broad sweep of countryside
to the west of the ridge.  Apart from its field boundaries which take their place
amongst many others, there is no characteristic or boundary to mark out the
site as in some way different.  I conclude that there is no justification in terms
of landscape, topographical or any other innate characteristics for excluding the
site from the areas subject to Policy Env3.

7.78 The objectors believe that the site, if made "white land", would provide a
readily-available and sustainable site for housing to meet, at relatively short
notice, any unexpected shortfall.  Such a re-designation, they believe, would
enable criterion b to be removed from the policy: a desirable outcome because
the criterion could encourage any number of uses at unsustainable locations.  I
have dealt with this latter point above and shall not repeat my reasoning which
led me to conclude in favour of the continued inclusion of the criterion in any
case.  The housing figures provided by the Council (CD104) show that the plan
identifies a supply of housing which exceeds the Structure Plan target by 1173
units.  The small risk of an unexpected shortfall, even in the years following
this plan period, is in my view outweighed by the disadvantages inherent in
making a presumption now in favour of development on any one site, ahead of
a structured analysis of all possible areas, where such need as may eventually
be identified could be met.  I do not recommend any further modifications in
response to this objection.

Site-specific objection – Land off Alders Lane (270/271 – Trustees of the Frank Ealing
Settlement)

7.79 My colleague Inspector in 2003 recommended that this land be deleted from
the AORs as they were then defined.  For this site to be retained as an AOR
under that definition, it should have been an "important area of open space …
such as (a corridor) of important ecological and conservation value."  He found
that it may have some limited local value as an informal open space but could
not be described as an important open space, nor was there evidence of its
being a corridor of important ecological and conservation value.  On this basis
was his recommendation made.  He did not presume upon the outcome of his
recommendation elsewhere (at his paragraphs 7.69 and 7.76) by saying that
the site did not warrant any other classification that might emerge from what
became the Entec study.

7.80 The Proposed Modifications present a new set of circumstances.  AORs have
been given a new definition. A broad sweep of other open areas, including the
objection site, has been brought under the new Policy Env3, whose underlying
purpose has been well-established at this Inquiry to be very different from
those of either the Second Deposit version or the present proposed version of
Env2.  I do not therefore share the objectors' opinion, expressed at the Inquiry,
that I am constrained by my colleague's recommendation in 2003.

7.81 The stated purpose of Policy Env3 is to protect from inappropriate development
the countryside area, within which the supporting text includes "river valleys
that extend from the wider countryside, penetrating the urban area" which, for
urban residents, provide particularly near and accessible countryside.   In this
policy, the plan reflects RSS Policy QE4 B(i).  The idea of identifying an open
area of somewhat limited size, where such activities as livestock grazing and
recreational walking can take place side-by-side, as "countryside within the
town" does not seem to me outside common usage and understanding.
Although carrying only very limited weight in planning terms, the Countryside
Agency's publication "The countryside in and around towns" does illustrate, in
both its title and its contents, that the concept is sufficiently well-accepted to
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be part of the remit of a government agency.  That PPS7 should not refer to
countryside-type spaces in urban areas is not significant, because it is inherent
in its title that it concerns only rural areas.  The Council's narrower definition in
the plan's Glossary is unhelpful, but does not outweigh the fuller and more
specific interpretation provided by the supporting text to the policy itself.  I do
believe that amendments to it might be considered to avoid possible future
disputes over the applicability of the policy's criteria to the significant Env3
areas within the towns.  The amendment of the policy title to include the "Rural
and Urban" might also be considered.

7.82 The land at issue is part of the river valley associated with the Bar Pool Brook,
and the stream itself runs along the south-west and south-east boundaries of
the site.  It is part of an asymmetric T-shaped extension to the wider, rural
countryside to the west.  It therefore has the character of a river valley which
extends from the wider countryside, though the river valley itself continues
north-westwards beyond the site.

7.83 The site is in use for grazing by various types of livestock  It is crossed by a
public footpath which is one of at least three which radiate from the end of a
residential street, Salisbury Drive.  In this case the footpath leads to Alders
Lane but it has a branch with steps up to Chancery Lane, between a public
house and a dwelling.  The path is well-worn though unsurfaced and is provided
with a disposal bin for dog excrement.  Both of these factors indicate a
reasonable degree of use for recreational walking, as well as for simply getting
from one part of the area to another on foot, through a pleasant green space.
I found it typical in a number of its characteristics of a rural smallholding at the
edge of a village, even though it is surrounded on three sides by development.
It is therefore an area having countryside qualities, linked to extensive open
space to the south east as well as to the more rural countryside which
separates Galley Common and Chapel End.

7.84 I note that, following the completion of the Entec study, the Council has
intentions of reviewing the previous AORs that were excluded from it.  This
would include the objection site and may well provide justification for some
change in its designation.  However, for the present plan period and pending
the outcome of such a review, I conclude that the site should continue
unchanged as subject to Policy Env3.

Recommendations

7.85  recommend that the local plan be further modified by incorporating
the changes to Countryside Policy Env3 suggested by the Council in
Core Document 107, subject to the following further changes:

(i) adding a further numbered criterion to the end of the main policy
Env3 to read,

"v. the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land is
minimised."

together with consequent changes in punctuation and the
placement of "and";

(ii) in the final sentence of supporting text, which refers to
Bedworth Woodlands:
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� deleting ", and with no justification for its remaining so," and
substituting a full stop;

� changing the following "the" to "The", and inserting before
the final full stop ", subject to a justification being made at
that time".

7.86 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  Env4  (Climatic Change and Floodplains)

Objector 42/32 – Mr R J Sims.

Issue

� Does the allocation of Parks Farm to housing sufficiently take into account
that part lies within an Area at Risk from Flooding.

Reasoning and conclusions

7.87 The proposed allocation arose from my colleague Inspector's consideration of
representations and evidence provided to him at the 2003 Inquiry.  This
evidence included the views of the Environment Agency, who confirmed that
the layout of any new residential development could and should accommodate
the floodplain.  There is no evidence before me to indicate that this position has
changed or that it will not now be possible to accommodate both residential
development and the requirements of flood control on the site.

7.88 I am satisfied from information provided that the Council has consulted and will
continue to consult the Environment Agency about proposals affecting the
floodplains in the area, in accordance with PPG25.  On this basis, it will be for
the Council to negotiate with developers, and impose conditions in support of
those negotiations, to ensure that the requirements of the Environment Agency
in respect of flood risk and of Policy Env4 are addressed by detailed
development proposals.  Accordingly, I do not consider it necessary to
recommend any further modifications to the plan in this respect.

Recommendation

7.89 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan in
response to this objection.

POLICY  Env17  (Nature Conservation)

Objectors 8/317 – The Woodland Trust

9/283 – Warwickshire County Council.

Issues

� Should the plan provide absolute protection for ancient woodlands and ancient
trees.

� Should the plan identify how the protection of railway lines as natural habitats
can be achieved without prejudice to their future re-use as transport
corridors.
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Reasoning and conclusions

7.90 The proposed modification of Policy Env17 provides a different level of
protection for each grade of nature conservation site, according to its status.
The status ranges from International Site at the highest level, through SSSI, to
LNR, SINC and RIGS, and finally Wildlife Site or other feature identified on the
Council's Green Map.  At no level is there absolute protection from any
development, but the tests for development become progressively more
rigorous as the status increases.  This gradation of sites and the corresponding
levels of protection are in broad conformity with PPS9, though the Council may
wish to consider whether any further modification may be required to reflect
paragraph 6 of PPS9 in its reference to statutorily protected international sites.

7.91 Paragraph 10 of PPS9 emphasises the irreplaceable nature of ancient
woodlands and aged trees.  In particular it sets two broad requirements for
ancient woodland: local planning authorities should identify such areas that do
not have statutory protection; and planning permission should not be granted
for any development that would result in their loss or deterioration, unless the
benefits of the development would outweigh that loss.  The loss of aged trees
outside ancient woodland should be avoided; rather their conservation should
be encouraged as part of any development proposals.

7.92 In the case of ancient woodland, the Council has identified such sites in the
Schedule to accompany the Local Natural Environment Plan and the Green Map
(CD78/CD78a).  Policy Env17 provides protection consistent with Paragraph 10
of PPS9 for "a wildlife site or other habitat or geological feature identified on
the Council's Green Map."  Thus, since ancient woodland is a "wildlife site or
other habitat", the plan conforms with PPS9 both in identifying the need for
protection and in the level of protection it affords.  To single out ancient
woodland alone for absolute protection would not be consistent with national
policy, and I cannot support such a possibility.

7.93 However, in respect of aged trees it does seem to me that there is some
shortcoming in the plan.  PPS9 does not require their identification so my
failure, contrary to the Council's evidence, to find any listed in the Schedule
(CD78a), which is concerned with areas rather than isolated features, is not in
itself an issue of particular moment.  However, if they are not shown on the
Green Map, I doubt whether the policy and its accompanying text as they stand
would lend very much support in favour of the action required by PPS9 in
response to development proposals.  By including aged or 'veteran' trees in the
range of natural heritage features listed in the final paragraph, the plan would
better reflect the requirements of PPS9.

7.94 Turning to the second issue, I have noted already that even the highest level of
statutory protection for a habitat is not absolute.  Throughout Policy Env17 and
its supporting text, and not least in the case of railway lines (presumably
redundant or otherwise), the possibility that the benefits of a development may
outweigh the importance of a nature conservation site is recognised, as is the
importance of protecting or enhancing the feature as part of the development
proposal.  The means of achieving that protection or enhancement will vary
according to the site and I consider that the inclusion in the plan of specific
possibilities would tend to stifle the constructive individualistic approach needed
for an overall successful outcome.  I therefore do not recommend any further
modification in respect of this issue.
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Recommendations

7.95 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by inserting "aged
or 'veteran' trees," between "ponds and lakes," and "small woods" in
the final paragraph of the supporting text to Policy ENV17.

7.96 I recommend no other modifications in response to these objections.

POLICY  Env28  (Renewable Energy)

Objectors 133/123 – British Wind Energy Association
269/270 – Future Energy Solutions (Dept T & I).

Issues

� The plan should be updated to reflect the publication of Planning Policy
Statement 22: Renewable Energy (PPS22).

� Should the plan specify the types of renewable energy relevant to the area.

� The targets quoted in the text have been superseded.

Reasoning and conclusions

7.97 Current Government policy is set out in PPS22, which supersedes the national
guidance referred to in the supporting text to Policy Env28.  It is necessary to
modify the plan to take account of this.

7.98 PPS22, at paragraph 18, requires that local planning authorities should
specifically encourage the incorporation of small scale renewable energy
schemes into both new development and some existing buildings.  The plan
should reflect this.

7.99 Hand-in-hand with the first issue also goes the extended target for renewable
energy levels up to 2010, which again should be incorporated in the plan.

7.100 The Council has suggested (Documents ref. LPA/133/123/ENV28/1 and
LPA/269/270/ENV28/1) revisions to the text, with which in general I agree, but
I consider some further redrafting would more closely reflect the emphasis of
current policy.  I recommend accordingly.

Recommendations

7.101 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by:

(i) replacing "PPG22" with "PPS22" in the first paragraph of
supporting text

(ii) replacing the first part of the second paragraph of the
supporting text, up to and including "power for new
developments should be investigated.", with:

"PPS22 "Renewable Energy" encourages Local Authorities to
explore renewable sources of energy.  The Government in its
Energy White Paper "Our energy future – creating a low carbon
economy" identifies its aspiration to generate 20% of UK
electricity from renewable sources by 2020, double the previous
target of 10% by 2010, and suggests that still more renewable
energy will be needed beyond 2020.  The potential within the
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Borough to contribute to the supply of energy from renewable
sources is exemplified by the use of landfill gas at Judkins
Quarry to generate electricity for the National Grid.  In the
interests of making the Borough as sustainable as possible,
alternative methods of power for new developments should be
investigated.  Technologies such as solar panels, biomass
heating, small scale wind turbines, photovoltaic cells and
combined heat and power schemes can be incorporated into both
new developments and some existing buildings."
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APPENDIX  –  Schedule of Objections to Policy Env3       (Page 1)

1/ 231 Bellway Homes 60/ 50 Mrs. J. Broughton
2/ 304 CPRE Warwickshire 61/ 51 J. Broughton
3/ 292 GOWM 62/ 52 Mr. J. Duffy
4/ 268 Hallam Land Management 63/ 53 Mr. M. P. Lovering
7/ 254 R. J. Wood 64/ 54 Mr. D. Morris
9/ 282 Warwickshire County Council 65/ 55 L. J. Morris
12/ 1 Mrs. H. Dodds 66/ 56 M. Tolley
13/ 2 Mrs E Meredith 67/ 57 J. A. Tolley
14/ 3 Mr. &  Mrs. Browning 68/ 58 Mr. A. Gadsby
15/ 4 Mr. & Mrs. Bowles 69/ 59 A. J. Sanders
16/ 5 Mr. & Mrs. Warrington 70/ 60 Mr. & Mrs. Rowland
17/ 6 Mr. & Mrs. J. O. Currin 71/ 61 Mr. M. T. Polson
18/ 7 R. W. Meredith 72/ 62 Mr. C. Pinfold
19/ 8 Mr. & Mrs. M. J. Young 73/ 63 Ms V. Pinfold
20/ 9 Mr. G. Thomas 74/ 64 Mrs. W. Pinfold
21/ 11 Peter Lee 75/ 65 Ms. T. Guise
22/ 12 Leslie J. Meacham 76/ 66 Mr. M. R. Guise
23/ 13 Mrs. E. Meacham 77/ 67 Mr. J. Sanderson
24/ 14 Ms D. Blower 78/ 68 Mrs. J. Evans
25/ 15 L. D. Lees 79/ 69 Mr. D. Evans
26/ 16 Mr. & Mrs. G. M. Sutton 80/ 70 Mr. & Mrs. P. Merry
27/ 17 Mr. M. James 81/ 71 Mr. M. G. H. Ashby
28/ 18 A. D. Tambini 82/ 72 Mrs S Simmerson
29/ 19 J. Stafford 83/ 73 K. G. Hicks
30/ 20 Mrs. S. Pearson 84/ 74 Mr. J. Smith
31/ 21 Mr. C. K. Sutton 85/ 75 Mrs. J. L. Thornton
32/ 22 Ms A. M. Taggart 86/ 76 Mr. P. M. & Mrs B D Vernon
33/ 23 Mr. & Mrs. K. Cooper 87/ 77 E. F. Stevens
34/ 24 Mr. & Mrs. R. Arnold 88/ 78 Mr. & Mrs. Everett
35/ 25 B. Baxter 89/ 79 Mr. & Mrs. Bircher
36/ 26 Mr. & Mrs. D. R. Tromans 90/ 80 Dr. A. P. Sanderson
37/ 27 Mr. & Mrs. R. McDonald 91/ 81 R. A. Herbert
38/ 28 Mr. & Mrs. D. Spencer 92/ 82 Ms H. Wright
39/ 29 M. A. P. Boucher 93/ 83 Mr. C Bazeley
40/ 30 Mrs. P. J. Boucher 94/ 84 Mr. & Mrs. N Powell
44/ 34 T. & T. Lavington 95/ 85 Ms J. Jones
45/ 35 Mr. A. F. Cook 96/ 86 M. V. Killich
46/ 36 Mrs. Teagles 97/ 87 Ms I. Rowley
48/ 38 Mr. & Mrs. J. Harvey 98/ 88 M. Day
49/ 39 Mr. T. Clamp 99/ 89 Mr. N. Crofts
50/ 40 Mr. & Mrs. A. A. McKenzie 100/ 90 D. Crashley
51/ 41 Mrs. J. S. Richardson 101/ 91 Miss J. Martin
52/ 42 Mr. M. Johnson 102/ 92 G. Johnson
53/ 43 Mr. K. Stein 103/ 93 D. Morrow
54/ 44 T. Chamberlain 104/ 94 Ms J. Fowler
55/ 45 R. Johnson 105/ 95 S. Carnevale
56/ 46 A. Wardle & A. Will 106/ 96 Mrs. L. Brambill
57/ 47 Mr. J. Ball 107/ 97 Mr. J. Rooke
58/ 48 Mr. A. T. Moss 108/ 98 R. Crofts
59/ 49 Miss S. B. Barden 109/ 99 Mrs. M. I. Knight
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110/ 100 Mr. N. W. Buckler 161/ 151 Mrs. J Mcshane
111/ 101 Mr. W. Barton 162/ 152 Mr. & Mrs. Haswell
112/ 102 G. Smith 163/ 153 Mrs. M. Pickering
113/ 103 Mr. & Mrs. K. J. Wardle 164/ 154 Mr. T. Pickering
114/ 104 Mrs. S. Barton 165/ 155 Mr. & Mrs. McCoy
115/ 105 Mr. & Mrs. A. D. Bland 166/ 156 Ms R. Brindley
116/ 106 Mr. I. Parsole 167/ 157 Melissa Diskin
117/ 107 Mr. & Mrs. Wandless 168/ 158 Lois Thorne
118/ 108 M. Watts 169/ 159 Mrs. W. Neale
119/ 109 Mrs. J. Morrow 170/ 160 Mrs. J. K. Rogers
120/ 110 Mrs. M. Lee 171/ 161 Mr. M. Hartopp
121/ 111 Mrs. E.  Henson 172/ 162 Mrs. V. Hartopp
122/ 112 W. E. Mallabone 173/ 163 E. W. Bovington
123/ 113 M. Mallabone 174/ 164 Mr. & Mrs. R. M. Wale
124/ 114 Mr. & Mrs. Chetwynd 175/ 165 Mr. B. W. Page
125/ 115 Mrs. J. Moore 176/ 166 Ms B. M. Wale
126/ 116 Ms J. Ayliff 177/ 167 Mr. R. Wale
127/ 117 Mr. T. Ayliff 178/ 168 Mrs. M. Wilkinson
128/ 118 Mr. & Mrs. Colledge 179/ 169 Ms M Elliott
129/ 119 Mr. & Mrs. D. Jones 180/ 170 Mrs. M. E. Marston
130/ 120 Mr. & Mrs. L. H. Kibler 181/ 171 Weddington Chippy
131/ 121 Jean Plester 182/ 172 Mr. K. Wildbore
132/ 122 Mrs. J. M. Oldroyd 183/ 173 Mrs. A. M. Wildbore
134/ 124 Mr & Mrs A Goodman 184/ 174 Mrs. N. Duffy
135/ 125 Mr. D. Thorne 185/ 175 Mr. & Mrs. J. Whitstone
136/ 126 Mr. T. P. Snaith 186/ 176 Mr. E. Lockett
137/ 127 Yvonne D. Everitt 187/ 177 Sharon Cheshire
138/ 128 Mr. D Morson 188/ 178 Mr. A. Cheshire
139/ 129 Joan Morson 189/ 179 Mr. A. Miller
140/ 130 Oliver Morson 190/ 180 Mrs. C. A. Miller
141/ 131 Bev Morson 191/ 181 Ms C. Sandles
142/ 132 Mr. & Mrs J Wishhosen 192/ 182 Ms M. Hurley
143/ 133 Mr. & Mrs. B. Starkey 193/ 183 Mr. A Conod
144/ 134 Mr. & Mrs. I. Brown 194/ 184 Mr. & Mrs. Dickerson
145/ 135 T. Baldwin 195/ 185 Mr. J. Watson
146/ 136 Mr. & Mrs. F. C. Boundy 196/ 186 Mr. G. Ingrams
147/ 137 Mr. A. Richardson 197/ 187 Mr. V. C. Patel
148/ 138 Ms L. Payne 198/ 188 Nigel Constant
149/ 139 Mrs. C. Davidson 199/ 189 Mr. S. Goodyer
150/ 140 Mrs. C. Blackwell 200/ 190 A. D. Bevan
151/ 141 Ms S. Pocock 201/ 191 Mr. M. Woolridge
152/ 142 L. T. Attwood 202/ 192 Ms L Woolridge
153/ 143 Mr. Terry Ford 203/ 193 J. U. & R. J. Thomas
154/ 144 Mr. D. P. V. Parker 204/ 194 Stephen Orton
155/ 145 M. Harris 205/ 195 Sue Orton
156/ 146 Mrs. J. Malbasa 206/ 196 Mr. & Mrs. A. S. Hunter
157/ 147 Miss C. Malbasa 207/ 197 Ms J. Hampton
158/ 148 Mr. D. Malbasa 209/ 199 Mr. & Mrs. A. Webb
159/ 149 Mrs. V. I. Wilson 210/ 200 Mr. & Mrs. D Warden
160/ 150 Mr. L. Green 211/ 201 Mr. & Mrs. G. Trew
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APPENDIX  –  Schedule of Objections to Policy Env3       (Page 3)

212/ 202 Mr. R. G. Hall 251/ 248 F. Berger
213/ 203 Mr. & Mrs. J Smallwood 252/ 249 M. J. Flanagan
214/ 204 Mr. & Mrs. Kembery 253/ 250 Erica Dearden
215/ 205 Aileen Kimberly 254/ 251 Ralph Dearden
216/ 206 Gemma Kimberly 257/ 256 Mrs. D. S Troughton
217/ 207 Gerd Schluther 258/ 257 Mr. S. P. Troughton
218/ 208 Mrs. P. Schluther 259/ 258 Mrs Rooke
219/ 209 Mr. G. H. Twigger 260/ 259 Michelle Kondakor
220/ 210 Mr. J. Wainwright 261/ 260 Keith Kondakor
221/ 211 Mrs. E. D. Grant 262/ 261 Mr. & Mrs. Marshall
222/ 212 Mr. & Mrs. Grant 263/ 262 Mr & Mrs Evans
223/ 213 Mr. B. Chatwin 264/ 263 S.T. White
224/ 214 Mr. N. B. Carlton 265/ 264 Mr P White
225/ 215 Mr. S. Jennings 266/ 265 C White
226/ 216 Mrs. L. M. Jeanes 267/ 266 M White
227/ 217 Mr. D. A. Jeanes 270/ 271 Trustees of Frank Ealing Settlement
228/ 218 Mr. C. Burrows 273/ 274 Mr & Mrs Parker
230/ 220 T. R. Aston 274/ 284 Mr P Rogers
231/ 221 Mr. N. McAdam & Ms C. Summers 275/ 285 Mr. & Mrs. Fawcett
232/ 222 Mrs Grace Maher 282/ 308 Mr. G. Edmunds
233/ 223 Mr. M. Davies 283/ 309 Mr. & Mrs. Dewell
234/ 224 Mrs. S. Davies 285/ 311 Mr. P. Morris
235/ 225 Mr. R Salmon 286/ 312 Mr. D. Hill
236/ 233 Mrs. D. Bazeley 287/ 313 Yvonne Stevens
237/ 234 Sharon Archer 288/ 314 Mr Paul Cleugh
238/ 235 Joel Nason 290/ 323 C. A. Joannides
239/ 236 Mark Cope 294/ 335 T. Jordan
240/ 237 Matthew Mason 295/ 336 Karl Mayer
241/ 238 Nicola Nason 296/ 337 R. Sullivan & G. Sullivan
242/ 239 Mrs. E. J. Seal 297/ 338 Andrew & Linda Currin
243/ 240 Mrs. M. Fleming 298/ 339 M. Jordan & J Coldough
244/ 241 J. Orange 299/ 340 Mrs. E. Webb
245 242 Colin Mason 300/ 341 Peter Webb
246/ 243 Mr. & Mrs. Commane 301/ 342 Mrs. Enid Farrage
247/ 244 Mr. & Mrs. A. H. Wileman 302/ 343 Mr. W. Jones
248/ 245 Jeanette Hornton-Tilley 303/ 344 Mr. & Mrs. Goodman
249/ 246 Mr. A. Smith 304/ 345 Julie Courts
250/ 247 Richard Berger 305/ 10 Ms H. Thomas

306/ 346 Roger Golby Amanda Golby Charlotte Golby Matthew Golby
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CHAPTER 8 – TRANSPORT

POLICY  T6  (Public Transport)

Objector 6/326 – Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd.

Issues

� Does the plan make sufficiently clear the need for new heavy rail stations to
comply with published guidance.

� Is the plan realistic in its support for new heavy rail stations.

Reasoning and conclusions

8.1 The supporting text to the policy commits the Council to working in
partnership with other agencies to provide new and improved public
transport facilities, including heavy rail stations.  I consider it reasonable to
expect that partners in any investigation of possible heavy rail projects will
include those responsible for providing and maintaining both the rail
infrastructure and the train services to be provided, who would in turn
ensure that any published guidance, including that issued by the SRA, would
be taken into account.  I do not therefore consider it necessary that mention
of individual publications should be included in the plan.  Moreover, any such
mention could, during the life of the plan, become out of date and thus
prejudice clarity.  Similarly, though reports on the Coventry-Nuneaton
transport corridor will inevitably inform any consideration of possible new rail
stations at Hawkesbury and Bermuda, I see no need to further modify the
plan to note these specifically.

8.2 It would be premature to exclude the possibility of a new station in the
Kingswood Road/Galley Common area, supported by the Structure Plan at
Policy T.7, until its impact, utility and viability have been fully studied.  The
citing by the objector of what seem to me to be the extreme opposites of the
potential effects of such a station, i.e. overcrowding on the one hand and too
low a usage to provide a business case on the other, only emphasises the
need for the Council to be committed, in the plan, to a proper investigation
of such a proposal.

Recommendation

8.3 I recommend that no further modification be made to the local plan
in response to this objection.

POLICY  T10  (Car Parking Standards)

Objector 11/227 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc.

Issue

� Should the plan recognise that, in the circumstances identified by PPG13, it
may be appropriate to exceed the maximum parking standards.
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Reasoning and conclusions

8.4 The plan follows my colleague Inspector's recommendations by referring to
the parking standards in Annex D of PPG13 and the Council's SPG, in order
to define the maximum level to be provided for new development.  The
supporting text then goes on to say that these maximum standards "should
not normally be exceeded".  This provides some flexibility by opening up the
possibility that the maximum for any type of development may be exceeded
in "abnormal" circumstances, but gives no guidance on what those
circumstances may be, other than by association through the reference to
PPG13 earlier in the paragraph.

8.5 Within PPG13, the context for Annex D is Chapter 3, which is principally
concerned with managing travel demand, though it also recognises that
parking reduces development density and is costly to business.  The objector
has cited three paragraphs in PPG13 to which it believes the plan should
refer, in defining circumstances where provision in excess of the maximum
for a particular development should be considered.  Of these, I do not think
that the reference in paragraph 51 to perverse incentives for out-of-centre
locations is relevant, as this simply adds to the justification for setting
universal standards.  Paragraph 54 firmly places the onus on the developer
to show, through a Transport Assessment if appropriate, that a higher level
of parking is needed even though identified measures have been taken to
minimise the need for parking.  Paragraph 56 gives a particular circumstance
where a higher level of parking at a development may be consistent with and
contribute positively to the parking strategy.

8.6 I conclude that specific reference to paragraphs 54 and 56 of PPG13 would
set out more clearly than the word "normally" what developers must do by
way of providing justification for a higher level of parking if the proposal is to
be considered by the planning authority.  I recommend accordingly.  I do not
have a copy of the Council's SPG on parking but, if it identifies other
circumstances, the Council may wish to consider adding a reference to that
document also.

Recommendations

8.7 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by:

(i) deleting from the third sentence of the first paragraph of
supporting text to Policy T10 the words:

"which should not normally be exceeded";

(ii) adding a further sentence after the third sentence, to read:

"In considering applications proposing a level of parking above
the maximum, the Council will have regard to the guidance set
out in Paragraphs 54 and 56 of Planning Policy Guidance Note
13: Transport.".
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GENERAL – MINOR CHANGES REQUESTED BY THE COUNCIL

Issue

� The Council has submitted a document (CD110) which lists suggested minor
changes throughout the plan.

Reasoning and conclusions

9.1 Elsewhere in the report I note that changes are required to reflect the
commencement of relevant sections of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004.  I agree that all such changes identified by the Council
should be included.

9.2 Several Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) have been replaced by
Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which present current Government policy.
This is an ongoing process and the plan should be brought up to date as far
as possible before adoption.

9.3 It is apparent that other information included in the Proposed Modifications is
now out of date, or minor alterations are required for the sake of clarity.  I
agree that it is appropriate to make such changes.

9.4 Finally, the Council has noted a number of errors in grammar and
punctuation which should be corrected.

9.5 I have assured myself that none of the suggested change listed in CD110
affects my recommendations elsewhere in the report.  At the same time, I
cannot be certain that all matters of error or currency have been identified in
the document.  With that reservation, I recommend accordingly.

Recommendation

9.6 I recommend that the local plan be further modified by implementing
the changes suggested by the Council in Core Document 110:
Background Paper – Minor Changes to Nuneaton and Bedworth Local
Plan Modifications 2005.
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ANNEX A  –  INQUIRY PROGRAMME AND LIST OF APPEARANCES

Tuesday 15 November 2005

Council’s Opening Statement

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC

******

Policy Env3

For the Objector’s – (Peter Lee (21/11); T & T Lavington (46/34); A F Cook (45/35); A Wardle & A Will
(56/46);

Mrs S Simmerson (82/72); Mrs L M Jeanes (226/216); Mr D A Jeanes (227/217);
Richard Berger (250/247); F Berger (251/248); R & G Sullivan (296/337)):

Mr Peter Lee representing A Wardle & A Will; Mrs S Simmerson; Mrs L M Jeanes; Mr D A Jeanes; R
& G Sullivan
Mr A F Cook
Mr T Lavington
Mr T Bevan representing R & F Berger

For the Council –

Mr M O’Connell BSc (Hons), MA, DipTP, MRTPI, Principal Consultant, Entec UK Ltd
Mr D Williams BA (Hons), Dip (Hons) LA, MLI, Associate Director, Entec UK Ltd
Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC

******

Policies Env2/3

For the Objector – Mr & Mrs M J Miller (279/300)

Mrs J Miller
Mr M J Miller

For the Council –

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth B

******

Policies H1f; Emp1; Env1; Env3

For the Objector – CPRE (2/305; 2/302; 2/303; 2/304)

Mr M Sullivan BA, MRTPI, Technical Secretary, CPRE Warwickshire Branch.
Mr K Mayer

For the Council –

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC
Mrs C Wooldridge BSc (Hons), DipTP, MRTPI, Planning Policy Manager, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC
Mr M O’Connell BSc (Hons), MA, DipTP, MRTPI, Principal Consultant, Entec UK Ltd
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Wednesday 16 November 2005
Policies Env2; Env3

For the Objector – (4/267; 4/268)

Mr T Hill of Counsel instructed by Hallam Land Management Ltd

He called

Mr A S Jones BA (Hons), MRTPI, Director, Stoneleigh Planning, Kingsley House, 63 Holy Walk,
Leamington Spa, CV32 4JG
Mr C P Rech BA (Hons), BPhil, MLI, Senior Partner Faulks Perry Culley & Rech, Lockington Hall,
Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH

For the Council –

Mr S Andrews, Solicitor, Eversheds LLP Nottingham

He called

Mr M O’Connell BSc (Hons); MA, DipTP, MRTPI, Principal Consultant, Entec UK Ltd
Mr D Williams BA (Hons), Dip (Hons) LA, MLI, Associate Director, Entec UK Ltd

Thursday 17 November 2005
Policy Env3

For the Objector – Trustees of Frank Ealing Settlement (270/271)

Mr C Young of Counsel instructed by CgMs Consulting, Burlington House, Lypiatt Road, Cheltenham
GL50 2SY

He called

Mr D Keyte BA, MRTPI, Director, CgMs Consulting.

For the Council –

Mr S Andrews, Solicitor, Eversheds LLP, Nottingham

He called

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC

******

Policies Env2/3

For the Objector – A R Cartwright Ltd (293/334)

Mr G Mitchell BA (Hons), DipTP, MRTPI, Framptons, Beaufort House, 4 South Bar, Banbury,
Oxfordshire OX16 9AA.

For the Council –

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC
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Friday 18 November 2005

Policy Env3

For the Objector – Bellway Homes (1/231)

Mr S Simms BSc (Hons), MA, MRTPI, Freeth Cartwright LLP, Solicitors, Cumberland Court, 80
Mount Street, Nottingham NG1 6HH.

For the Council –

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC
Mr D Williams BA (Hons), Dip (Hons) LA, MLI, Associate Director, Entec UK Ltd
Mr M O’Connell BSc (Hons), MA, DipTP, MRTPI, Principal Consultant, Entec UK Ltd

******

Council’s Closing Statement

Mr N Blamire-Brown BA (Hons), MRTPI, Head of Policy and Development, Nuneaton & Bedworth BC

Close of Inquiry
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ANNEX B  –  INQUIRY CORE DOCUMENTS

National
Planning Policy Guidance

CD/1 PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development - 2005
CD/2 PPG2 Green Belts - 1995
CD/3 PPG3 Housing - 2000
CD/3a PPG3 Housing consultation: Planning for Mixed Communities – 2005
CD/3b PPG3 Amendment – Planning for Sustainable Communities in Rural Areas

(incorporating PPG3 Housing update) - 2005
CD/3c PPG3 amendment – Supporting the delivery of new Housing - 2005
CD/4 PPG4 Industrial, Commercial Development and Small Firms - 1992
CD/5 PPS6 Planning for Town Centres - 2005
CD/6 PPG8 Telecommunications - 2001
CD/7 PPG9 Nature Conservation - 1994
CD/8 PPS12 Local Development Frameworks
CD/9 PPG13 Transport - 2001
CD/10 PPG15 Planning and the Historic Environment - 1994
CD/11 PPG16 Archaeology and Planning - 1990
CD/12 PPG17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation - 2002
CD/13 PPG24 Planning and Noise - 1994
CD/14 PPG25 Development and Flood Risk - 2001
CD/15 PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
CD/15a Extract from draft PPS7
CD/15b PPG7 The Countryside; Environmental Quality and Economic and Social

Development
CD/16 PPG12 Development Plans and RPG
CD/17 PPS22 Renewable Energy
CD/18 PPS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
CD/19 PPG6 Town Centres and Retail Development
CD/20 Town and Country Planning (Use Classes)(Amendment)(England) Order 2005

Circulars, Guides, Notes etc

CD/21 Local Plans and Unitary Development Plans: A Guide to Procedures
CD/22 Circular 3/98 – Planning for Future Prison Development
CD/23 Circular 6/98 - Planning and Affordable Housing
CD/24 Tapping the Potential – Assessing Urban Housing Capacity: towards better

practice
CD/25 Planning to deliver: Managed Release of Housing Sites: towards better practice
CD/25a Monitoring Provision of Housing through the Planning System – towards better

practice
CD/26b Circular 1/97 – Planning Obligations
CD/27 Planning for Housing Provision
CD/28 Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development

Frameworks
CD/29 By Design – Urban Design in the Planning System: Towards Better Practice
CD/30 By Design - Better Places to Live
CD/31 Town and Country Planning (Development Plan) (England) Regulations – 1999
CD/32 Not used
CD/33 Transitional Arrangements (PINS)
CD/34 Review of Housing Supply – Final Report – Recommendations (Kate Barker -

March 2004)
CD/35 Sustainable Communities in the West Midlands – OPDM (2003)
CD/36 Not used
CD/37 Local Housing Needs Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice - DETR (July 2000)
CD/38 Not used
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CD/39b Places, Streets & Movement – A Companion Guide to Design Bulletin 32 –
Residential Roads and Footpaths

CD/40 Better Streets, Better Places – Delivering Sustainable Residential Environments: -
PPG3 and Highway Adoption

CD/41 Employment Land Reviews – Guidance Notes
CD/42 Circular 03/2005 – Change of Use of Buildings and Land
CD/43 Not used
CD/44 Not used
CD/45 Not used

Regional

CD/46 RSS11 – Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands – June 2004
CD/47 West Midlands - A Guide to the Region’s Spatial Strategy
CD/48 West Midlands RPG – Regional Employment Land Study: 2003
CD/49 West Midlands RPG – ‘Plan, Monitor, Manage’ – Provision of Housing in the West

Midlands 2003
CD/50 Not used
CD/51 Not used
CD/52 Not used
CD/53 Not used
CD/54 Not used

County
CD/55 Warwickshire Structure Plan 2001
CD/56 Warwickshire County Council – Local Transport Plan
CD/57 Warwickshire County Council Transport and Roads for Development
CD/58 Not used
CD/59 Not used
CD/60 Warwickshire Waste Local Plan – Adopted August 1999
CD/61 Warwickshire Structure Plan 1987
CD/62 Warwickshire Structure Plan Alterations 1989-2001
CD/63 Green Belt Local (Subject) Plan for Warwickshire 1982
CD/64 Warwickshire’s Passenger Rail Strategy Consultation Draft Paper 2005

District/Local

CD/65 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan 1993
CD/66 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan First Deposit – September 2001
CD/67 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan Second Deposit – June 2002
CD/68 Inspector’s Report 2003
CD/69 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Technical Paper 1 – Housing Position

Statement – March 2003
CD/70 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Technical Paper 2 – Urban Capacity

and assessment of sites put forward for development – March 2003
CD/71 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Technical Paper 3 – Assessment of

Possible Employment Sites – Website
CD/72 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Technical Paper 4 – Open Space

Assessment – March 2003
CD/73 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Technical Paper 5 – Identification of

Community Facilities including Public Transport Routes – March 2003
CD/74 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Community Plan – website 20 pages
CD/75 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Corporate Plan 2005-2011
CD/76 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Housing Strategy 2001-2004
CD/77 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Housing Needs Survey
CD/78 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Local Natural Environment Plan 1998
CD/78a Schedule to accompany the Local Natural Environment Plan and the Green Map
CD/79 Camp Hill Urban Village Supplementary Planning Guidance
CD/80 Grove Farm Supplementary Planning Guidance
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CD/81 Nuneaton & Bedworth Retail Strategy and Town Centres Master Plan
CD/82 Framework for Urban Capacity in Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire
CD/83 Sustainable Criteria
CD/84 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Environmental Appraisal of Local

Plan Policies in the First Deposit Draft – 2001
CD/85 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Environmental Appraisal of Local

Plan Policies in the Second Deposit Draft – 2002
CD/86 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Statement of Publicity
CD/87 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan – Extract from Inspector’s Report 1993

of the Inspector’s consideration of Policy E.6 – Areas of Restraint
CD/88 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan 1993 – Inspector’s Report August 1992
CD/89 Warwickshire Landscapes Guidelines – Arden
CD/90 Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 published by WCC
CD/91 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Residential Design Guide – Updated 2004
CD/92 Not used
CD/93 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Assessment of Areas of Restraint/Policy

Review – Final Report – Sept 2004
CD/94 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Landscape Character Assessment – Final

Report – Sept 2004
CD/95 Schedule of Clarification submitted at 2003 Public Inquiry as CD/59
CD/96 Background Paper – Housing – September 2005
CD/97 Extract from National Statistics – digitized boundaries for urban areas and

settlements
CD/98 Extract from: The State of the Countryside Report (Countryside Agency – 2005)
CD/99 Extract from Countryside Character Network website
CD/100 Warwickshire Landscape Guidelines – Dunsmore, High Cross Plateau and Mearse

Lowlands
CD/101 Background Paper – Employment – September 2005
CD/102 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan 2005 – Deposit of Modifications – List

of Modifications and Reasons
CD/103 Letter from GOWM re Regional Spatial Strategy – Housing Allocations - June 2005
CD/104 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council – Housing Position as at April 2005
CD/105 Background Paper – Countryside and Area of Restraint – September 2005
CD/106 Written Statement on behalf of Prologis Developments Ltd – Local Plan Inquiry

2003
CD/107 Schedule of Changes to Policies Env2 and Env3
CD/108 Land west of Weddington Lane, Nuneaton – Landscape Character & Visual

Resources – Hallam Land Management Ltd (April 2005)
CD/109 Nuneaton Landscape Assessment - Hallam Land Management Ltd (August 2004)
CD/110 Background Paper – Minor Changes to Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan

– Proposed Modifications (November 2005)
CD/111 Letter from West Midlands Regional Assembly re general conformity of proposed

modifications to the Local Plan.
CD/112a Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council – Inquiry opening statement by Mr N

Blamire-Brown.
CD/112b Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council – Inquiry closing statement by Mr N

Blamire-Brown.
CD/113 The Countryside in and around Towns – Countryside Agency (January 2005)
CD/114 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Technical Paper 4 – Open Space

Assessment (2001)
CD/115 West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy – Phase Two Revision – Draft Project

Plan (November 2005)
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ANNEX C – SCHEDULE OF REPRESENTATIONS

1  List of Objections and Document Index

Objector
No

Objection
No Policy Objector Inq/

WR
Objector Document

No LPA Document No

Housing
Introduction

10 318 Hsg intro West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium WR LPA/10/318/HsgInt/1
Policy H1

9 275 H1 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/275/H1/1
2 305 H1f CPRE Warwickshire HR LPA/2/305/H1(f)/1

Policy H3
9 276 H3 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/276/H3/1

Policy H11
9 277 H11 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/277/H11/1

Employment
Introduction

9 279 Emp
general Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/279/Emp3/1

Policy Emp1
2 302 Emp1 CPRE Warwickshire HR LPA/2/302/Emp1/1

Policy Emp2
3 290 Emp2 GOWM WR LPA/3/290/Emp2/1

Policy Emp13
3 296 Emp13 GOWM WR LPA/3/296/Emp13/1

Policy Emp14
3 297 Emp14 GOWM WR LPA/3/296/Emp14/1
9 280 Emp14 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/280/Emp14/1

43 33 Emp14 McCarthy & Stone WR LPA/43/33/Emp14/1
Policy Emp15

5 329 Emp15 National Farmers Union WR LPA/5/329/Emp15/1
Shopping

Policy
S1
11 230 S1 WM Morrison Supermarklets PLC WR O/11/230/S1/1 LPA/11/230/S1/1

Policy
S2
11 229 S2 WM Morrison Supermarklets PLC WR O/11/229/S2/1 LPA/11/229/S2/1

Policy
S5
3 294 S5 GOWM WR LPA/3/294/S5/S6/1
5 330 S5 National Farmers Union WR LPA/5/330/S5/1

11 228 S5 WM Morrison Supermarklets PLC WR O/11/228/S5/1 LPA/11/228/S5/1
256 255 S5 Sainsburys Supermarket PLC WR LPA/256/255/S5/1

Policy
S7
3 288 S7 GOWM WR LPA/3/288/S7/1

Policy
S8
3 289 S8 GOWM WR LPA/3/289/S8/1

Policy
S9
3 295 S9 GOWM WR LPA/3/295/S9/1

11 226 S9 WM Morrison Supermarklets PLC WR O/11/226/S9/1 LPA/11/226/S9/1
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Objector
No

Objection
No Policy Objector Inq/

WR
Objector Document

No LPA Document No

Recreation
Policy R13

8 316 R13 The Woodland Trust WR LPA/8/316/R13/1
Environment
Policy Env1

2 303 Env1 CPRE Warwickshire HR O/2/303/Env1/1 LPA/2/303/Env1/1
Policy Env2

3 291 Env2 GOWM WR LPA/3/291/3/292/Env2&Env3/1

4 267 Env2 Hallam Land Management HR(
F) O/4/267/Env2/1-4 LPA/4/267/Env2/1-2

7 253 Env2 R. J. Wood WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
9 281 Env2 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/281/Env2/1

45 286 Env2 Mr A Cook WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
268 269 Env2 Mr. & Mrs. Westganth WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1

Policy Env 2/3
255 252 Env2/3 D. Love & L. Love WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
277 298 Env2/3 Mr S Lewin WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
278 299 Env2/3 Mr. & Mrs. Lester WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
279 300 Env2/3 Mr & Mrs M J Miller HR O/279/300/Env2/3/1-2 LPA/279/300/Env2/3/1-2
280 306 Env2/3 Mr. I. Lloyd WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
281 307 Env2/3 Mr. K. Wilcox WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
291 324 Env2/3 Mr & Mrs I McLean WR O/291/324/Env2/3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
293 334 Env2/3 A. R. Cartwirght  Ltd HR O/293/334/Env2/3/1-3 LPA/293/334/Env2/3/1-2
307 347 Env2/3 Sam Margrave WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1

Policy Env 3
1 231 Env3 Bellway Homes HR O/1/231/Env3/1 LPA/1/231/Env3/1-3
2 304 Env3 CPRE Warwickshire HR O/2/304/Env3/1-9 LPA/2/304/Env3/1-2

3 292 Env3 GOWM WR LPA/3/291/3/292/EnV2&Env3/
1

4 268 Env3 Hallam Land Management HR(
F) O/4/268/Env3/1-4 LPA/4/268/Env3/1-2

7 254 Env3 R. J. Wood WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
9 282 Env3 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/282/Env3/1

12 1 Env3 Mrs. H. Dodds WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
13 2 Env3 Mrs E Meredith WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
14 3 Env3 Mr. &  Mrs. Browning WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
15 4 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Bowles WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
16 5 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Warrington WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
17 6 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. J. O. Currin WR O/17/6/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
18 7 Env3 R. W. Meredith WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
19 8 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. M. J. Young WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
20 9 Env3 Mr. G. Thomas WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
21 11 Env3 Peter Lee HR O/21/11/Env3/1 LPA/21/11/Env3/1-3
22 12 Env3 Leslie J. Meacham WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
23 13 Env3 Mrs. E. Meacham WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
24 14 Env3 Ms D. Blower WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
25 15 Env3 L. D. Lees WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
26 16 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. G. M. Sutton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
27 17 Env3 Mr. M. James WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1



Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local Plan Proposed Modifications – Inspectors Report

Objector
No

Objection
No Policy Objector Inq/

WR Objector Document No LPA Document No

28 18 Env3 A. D. Tambini WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
29 19 Env3 J. Stafford WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
30 20 Env3 Mrs. S. Pearson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
31 21 Env3 Mr. C. K. Sutton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
32 22 Env3 Ms A. M. Taggart WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
33 23 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. K. Cooper WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
34 24 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. R. Arnold WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
35 25 Env3 B. Baxter WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
36 26 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. D. R. Tromans WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
37 27 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. R. McDonald WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
38 28 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. D. Spencer WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
39 29 Env3 M. A. P. Boucher WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
40 30 Env3 Mrs. P. J. Boucher WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
44 34 Env3 T. & T. Lavington HR LPA/44/34/Env3/1-3
45 35 Env3 Mr. A. F. Cook HR O/45/35/Env3/1-2 LPA/45/35/Env3/1-3
46 36 Env3 Mrs. Teagles WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
48 38 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. J. Harvey WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
49 39 Env3 Mr. T. Clamp WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
50 40 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. A. A. McKenzie WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
51 41 Env3 Mrs. J. S. Richardson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
52 42 Env3 Mr. M. Johnson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
53 43 Env3 Mr. K. Stein WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
54 44 Env3 T. Chamberlain WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
55 45 Env3 R. Johnson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
56 46 Env3 A. Wardle & A. Will HR LPA/56/46/Env3/1-3
57 47 Env3 Mr. J. Ball WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
58 48 Env3 Mr. A. T. Moss WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
59 49 Env3 Miss S. B. Barden WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
60 50 Env3 Mrs. J. Broughton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
61 51 Env3 J. Broughton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
62 52 Env3 Mr. J. Duffy WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
63 53 Env3 Mr. M. P. Lovering WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
64 54 Env3 Mr. D. Morris WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
65 55 Env3 L. J. Morris WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
66 56 Env3 M. Tolley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
67 57 Env3 J. A. Tolley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
68 58 Env3 Mr. A. Gadsby WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
69 59 Env3 A. J. Sanders WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
70 60 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Rowland WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
71 61 Env3 Mr. M. T. Polson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
72 62 Env3 Mr. C. Pinfold WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
73 63 Env3 Ms V. Pinfold WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
74 64 Env3 Mrs. W. Pinfold WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
75 65 Env3 Ms. T. Guise WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
76 66 Env3 Mr. M. R. Guise WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
77 67 Env3 Mr. J. Sanderson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
78 68 Env3 Mrs. J. Evans WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
79 69 Env3 Mr. D. Evans WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
80 70 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. P. Merry WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
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81 71 Env3 Mr. M. G. H. Ashby WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
82 72 Env3 Mrs S Simmerson HR O/82/72/Env3/1 LPA/82/72/Env3/1-2
83 73 Env3 K. G. Hicks WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
84 74 Env3 Mr. J. Smith WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
85 75 Env3 Mrs. J. L. Thornton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
86 76 Env3 Mr. P. M. & Mrs B D Vernon WR O/86/76/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
87 77 Env3 E. F. Stevens WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
88 78 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Everett WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
89 79 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Bircher WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
90 80 Env3 Dr. A. P. Sanderson WR O/90/80/Env3/1-2 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
91 81 Env3 R. A. Herbert WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
92 82 Env3 Ms H. Wright WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
93 83 Env3 Mr. C Bazeley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
94 84 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. N Powell WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
95 85 Env3 Ms J. Jones WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
96 86 Env3 M. V. Killich WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
97 87 Env3 Ms I. Rowley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
98 88 Env3 M. Day WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
99 89 Env3 Mr. N. Crofts WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
100 90 Env3 D. Crashley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
101 91 Env3 Miss J. Martin WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
102 92 Env3 G. Johnson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
103 93 Env3 D. Morrow WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
104 94 Env3 Ms J. Fowler WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
105 95 Env3 S. Carnevale WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
106 96 Env3 Mrs. L. Brambill WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
107 97 Env3 Mr. J. Rooke WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
108 98 Env3 R. Crofts WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
109 99 Env3 Mrs. M. I. Knight WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
110 100 Env3 Mr. N. W. Buckler WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
111 101 Env3 Mr. W. Barton WR O/111/101/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
112 102 Env3 G. Smith WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
113 103 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. K. J. Wardle WR O/113/103/Env3/1-2 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
114 104 Env3 Mrs. S. Barton WR O/114/104/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
115 105 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. A. D. Bland WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
116 106 Env3 Mr. I. Parsole WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
117 107 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Wandless WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
118 108 Env3 M. Watts WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
119 109 Env3 Mrs. J. Morrow WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
120 110 Env3 Mrs. M. Lee WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
121 111 Env3 Mrs. E.  Henson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
122 112 Env3 W. E. Mallabone WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
123 113 Env3 M. Mallabone WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
124 114 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Chetwynd WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
125 115 Env3 Mrs. J. Moore WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
126 116 Env3 Ms J. Ayliff WR O/126/116/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
127 117 Env3 Mr. T. Ayliff WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
128 118 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Colledge WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
129 119 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. D. Jones WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
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130 120 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. L. H. Kibler WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
131 121 Env3 Jean Plester WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
132 122 Env3 Mrs. J. M. Oldroyd WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
134 124 Env3 Mr & Mrs A Goodman WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
135 125 Env3 Mr. D. Thorne WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
136 126 Env3 Mr. T. P. Snaith WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
137 127 Env3 Yvonne D. Everitt WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
138 128 Env3 Mr. D Morson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
139 129 Env3 Joan Morson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
140 130 Env3 Oliver Morson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
141 131 Env3 Bev Morson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
142 132 Env3 Mr. & Mrs J Wishhosen WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
143 133 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. B. Starkey WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
144 134 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. I. Brown WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
145 135 Env3 T. Baldwin WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
146 136 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. F. C. Boundy WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
147 137 Env3 Mr. A. Richardson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
148 138 Env3 Ms L. Payne WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
149 139 Env3 Mrs. C. Davidson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
150 140 Env3 Mrs. C. Blackwell WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
151 141 Env3 Ms S. Pocock WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
152 142 Env3 L. T. Attwood WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
153 143 Env3 Mr. Terry Ford WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
154 144 Env3 Mr. D. P. V. Parker WR O/154/144/Env3/1 LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
155 145 Env3 M. Harris WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
156 146 Env3 Mrs. J. Malbasa WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
157 147 Env3 Miss C. Malbasa WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
158 148 Env3 Mr. D. Malbasa WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
159 149 Env3 Mrs. V. I. Wilson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
160 150 Env3 Mr. L. Green WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
161 151 Env3 Mrs. J Mcshane WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
162 152 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Haswell WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
163 153 Env3 Mrs. M. Pickering WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
164 154 Env3 Mr. T. Pickering WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
165 155 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. McCoy WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
166 156 Env3 Ms R. Brindley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
167 157 Env3 Melissa Diskin WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
168 158 Env3 Lois Thorne WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
169 159 Env3 Mrs. W. Neale WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
170 160 Env3 Mrs. J. K. Rogers WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
171 161 Env3 Mr. M. Hartopp WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
172 162 Env3 Mrs. V. Hartopp WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
173 163 Env3 E. W. Bovington WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
174 164 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. R. M. Wale WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
175 165 Env3 Mr. B. W. Page WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
176 166 Env3 Ms B. M. Wale WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
177 167 Env3 Mr. R. Wale WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
178 168 Env3 Mrs. M. Wilkinson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
179 169 Env3 Ms M Elliott WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
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180 170 Env3 Mrs. M. E. Marston WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
181 171 Env3 Weddington Chippy WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
182 172 Env3 Mr. K. Wildbore WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
183 173 Env3 Mrs. A. M. Wildbore WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
184 174 Env3 Mrs. N. Duffy WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
185 175 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. J. Whitstone WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
186 176 Env3 Mr. E. Lockett WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
187 177 Env3 Sharon Cheshire WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
188 178 Env3 Mr. A. Cheshire WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
189 179 Env3 Mr. A. Miller WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
190 180 Env3 Mrs. C. A. Miller WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
191 181 Env3 Ms C. Sandles WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
192 182 Env3 Ms M. Hurley WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
193 183 Env3 Mr. A Conod WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
194 184 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Dickerson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
195 185 Env3 Mr. J. Watson WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
196 186 Env3 Mr. G. Ingrams WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
197 187 Env3 Mr. V. C. Patel WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
198 188 Env3 Nigel Constant WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
199 189 Env3 Mr. S. Goodyer WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
200 190 Env3 A. D. Bevan WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
201 191 Env3 Mr. M. Woolridge WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
202 192 Env3 Ms L Woolridge WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
203 193 Env3 J. U. & R. J. Thomas WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
204 194 Env3 Stephen Orton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
205 195 Env3 Sue Orton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
206 196 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. A. S. Hunter WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
207 197 Env3 Ms J. Hampton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
209 199 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. A. Webb WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
210 200 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. D Warden WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
211 201 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. G. Trew WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
212 202 Env3 Mr. R. G. Hall WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
213 203 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. J Smallwood WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
214 204 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Kembery WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
215 205 Env3 Aileen Kimberly WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
216 206 Env3 Gemma Kimberly WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
217 207 Env3 Gerd Schluther WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
218 208 Env3 Mrs. P. Schluther WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
219 209 Env3 Mr. G. H. Twigger WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
220 210 Env3 Mr. J. Wainwright WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
221 211 Env3 Mrs. E. D. Grant WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
222 212 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Grant WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
223 213 Env3 Mr. B. Chatwin WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
224 214 Env3 Mr. N. B. Carlton WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
225 215 Env3 Mr. S. Jennings WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1
226 216 Env3 Mrs. L. M. Jeanes HR LPA/226/216/Env3/1-3
227 217 Env3 Mr. D. A. Jeanes HR LPA/227/217/Env3/1-3
228 218 Env3 Mr. C. Burrows WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
230 220 Env3 T. R. Aston WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
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231 221 Env3 Mr. N. McAdam & Ms C. Summers WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
232 222 Env3 Mrs Grace Maher WR O/232/222/Env3/1 LPA/227/217/Env3/1
233 223 Env3 Mr. M. Davies WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
234 224 Env3 Mrs. S. Davies WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
235 225 Env3 Mr. R Salmon WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
236 233 Env3 Mrs. D. Bazeley WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
237 234 Env3 Sharon Archer WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
238 235 Env3 Joel Nason WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
239 236 Env3 Mark Cope WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
240 237 Env3 Matthew Mason WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
241 238 Env3 Nicola Nason WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
242 239 Env3 Mrs. E. J. Seal WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
243 240 Env3 Mrs. M. Fleming WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
244 241 Env3 J. Orange WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
245 242 Env3 Colin Mason WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
246 243 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Commane WR O/246/243/Env3/1 LPA/227/217/Env3/1
247 244 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. A. H. Wileman WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
248 245 Env3 Jeanette Hornton-Tilley WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
249 246 Env3 Mr. A. Smith WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
250 247 Env3 Richard Berger HR O/250/247/Env3/1 LPA/250/247/Env3/1-3
251 248 Env3 F. Berger HR O/251/248/Env3/1 LPA/251/248/Env3/1-3
252 249 Env3 M. J. Flanagan WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
253 250 Env3 Erica Dearden WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
254 251 Env3 Ralph Dearden WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
257 256 Env3 Mrs. D. S Troughton WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
258 257 Env3 Mr. S. P. Troughton WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
259 258 Env3 Mrs Rooke WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
260 259 Env3 Michelle Kondakor WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
261 260 Env3 Keith Kondakor WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
262 261 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Marshall WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
263 262 Env3 Mr & Mrs Evans WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
264 263 Env3 S.T. White WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
265 264 Env3 Mr P White WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
266 265 Env3 C White WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
267 266 Env3 M White WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1

270 271 Env3 Trustees of Frank Ealing Settlement HR(
F) O/270/271/Env3/1-2 LPA/270/271/Env3/1

273 274 Env3 Mr & Mrs Parker WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
274 284 Env3 Mr P Rogers WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
275 285 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Fawcett WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
282 308 Env3 Mr. G. Edmunds WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
283 309 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Dewell WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
285 311 Env3 Mr. P. Morris WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
286 312 Env3 Mr. D. Hill WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
287 313 Env3 Yvonne Stevens WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
288 314 Env3 Mr Paul Cleugh WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
290 323 Env3 C. A. Joannides WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
294 335 Env3 T. Jordan WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
295 336 Env3 Karl Mayer WR O/295/336/Env3/1-2 LPA/227/217/Env3/1
296 337 Env3 R. Sullivan & G. Sullivan HR O/296/337/Env3/1 LPA/296/337/Env3/1-3
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297 338 Env3 Andrew & Linda Currin WR O/297/338/Env3/1-2 LPA/227/217/Env3/1
298 339 Env3 M. Jordan & J Coldough WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
299 340 Env3 Mrs. E. Webb WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
300 341 Env3 Peter Webb WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
301 342 Env3 Mrs. Enid Farrage WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
302 343 Env3 Mr. W. Jones WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
303 344 Env3 Mr. & Mrs. Goodman WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
304 345 Env3 Julie Courts WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1
305 10 Env3 Ms H. Thomas WR LPA/WR/Env2&Env3/1

306 346 Env3 Roger Golby, Amanda Golby, Charlotte
Golby, Matthew Golby WR LPA/227/217/Env3/1

Policy Env4
42 32 Env4 Mr. R. J. Sims WR LPA/42/32/Env4/1

Policy Env17
8 317 Env17 The Woodland Trust WR O/8/317/ENV17/1 LPA/8/317/Env17/1
9 283 Env17 Warwickshire County Council WR LPA/9/283/Env17/1

Policy Env28
133 123 Env28 British Wind Energy Association WR LPA/133/123/Env28/1
269 270 Env28 Future Energy Solutions( Dept T & I) WR LPA/269/270/Env28/1

Policy Env General
3 287 Env GOWM WR LPA/3/287/Env/1

292 325 general Warkwickshire Wildlife Trust WR LPA/292/325/Env/1
Transport
Policy T6

6 326 T6 Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd WR LPA/6/326/T6/1
Policy T10

11 227 T10 WM Morrison Supermarklets PLC WR O/11/227/T10/1 LPA/11/227/T10/1
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2  List of Supporting Representations
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1 232 Env2 Bellway Homes
2 301 Emp2 CPRE Warwickshire
5 333 Env2 National Farmers Union
5 328 H8 National Farmers Union
5 332 R8 National Farmers Union
5 331 S6 National Farmers Union
6 327 T4 Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd
9 278 Emp1 Warwickshire County Council
10 319 H1 West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium Tetlow King Planning
10 320 H3 West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium Tetlow King Planning
10 321 H3 West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium Tetlow King Planning
10 322 H4 West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium Tetlow King Planning
41 31 H1e Mr. J. Coleman
47 37 Env3 Mrs. D. Redfern
229 219 Env3 Ms H. Pennington & Mr. C. Orchard
271 272 all West Midlands Regional Assembly
272 273 Emp1 Advantage West Midlands Mark Williets
284 310 Env3 R. A. Mumford
289 315 general Mr John V Brightley


