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1. Introduction and Background 
 

1.1. Introduction 
 

This document provides a summary of the consultation undertaken on the second stage of the 

production of the South Warwickshire Local Plan – the Issues and Options consultation, which ran for 

8 weeks from 9th January to 6th March 2023. This follows the first stage – the Scoping and Call for Sites 

consultation - which ran for 6 weeks during May and June 2021. 

Section 2 of this report details the methods that were used to promote the consultation and explains 

how our Duty to Co-operate partners were engaged in the consultation process. Following the 

consultation, a feedback survey was sent to respondents, this has identified several takeaway points 

that officers will seek to improve upon in advance of the next consultation.  

Section 3 provides information on the responses received to the consultation and the submitted call 

for sites, with guidance on how to access this information online. An analysis of the responses received 

from our duty to co-operate partners and the scoping document questions are detailed in Appendices 

2 and 3. 

Section 4 of the report provides information on how the feedback from the consultation will inform 

the next steps in the production of the South Warwickshire Local Plan. 

1.2. Background to the Issues and Options Consultation 
 

A local plan is a legal document that councils are required to prepare, and which sets out the future 

land use and planning policies for the area over a set period of time. A local plan typically corresponds 

to the boundaries of local planning authorities e.g. Stratford-on-Avon District Council and Warwick 

District Council. Both Councils have committed to undertaking reviews (i.e. replacements) of their 

existing respective Core Strategy (adopted July 2016) and Warwick District Local Plan (adopted 

September 2017). The Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy runs to 2031 and the Warwick District Local 

Plan runs to 2029. Local authorities are required by law to review their local plan within five years of 

adoption, or sooner if necessary. New plans are needed to plan for the development challenges and 

infrastructure needs beyond these dates.  

Both Council’s took the decision to prepare a single Local Plan for the whole of South Warwickshire as 

both districts have similar economies, demographics and face common challenges. Many of these 

challenges such as climate change, biodiversity, and infrastructure, do not stop at the district 

boundaries. Plan-making is also expensive. We consider preparing a single plan for a larger geography 

will be more effective and efficient.  

When work began on a joint Local Plan, there were also proposals for a formal merger between 

Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick District Councils. The two Councils no longer plan to merge. However, 

the case for a single local plan remains valid due to the issues identified earlier, and both Councils 

have committed to continue working together in this regard. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out how local authorities should achieve 

sustainable development through the preparation of local plans and decisions on planning 

applications taking into account the economic, social and environmental aspects of sustainable 

development. Local Plans are considered to be ‘sound’ where they have been positively prepared, 
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justified1, effective and consistent with national policy. The South Warwickshire Local Plan will be 

prepared taking into account the national planning policy and legislation. Figure 1 below outlines the 

eight stages we are required to follow to prepare the South Warwickshire Local Plan. The Issues and 

Options consultation was the second stage in the plan-making process.  

The latest timetable is available to view online. 

 

 
1 At the time of writing, a government consultation on changes to the NPPF proposes removing the requirement 
for plans to be ‘justified’. This is intended to streamline the examination process. Should this proposal be 
implemented, the new framework will apply to plans which are submitted to the Secretary of State after 30th 
June 2025. At present it is not clear whether the SWLP will be submitted before or after this date. 

https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp/timetable.cfm
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FIGURE 1 - STAGES OF THE LOCAL PLAN PREPARATION 
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2. Methods of engagement 
 

2.1. The Issues and Options consultation document 
 

The consultation document introduced a series of Issues, and presented a range of Options for how 

each issue could be addressed. Respondents were asked their opinion on the most appropriate option. 

In most cases, this was in the form of a tick-box questionnaire, and in some cases, respondents had 

the opportunity to expand upon or contextualise their answers, by giving a written response. Each 

section of the document ended with a free-text question allowing comments to be made which did 

not directly answer any of the preceding questions. 

The Issues and Options document was divided into 13 chapters. Chapters 1 and 2 explained the 

context for preparing the Local Plan, and provided information on how people could get involved. 

Chapter 3 set out the vision and strategic objectives for the plan, centred around 5 over-arching 

principles which will underpin the Plan: 

• A climate resilient and net zero carbon South Warwickshire 

• A well-designed and beautiful South Warwickshire 

• A healthy, safe and inclusive South Warwickshire 

• A well-connected South Warwickshire 

• A biodiverse and environmentally resilient South Warwickshire 

Chapter 4 provided the options for how South Warwickshire’s development needs can be met 

sustainably including a range of potential spatial growth options and identified locations for possible 

new settlements. Chapters 5 and 6 set out the policy options for delivering the area’s economic and 

housing needs, followed by chapters 7-11 which set out the remaining policy options under the 5 

overarching principles. 

Chapter 12 set out the approach we are proposing regarding Part 1 and Part 2 Plans, and how existing 

adopted policies will be dealt with through this approach. Chapter 13 was a glossary of terms used 

within the document. 

It is recognised that the consultation document was lengthy and covered a wide range of topics. While 

many of the topics are likely to have been of interest to the general reader, some were fairly technical. 

In order to minimise the potential difficulties people may have had in engaging with the consultation, 

a number of actions were taken to make the process as simple as possible. 

People were encouraged to engage with the consultation document using online consultation 

software. This presented each chapter on its own webpage, with clickable chapter index and 

hyperlinks between sections. The software used was designed to encourage useability, with layouts 

and formats commonly found on ordinary web pages. The questions were built-in to the consultation 

document, so that answers could be given without needing to click to a separate page. 

A pdf version of the consultation document was also provided for download. As with the online 

version, this used clickable contents and hyperlinks between sections, to aid the process of finding 

topics of interest and moving around within the document. 

The South Warwickshire Local Plan webpage included a navigation image (Figure 2), which presented 

a summary of the contents of chapters 4 to 11 (where the core topics could be found) with clickable 

links to each section. The symbols used for each chapter were carried through the document and also 
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used in the supporting material or documents associated with the Plan. Likewise, the pdf version 

included a similar navigation image, with hyperlinks to chapters within that version. 

 

FIGURE 2 - NAVIGATION IMAGE USED FOR THE ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION 

The Issues and Options consultation document was ‘road-tested’ with a small group of elected 

Members. As a result of feedback received, further changes were made to the document to aid 

navigation. 

2.2. A second Call for Sites 
 

A second Call for Sites ran parallel to the Issues and Options consultation. An online form was provided 

where landowners and promotors could provide information about their site, and upload site plans. 

Amendments to sites which had been submitted during the first Call for Sites in 2021 were also 

accepted. 

2.3. South Warwickshire Local Plan Website 
 

The dedicated website www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp was used during the Issues and Options 

consultation. This included full details of the consultation including: 

http://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp
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• Link to the online consultation system 

• PDF version of the consultation document 

• Link to the Call for Sites survey 

• Library of technical evidence 

• Details of in-person drop-in events, and links to online Q&A events 

• Promotional videos 

• FAQs and information on the process, governance and timetable 

• Opportunity to sign up to be keep informed on the progress of the SWLP 

 

In addition, a range of activities were undertaken in a variety of formats to promote the consultation, 

as set out below. 

2.4. Consultation Methods 
 

The aims of the consultation strategy were to: 

• Promote the consultation to residents, businesses and relevant stakeholders  

• Reach different and harder to reach groups by using a variety of communications channels 

• Promote the consultation to partners who can inform local residents and businesses 

• Provide opportunities for people to ask questions about aspects of the consultation and to 

encourage discussion 

Videos 
Two animated videos were produced which were added to the SWLP webpage and promoted through 

social media: 

• A general introduction to the Issues and Options consultation 

• A summary of the the HEDNA and planning for growth 

Press Release 
A press release was issued on 9th January 2022 announcing the start of the 8-week consultation period. 

Press Launch 
A press launch was held on the morning of the 10th January. This event was open to the local press, 

broadcast and media individuals from across the two districts. The leaders of the two councils were 

present and were available to answer questions. 

Paid Adverts 
Paid adverts were placed into local papers for the below periods: 

- 30th  January 2023 – 13th February 2023 

- 20th  February 2023 – 6th March 2023 

Statutory Notices 
Statutory Legal Notices were placed in the following local papers in the first week of the consultation: 

• Leamington Courier 

• Leamington Observer 

• Stratford Observer 

• Stratford Herald 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4c-8l0yBDuE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GTzOa1bfsiM
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• Redditch Standard 

• Alcester Standard 

• Banbury Guardian 

• Coventry telegraph 

Social Media 
Social media strategy was developed with regular posts on both Councils’ social media accounts. 

Emails/Letters 
A wide range of stakeholders and individuals on the Councils’ planning policy consultation databases 

were notified of the consultation via email or letter. 

Posters 
Printed posters were sent to each library in South Warwickshire. Electronic copies were emailed to 

Town & Parish Councils, with an encouragement to print and display these around the parish, and / 

or include in parish publications or social media channels. 

Deposit Points for paper copies 
Paper copies were placed for public inspection in the ‘deposit points’ identified in both Councils 

Statement of Community Involvement, along with copies of postcard-size information leaflets, a 1-

page summary detailing how to respond, and copies of the list of questions. 

The deposit points are receptions at each Council’s offices, all 15 libraries in South Warwickshire, 

Leamington Town Hall, and Brunswick Hub in Leamington Spa. 

Online response portal  
The online consultation portal was promoted throughout the consultation period for responses, 

however for those not willing or able to respond online, responses were accepted via email and post.  

Call for Sites 
The Call for Sites was promoted through the various methods and submissions (or amendments) could 

be made using an online form. For those not willing or able to use the online form, submissions (or 

amendments) were accepted via email and post. 

Consultation Events 
Pandemic restrictions had lifted by the commencement of the consultation; however, it was 

acknowledged that some people may feel more comfortable attending an online session. As such, a 

mixture of in person, and online events were held. 

A total of 12 consultation events were held during the consultation as follows: 

• 6 in-person drop-in sessions across two Districts 

• 2 online Public and Parish/Town Council events 

• 2 online events with Key Stakeholders 

• 1 online event with Developers, Landowners and Agents 

• 1 online event with the SWLP Place Board 

Youth Engagement 
Two interactive youth engagement sessions were conducted on Wednesday 22nd March. Whilst 

outside of the formal consultation period the outcomes of the sessions are considered relevant to the 
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Issues and Options consultation. A full report outlining the Youth Engagement can be found in 

Appendix 1. 

2.5. Duty to Co-operate 
 

Local planning authorities are bound by the statutory duty to co-operate whereby strategic policy-

making authorities are required to co-operate with each other when preparing policies which address 

strategic matters. The aim is to ensure effective cooperation to enable strategic policy-making 

authorities and infrastructure providers to establish whether additional strategic cross-boundary 

infrastructure is required. 

Introduced by the Localism Act 2011, the Duty to Co-operate places a legal duty to engage 

constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to maximise the effectiveness of local plan preparation 

in the context of strategic cross boundary matters. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that these authorities should produce, 

maintain and update one or more statement(s) of common ground throughout the plan making 

process in order to demonstrate that a Plan is based on effective co-operation. Such statement(s) 

provide a written record of progress made on strategic cross-boundary matters and demonstrates 

where effective cop-operation is and is not happening throughout the plan making process. They form 

part of the evidence required to demonstrate that a Local Planning Authorities has complied with the 

duty to co-operate. 

Duty to Co-operate (DTC) partners were emailed a Duty to Co-operate form to identify any strategic 

cross boundary issues that need to be addressed and/or delivered through the SWLP.  

In May 2022, the Department for Levelling up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) introduced planning 

reforms via the Queen’s Speech alongside the new Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill. The DLUHC’s 

policy paper outlines these reforms which seek to improve the planning system and give powers to 

local leaders to regenerate their local areas. One of the changes put forward suggest that the Duty to 

Cooperate will be replaced with a more flexible alignment test. This means group of local authorities 

can collaborate to produce a voluntary spatial development strategy, where they wish to provide 

strategic planning policies for issues that cut across their areas.  

However, it should be noted that these changes have not been confirmed yet. We would continue to 

collaborate with the neighbouring authorities using the Duty to Cooperate process. 

An analysis of the Duty to Co-operate responses is set out within Section 3 of this report. 

2.6. Feedback Survey 
 

After the consultation period had closed, a Feedback Survey was sent to those who had responded to 

the Issues and Options consultation or returned a call for sites submission. The survey was created in 

order to help identify any ideas for improvement for future consultations on the SWLP. 

A total of 290 responses were received and some of the key themes have been summarised below: 

• The majority of respondents to the feedback survey heard about the consultation through 

word of mouth, including through political party communications, local councillors and parish 

councils.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-and-regeneration-further-information/levelling-up-and-regeneration-further-information
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-and-regeneration-further-information/levelling-up-and-regeneration-further-information
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• The majority of respondents found the consultation document ‘quite difficult’ or ‘very 

difficult’ to read, with too much complex information cited as a reason for this. However, a 

significant number of respondents said that the document contained the right level of 

information.  

• The majority of respondents found the online consultation portal ‘quite difficult’ to use. This 

is why the majority of those that emailed responses chose not to use the online consultation 

portal.  

• The majority of call for sites submitters found the call for sites survey ‘quite easy’ and ‘very 

easy’ to use.  

• The majority of those that attended a Q&A session or in person event found them ‘quite 

useful’ and ‘very useful’.  

• The majority of respondents did not watch either of the consultation videos. However, those 

that did found them useful.  

The 290 respondents represent approximately 25% of those that responded to the consultation, as 

such these themes represent the views of a small percentage of those that engaged with the 

consultation. Nevertheless, there are a number of takeaways that officers can seek to improve upon 

in advance of the next consultation. These include:  

• Ensuring a focus on engagement throughout the consultation period  

• Improving the readability and reducing complexity of the consultation document where 

possible  

• Reducing the size of the document and improving navigability where possible  

• Look to simplify the way in which people can respond and engage with the consultation, 

possibly by exploring new engagement tools  

• Continue to raise awareness of the consultation through all means possible  
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3. Analysis of responses received to the Issues and Options 
and Call for Sites consultation 

 

3.1. Response Numbers 
 

The number of responses to the Issues and Options and Call for Sites Consultation is as follows: 

• Respondents to the Issues and Options Consultation document = 1175 

• Submitted Call for Sites = 187 new Call for Site submissions (including any significant 

amendments to previously submitted sites. 

 

The number of interactions to the various engagement methods is as follows: 

Social Media During the consultation there were 188,188 impressions via the 

Councils social media channels:  

• Instagram – 12,910 

• Facebook – 131,036 

• Twitter –     34,596 

• Linked-In –   9,646 

Videos During the consultation, there were 1,331 views of the videos - 778 for 

the ‘Explaining the Issues and Options Consultation’ video and 553 for 

the ‘Explaining the Housing & Economic Development Needs 

Assessment (HEDNA)’ video. 

Consultation Events Approximately 155 people attended one of the 12 events. The key 

comments coming out of these sessions were noted and will be 

considered in the preparation of the Plan. 

  

 

3.2. Duty to Co-operate (DTC) Responses 

Specific DTC responses and/or other more general responses were received from the following 24 DTC 

bodies: 

Birmingham City Council Cherwell District Council 

Cotswold District Council Coventry City Council 

Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council Environment Agency 

Gloucestershire County Council Historic England 

National Highways Natural England 

Network Rail North Warwickshire Borough Council 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council Office of Rail and Road 

Rugby Borough Council Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council 

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council South Staffordshire Council 

South Worcestershire Councils Transport for West Midlands 

Warwickshire County Council West Northamptonshire Council 

Wolverhampton City Council Worcestershire County Council 
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Appendix 1 sets out a summary of the following 12 key strategic and cross-boundary issues that Duty 

to Co-operate respondents identified in response to the Issues and Options Consultation, and are 

considered important to be addressed through the SWLP: 

1. South Warwickshire’s employment provision 

2. Housing Market Areas, Housing Shortfall and Duty to Cooperate agreements 

3. Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

4. Older People’s Housing, Specialised Accommodation and Extra Care 

5. Supporting Biodiversity 

6. Transport Impacts 

7. Impacts of development on neighbouring authorities 

8. Health needs 

9. Flood Risk 

10. Vale of Evesham Control Zone 

11. Heritage 

12. Landscape 

3.3. Responses received to the Issues and Options consultation 
questions 

 

There were a total of 1175 written respondents to the consultation. All of the responses received are 

available to view within the online consultation portal. 

This facility allows users to search by Question Number to see what responses were received to any 

particular question and it is also possible to search for responses by organisation. Individuals that 

responded to the consultation can also view their own responses within their account. Instructions on 

how to view comments within the online consultation portal can be found at the top of the page when 

you click the online consultation portal link. 

Appendix 2 provides a summary of the responses to each of the 107 consultation questions contained 

within the Issues and Options Consultation document. 

3.4.  Call for Sites Submissions 
 

There were a total of 187 new Call for Site submissions (including any significant amendments to 

previously submitted sites), bringing the total number of submitted sites to 737. A full list of the Call 

for Sites submissions can be viewed within the Static Call for Sites list, this identifies new sites, and 

where amendments to previously submitted sites have occurred. 

All the new sites submissions and amendments to existing sites have been mapped and are available 

to view on our interactive mapping facility on the South Warwickshire Local Plan website. 

Further information on how to view and search for specific areas and Call for Sites submissions can be 

found in our guidance for using the interactive mapping facility.  

https://southwarwickshire.oc2.uk/document/124
https://southwarwickshire.oc2.uk/document/124
https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/doc/212111/name/Static%20Call%20for%20Sites%20list%20July%202023.pdf
https://soadc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=c9f9579706974081a054de1b14a66130
https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/doc/210939/name/SWLP%20Intereactive%20Mapping%20Instructions.pdf
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4. Next Steps: How the responses will help shape the South 
Warwickshire Local Plan 

 
The consultation responses and Call for Sites submissions will be used to inform the next stage in the 

preparation of the South Warwickshire Local Plan – the Preferred Options Consultation Document. 

The Preferred Options document will present a more refined approach to the issues raised in the 

Issues and Options consultation document and put forward the preferred spatial growth strategy. It 

will show more clearly the direction of travel for development within South Warwickshire.  

This next iteration of the plan will be based on the feedback received as part of the issues and options 

consultation and analysis of the evidence gathered. In addition to analysing the existing evidence base 

and the responses received, officers will also commission and undertake additional Technical 

Assessments/Studies to inform the plan as it progresses. This may include: 

• Affordable Housing Viability Study 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 

• Locational Employment Study 

• Infrastructure Delivery Plan  

• Site Delivery & Viability Studies 

• Transport Assessments 

• Sports, Leisure, and Built Facilities Strategy 

• Tourism Accommodation Assessment 

• Tourism Destination Management Plan 

• MET Office Climate Analysis 

• Climate Change Impact Assessment 

• Air Quality Assessment 

• Landscape Character Assessment 

• Strategic Environmental Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal (SEA/SA) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Part 2 

• Health Impact Assessment (HIA) 

• Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) 

• Heritage Assessment 

• Green Belt Study 



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 15 of 298 
 

The meaningful involvement of relevant stakeholders throughout the plan-making process is essential. 

Further engagement with key partners will continue over the plan preparation period to help align the 

various strategies, including infrastructure requirements, and thereby help shape the content of the 

Preferred Options consultation document. As the plan-making process continues, the preparation of 

appropriate Statement(s) of Common Ground will be established with regards to the key strategic and 

cross boundary issues identified. 

Once the Preferred Options document has been produced, it will be subject to a statutory consultation 

for a minimum of six weeks.   

Further rounds of consultation on the Local Plan will take place as summarised in Section 1 of this 

report. When formally adopted by both Councils, the South Warwickshire Local Plan will replace the 

existing policies in the adopted Stratford-on-Avon District Core Strategy and the Warwick District Local 

Plan. It can then be used to shape development and assess planning applications across the South 

Warwickshire Plan area.  
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Appendix 1 - Youth Engagement Report 
 

South Warwickshire Local Plan 

March Youth Engagement  

March 2023 

 

Introduction 

The South Warwickshire Local Plan is a plan that will affect many individuals living and working in the 

area, and it is important to ensure that young people have a say in the changes that will affect them 

and their future.   

Officers have sought to engage with Young People throughout the Local Plan process and have 

continually evolved the approach based on previous experiences. Youth Engagement during the 

Scoping and Call for Sites consultation was limited, with no young people responding to the tailored 

questionnaire. Learning from this, more interactive approaches have been taken.  

In October 2022 officers held spatial growth strategy workshops with members of the Stratford Youth 

Theatre. In these workshops the young people were asked to develop a growth strategy for south 

Warwickshire using a set number of lego bricks. A more detailed  analysis of these sessions can be 

found in the topic paper: Spatial Growth Strategy workshop outcomes 

To accompany the Issues and Options Consultation, and to continue to develop the levels of Youth 

Engagement as part of the South Warwickshire Local Plan preparation, officers organised two youth 

engagement sessions with groups in Stratford-upon-Avon and Warwick. The sessions both took place 

on Wednesday 22 March. 

Drawing upon the experiences of the Youth Engagement sessions conducted in October 2022 officers 

organised interactive sessions with tasks that allowed individuals to express their ideas whilst still 

considering many of the challenges that planners and other decision makers encounter. 

The Groups 

Following the engagement sessions held with the Stratford Youth Theatre in October 2022 it was felt 

that older groups would engage better with the sessions and find the activities more interesting and 

thought provoking.  

Given the resources required to hold youth engagement sessions only two sessions were held. The 

two groups were selected given the expected numbers and mix of individuals in attendance. Hosting 

smaller more interactive sessions also allows for better communication with young people which 

officers have found incredibly valuable. 

Officers liaised with two youth groups: 

- Escape Arts in Stratford-upon-Avon; and  

- The Gap in Warwick.  

 

Both groups consisted of Young People between the ages of 11-18.  

https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/doc/211631/name/Spatial%20growth%20strategy%20workshops%20outcomes%20public%20report.pdf


South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 17 of 298 
 

The session held at Escape Arts was conducted during the Seniors open access session, and the session 

at The Gap, at their Seniors session.  

The Session 

The young people were asked to take part in two exercises, the ‘Renewable Energy Dilemma’ and the 

‘New Town Exercise’  

Renewable Energy Dilemma 

The young people were asked to get into groups of 5 and were then given a list of 5 stakeholders 

(Figure 1). Within their groups they had to decide who was going to represent each stakeholder. 

Who? A little bit about them… 

Landowner 
A Landowner who owns vast acres of land and is looking to 
increase their income. 

Energy Company Employee 
Energy company employee looking to find locations to generate 
renewable energy (solar panels/wind turbines). 

Farmer 
A Farmer who rents from the Landowner. Their sole income relies 
upon farming the land. 

Climate Change Activist A climate change activist who is anti-fossil fuel usage. 

Local Resident 
A Local resident who likes to walk their dog through the fields and 
rolling hills surrounding their house. The land in which they like to 
walk is owned by the ‘Landowner’. 

FIGURE 3 - INFORMATION ON THE STAKEHOLDERS THAT THE YOUNG PEOPLE HAD TO REPRESENT AS PART OF THE 

RENEWABLE ENERGY DILEMMA EXERCISE 

Once the roles had been decided the groups were presented with 3 renewable energy solutions, each 

with different requirements and costs (Figure 2). In their groups, and considering the needs of their 

stakeholder, the groups were asked to identify which solution was best.  
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FIGURE 4 - RENEWABLE ENERGY SOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE YOUNG PEOPLE AS PART OF THE RENEWABLE ENERGY 

DILEMMA 

The groups that participated in this exercise found it difficult to identify a single ‘best solution’ and an 

appreciation for the fine balance of planning was gained.  The groups considered the differing views 

of the stakeholders and discussed how different options would suit different stakeholders but that no 

single option would appease everyone. 

New Town Exercise 

The first part of this exercise involved the young people identifying everything they thought a town 

needed using an interactive ‘word cloud’. Individuals were asked to submit their suggestions using 

their mobile phones and these suggestions then appeared instantly on the screen.  

The results from the session at The Gap can be seen in Figure 3. 

 

FIGURE 5 - WORD CLOUD RESULTS FROM THE SESSION AT THE GAP 
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Following this exercise (which was only successfully completed at The Gap, given the format of the 

session), the groups were then asked to use this word cloud to map out a New Town, making sure that 

everything on the word cloud was accounted for. 

The Groups were presented with a blank map that contained a few landscape features (Figure 4).  

 

FIGURE 6 - MAP USED FOR THE NEW TOWN EXERCISE WHICH CONTAINS A RIVER, RAILWAY LINE, HILL, HERITAGE 

ASSET AND FOREST 

Using this map, the groups were given free rein to design a new town. 

A variety of ideas were presented, from groups that felt building a new ‘Camelot’ next to the castle on 

the hill would create a nice setting, to others that thought near the river was more appropriate. There 

were also groups that gave great consideration to the connectivity of places, making sure that none 

of the roads were dead ends, and that green spaces could be easily accessed. 

Some of the key points raised through the exercise can be seen below: 

• More leisure spaces, including designated sports areas  

• Easier access to existing open space – cycling routes, bridges etc 

• Open space next to the river to be utilised, especially with riverside walks.  

• A new town should have a least three green spaces per 500 homes  

• Adequate transport links (include park and ride) to Heritage assets to support the economy 

• Museums created to accompany heritage assets, also to support the economy  

• A country park next to the Castle 

• Roads should all link together to ensure there are no dead ends 

• GP surgeries should be within walking distance of houses so people (especially older 
individuals) can access them easily 

• Shops should be located centrally next to houses, but also out of town shopping centres were 

noted  

• Another Clarkson’s Farm! (economic development on the outskirts of town but linked with 
cycling paths to the centre) 

 

Some of the New Towns created can be seen in Figure 5: 
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FIGURE 7 - A SELECTION OF NEW TOWN MAPS FROM THE TWO YOUTH ENGAGEMENT SESSIONS 
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Feedback 

As a result of the session formats, each exercise was carried out to varying degrees of success. The 

New Town mapping exercise was particularly successful within Escape Arts open access session with 

many young people being lured over by pizza, but then deciding to stay once they understood the 

exercise (Figure 6). They enjoyed the creativity of the exercise and putting their ideas on paper whilst 

chatting to officers about what they would like within towns.  

  

FIGURE 8 - PARTICIPANTS OF THE NEW TOWN EXERCISE AT ESCAPE ARTS 

The Renewable Energy Dilemma was not as successful during the escape arts session. It is likely that 

this exercise was too formal for the session which by its very nature is relaxed and informal, allowing 

the young people to decide how they would like to use their time. 

Conversely, much greater discussion was achieved on the Renewable Energy Dilemma at The Gap, 

whereas the mapping session was not taken as seriously. The session at The Gap was smaller, enabling 

officers to hold the attention of the group for the Renewable Energy Dilemma with greater ease. 

However, the New Town exercise was not as successful, perhaps given a slight difference in age range 

and personalities present.  

Whilst it is difficult to predict how groups are likely to engage with activities on the day, it is perhaps 

worth tailoring the planned sessions based on the structure of the sessions and the groups in 

attendance. 

Conclusions 

Overall, the sessions were generally well received by the young people and some key themes and 

ideas were highlighted to officers. The results from these sessions can be considered as the Local Plan 

progresses and further engagement sessions can be planned to ensure that the youth voice continues 

to be heard.    
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Appendix 2 - Summary of the key strategic and cross-boundary 
issues raised from Duty to Co-operate bodies to the Issues and 
Options Consultation  
 

1. South Warwickshire's employment provision 
 

• With good access to the M40 and M6 and two railway lines, the South Warwickshire Plan area 
is an important strategic location for large employment sites of regional significance which 
could help serve the wider West Midlands area, and as such proposals which support the 
protection of major investment sites is welcomed. 

• It is noted that the South Warwickshire Local Plan will need to consider its share of strategic B8 
employment land (warehousing and distribution), perhaps using the Core Opportunity Areas, 
Major Investment Sites and the Strategic Road Network within the plan area. It is noted that 
the Gaydon Area/M40 Junction 12 is stated as being inappropriate for such logistics uses in the 
consultation document and it is felt that this area should not be excluded given its key 
motorway location, the cross linkages between logistics and the neighbouring automotive 
industry. It is considered that the area should be considered suitable for a proportion of the B8 
requirements. 

• Other areas considered suitable for a proposition of B8 development include 
o South of Coventry Area 
o Wellesbourne Area 
o Long Marston Area 
o Stoneleigh Area 

 

2. Housing Market Areas, Housing Shortfall and Duty to Cooperate agreements 
 

• Support the approach to work closely with the Greater Birmingham and Black Country Housing 
Market Area (GBBCHMA) to try and address any housing shortfall and welcome the testing of 
the effects of an additional 5,000 to 10,000 homes in the sustainability assessments. Generally 
supportive of the consideration of new settlements which may help meet the wider needs of 
the HMA and alleviate pressures on the West Midlands Conurbation. 

• Although the joint HEDNA gives each authority a housing need figure to plan for, government 
policy is in a state of flux and this figure may change and/or there may be a need for each 
authority to accommodate growth from Coventry. Given this level of uncertainty we will need 
to collaborate on planning for housing going forward. 

• It is noted that the consultation refers to the recent Birmingham Local Plan Issues and Options 
consultation (2022) which identifies a significant potential shortfall of 78,415 homes. It should 
also be noted that the recent work on the Black Country Plan (Regulation 18, Draft Plan in 
Summer 2021) although now ceased, identified a significant housing shortfall of 28,239 homes 
for the period 2020-2039. The scale of that potential shortfall should therefore also be 
recognised. 

• The approach taken in the SWLP going forward (up to 2050) should reflect the potentially 
significant scale of the GBBCHMA shortfall (noting that this is subject to further evidence base 
work as part of the Local Plan process for the GBBCHMA partner authorities. 

• The Association of Black Country Authorities (ABCA) representation to the Local Plan scoping 
consultation identified a limited functional relationship between the Black Country and South 
Warwickshire housing markets, but the housing land capacity constraints in the Black Country 
post 2031 will create a ripple effect across the conurbation and the wider Housing Market Area 
(HMA).  On this basis, the Council remains of the view that not only is there compelling evidence 
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of a housing shortfall arising in Wolverhampton and the wider Black Country, but also that 
South Warwickshire has a role to play towards addressing this shortfall through the current 
Local Plan.   

• Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) have commissioned a report called ‘Towards 
a Housing Requirement for Nuneaton & Bedworth’, which is intended to supplement and be 
read alongside the HEDNA. The report considers wider issues than those covered in the HEDNA 
which will impact on Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough’s development requirements and may 
have implications for the South Warwickshire Plan. The report provides justification that NBBC 
should plan for higher housing provision than the minimum housing need of 409-437 dpa 
identified in the HEDNA in order to positively support economic growth, sustainable 
regeneration of town centres, and the delivery of affordable housing. 

• The statutory duty to cooperate to achieve sound plans requires each Council to sign 
Memorandums of Understanding (MOU), committing to delivering the unmet housing and 
employment needs of Coventry City Council. The current consultation on the revised NPPF 
indicates the duty to co-operate is to be replaced with an alignment policy. The details of the 
alignment policy are not yet known and will be subject to a further consultation. The duty will 
remain in place until the alignment policy comes into effect. NBBC has withdrawn from the 
current memorandum of understanding (MoU) and will seek to negotiate an appropriate 
arrangement with sub-regional partners which will support the required growth in the 
Borough. 

• Housing and employment growth needs will need to be a key element of the DTC deliberations 
as the SWLP and Coventry Plan reviews progress and Statements of Common Ground will need 
to be prepared. 

• The plan should clearly identify and reflect the current commitments included within the 
existing local plans as well as addressing any additional need. 
 

3. Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
 

• A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) (including boat dwellers) is being 
prepared for the Oxfordshire Councils, it is suggested that a Statement of Common Ground be 
produced with Cherwell District Council to address and cross-boundary needs. 

• Provision for the Gypsy & Travelling community can be controversial, and all authorities need 
to work together to ensure that provision is identified in each plan area. This includes ensuring 
there is sufficient provision of transit sites/emergency stopping places to enable the travelling 
community to travel. This may become a cross-boundary issue if one or more authority is 
unable to meet its identified needs. 

• The South Warwickshire Authorities should look to collaborate with Authorities in the wider 
GBBCHMA when considering Gypsy and Traveller pitches, to see if unmet need can be 
accommodated within the plan area. 

 

4. Older People’s Housing, Specialised Accommodation and Extra Care- Comments from 
Warwickshire County Council (WCC) 

 

• Although the HEDNA provides a good basis for older people housing with care projections of 
future demand, we feel it is limited in its reliance on Projecting Older People Population 
Information (POPPI) projections.  We don’t believe any interaction with the county council took 
place to input into the HEDNA in terms of need for working age adults and specialised 
accommodation. To identify the future need of those with physical disabilities, learning 
disabilities, autism and sensory issues we suggest that this also considers WCC information on 
demand or need from the operational social work teams. It would be positive to see 
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partnership work between the district/borough housing authorities and the county council for 
future planning and projecting need for housing with care across the south. 

• The County Council is currently carrying out a Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) of the 
care and accommodation needs of older people. We suggest that the findings are considered 
in planning for South Warwickshire. As part of this, we would want the plan to be informed by 
trends in the uptake of different kinds of support (e.g., Domiciliary Care at home; Extra Care 
Housing; Care Homes etc) and in the unmet need and service gaps. We recommend that we 
continue to develop and maintain strong working relationships and strategic alignment to 
explore housing with care needs and the future planning needs. This would ensure housing 
with care developments are in line with other developments and plans for the local area. 

• Housing with care covers both specialised supported housing and extra care, we note that in 
the consultation documents there is little reference to specialised supported housing and to 
people with disabilities.  We recommend this is looked at in the remit of housing with care 
within the local plan and this should also be extended to include, for example but not limited 
to, those with mental health issues as this is an area of growing demand.    

• WCC has noted that the HEDNA does not specify details regarding the housing needs for other 
people with support needs e.g., Safe Accommodation, Learning disabilities, Autism, Mental 
Health, care leavers etc. WCC would therefore be happy to be involved in the later stages of 
the consultation to influence representation of these areas. 

• WCC would like to better understand if any requirement to meet the Birmingham and Black 
country HMA shortfall would apply to specialist supported housing needs, and if so, then 
request an opportunity to engage further on this and related questions. 

• Warwickshire County Council (WCC) would also welcome a revised approach to the S.106 local 
connection criteria. This heavily prioritises a local connection, and while WCC recognises the 
importance of this for many of the people it supports, it is contrary to the wider reciprocal 
arrangement approach to housing across England to support those experiencing domestic 
abuse. WCC would welcome further engagement on this criterion to find a solution which both 
protects local housing for local needs, but also recognises the absolute need for reciprocal 
housing arrangements for those experiencing domestic abuse. 
 

5.  Supporting Biodiversity 
 

• Biodiversity does not recognise administrative boundaries and authorities will need to 
collaborate to ensure that blue/green infrastructure is delivered in a coordinated way to 
maximise benefits for both boosting biodiversity and addressing climate change. 

• Natural England recommend ensuring that the SWLP provides adequate provision of formal 
and informal recreational recourse to offset future potential pressures on the existing sites of 
biodiversity interest within the plan area. 

 

6.  Transport Impacts 
 

Highways Impacts 
• National Highways would welcome a statement of common ground. 

• WCC Transport notes that there would be a number of challenges for identifying and delivering 
necessary highways and transport infrastructure with a ‘Dispersed’ development strategy. As 
the scale of any one allocation would be limited, with development spread across a greater 
number of locations, there would be less opportunity to achieve the necessary scale of 
development to give confidence that appropriate mitigation for the local and strategic 
transport networks could be provided to address the overall cumulative impact of the SWLP. 

• Both South Warwickshire and north-east Gloucestershire are predominantly rural in nature 
with high reliance on the private car. Irrespective of the benefits that may accrue through 



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 25 of 298 
 

transference to Electric Vehicles (EV) there will need to be close attention to how mode 
transfer will be the best practicable choice for significantly more trips in these areas, and how 
stand-alone new developments, and developments allocated to the edges of existing 
settlements, will genuinely benefit from local services, reduced need to travel and 20 minute 
neighbourhoods.  

• Appropriate and early collaboration with a Transport Working Group/Statements Of 
Common Ground on matters such as: 

o Transport Assessments for Strategic Sites. 
o Growth Options requiring Strategic Road Network enhancements. 
o Sustainable road-based transport measures. 
o Transport infrastructure prioritisation. 

• Alongside consideration of B8 employment land, consideration will also need to be given 
to lorry parking provision, for which there is a regional and national shortage. 

• Cross boundary travel needs to be considered for both commuting and leisure trips. 
Consideration should also be given to strategic park and ride provision. 

• Although it is recognised that the Plan is still at a relatively early stage of development, 
there may be a number of future transport schemes which would benefit from 
safeguarding within the Local Plan to ensure these opportunities are not lost as a result of 
growth. Examples include the potential for a new rail station/interchange/park and ride to 
serve the University of Warwick (also known as ‘Coventry South’), the preferred route of 
the A46 Link Road and the Stoneleigh Business Park Strategic Access Improvements. 

• WCC Highways notes that strategic growth at Long Marston Airfield and Meon Vale is 
included in the indicative list of development locations for each of the five options, and 
that growth at Alcester is included within options 2, 3, 4 and 5. Strategic growth in these 
locations will be of particular interest to WCC Transport and we would expect that the 
potential traffic and transport implications of proposed development at Long Marston 
Airfield/Meon Vale, on the A46 and B4088 within Worcestershire and on rail services and 
stations in Worcestershire, would be considered as part of the supporting transport 
assessment/evidence base. 
 

Multi Modal transportation impacts 
• A new settlement, which is well connected to the conurbation by a wide choice of transport 

modes, may be a more sustainable option than urban extensions so it is essential that such 
options in areas such as South Warwickshire are explored which could mutually benefit the 
future sustainable growth of the HMA. 

• Where possible, opportunities to strengthen multi-modal connectivity and service 
provision between settlements across the Warwickshire and Gloucestershire borders 
should be optimised, particularly where there are opportunities to link through hubs, 
interchanges and shared routes. This includes cross-boundary active travel routes, and links 
with Local Cycling Walking and Infrastructure Plans (LCWIP) delivery. 

• The transport network in the sub-region is highly connected and development on one part 
of the network can have major implications for other authorities further along the network. 
All authorities will need to work together to ensure improvements to the network and 
development along the network are to the benefit of all. 

• While South Warwickshire is not within the Metropolitan area of the West Midlands, it will 
slightly border Solihull MBC and it should make reference and acknowledge issues like the 
Key Route Network (which may include bus routes/active travel routes) together with rail. 
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Railway impacts 
• Cotswold District Council is supportive of the reinstatement of the railway line between 

Long Marston and Stratford-upon-Avon, which would enable the reintroduction of direct 
train services between Moreton-in-Marsh and Stratford-upon-Avon. This would help to 
reduce highways impacts in Moreton-in-Marsh and deliver modal shift towards rail 
transport. The Council supports working with partner organisations to plan for and support 
the delivery of this scheme. It is acknowledged that there is a proposal to refresh the 
Strategic Outline Business Case for the reinstatement of rail services between 
Honeybourne and Long Marston, and that a procurement authority is required for this 
piece of evidence. Given the importance of the railway line within the South Warwickshire 
Local Plan it is questioned whether Stratford-on-Avon would be willing to be the lead 
procurement authority for this piece of work.  

• Network rail would suggest engagement with Warwick and Stratford DCs and NR to help 
understand existing capacities, issues and opportunities on the network in the area. 

• The emphasis on rail corridors in promoting more sustainable patterns of growth is 
welcomed.  Reference should also be made to the North Cotswold Line as it forms an 
important east west rail link.  Whilst it doesn’t run through either Stratford or Warwick 
districts some of the stations on the route, in particular Moreton in Marsh and 
Honeybourne, attract users from the wider south Warwickshire area. 

• Cross boundary rail issues should also be picked up, with the importance of working with 
partners like the Midlands Rail Executive.  It will be important, like with any KRN issues, to 
understand further rail implications on the wider network and work in partnership on 
projects like the Midlands Rail Hub which will provide new cross-regional rail connections, 
new stations and enable economic growth through access to larger labour markets, new 
housing and through attracting more inward investment to the wider region of the West 
Midlands. The Midlands Rail Hub is also a core building block to enable further rail network 
enhancements required to meet future demand.  Therefore, it's important to understand 
any rail issues impacting South Warwickshire and the West Midlands Met region going 
forward. 

 

7.  Impacts of development on neighbouring authorities 
 

• If development is identified in locations close to the district boundaries any impacts on 
neighbouring Districts should be considered carefully and mitigation provided wherever 
possible. 

• Careful consideration and close collaboration is required when considering development 
in settlements near the local authority's boundaries (such as Hockley Heath) to ensure that 
proposals are consistent with neighbouring authorities development plans. 

• Development in and around Gaydon, through either the proposed new settlement location 
(F3: Land North East of Knightcote) or the identified Core Opportunity Area and Major 
Investment Sites (Gaydon Area/M40 Junction 12) may place pressure on local services 
within Cherwell District, and impact the capacity of the M40, particularly between J11 and 
J12. A statement of Common Ground may be suitable. 

• The highway capacity within Moreton-in-Marsh is highly constrained with little scope for 
highway upgrades. Development in settlements near the Cotswold District Council 
boundary (e.g Meon Vale/Long Marston) may have highways impacts in Moreton-in-Marsh 
and roads in the North Cotswolds. Cross-border analysis of the transport impacts of the 
proposed option is therefore required. 

• Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) welcomes Warwickshire County Council’s (WCC’s) 
recognition of the significant movement across Warwickshire’s borders for regional 
connectivity. Specific to Gloucestershire are the A46, A429 and the North Cotswold Line. 
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GCC will continue to work in close partnership with WCC and other interested parties 
concerning these corridors, and with regard to freight management. In particular, the A46 
Partnership has been established to produce a strategy to deliver planned infrastructure 
improvements to the A46 between M5 Junction 9 in Gloucestershire and M6/M69 at 
Coventry. 

• Reiterate the importance of issues relating to additional pressures on the A46/A44/A429 
arising from increased transport demand in relation to new development onto these 
corridors. It will be important to consider transport modelling outputs and the synergistic 
impacts of development and transport growth within both counties. A number of those 
trips may make use of local routes, increasing risk of conflicts, creating new safety issues 
and worsening air quality. Therefore, it is recommended that impact assessments focus on 
the local road network links as well as the Strategic Road Network/Major Road Network 
and that impacts can be anticipated and appropriately mitigated on both sides of the 
boundary. 

• Roads forming part of the West Midlands Key Route Network may be impacted by 
significant development on the boarders or within the ‘Shire’ authorities, and therefore we 
should be made aware of any development which may impact these roads. 

• Given the proximity of the SWLP area to Worcestershire and the key highway links 
connecting to Stratford-upon-Avon, there are potential cross-boundary movements 
utilising Worcestershire’s transport network, particularly the A46, A44 and A422. It is 
therefore suggested that a specific objective relating to the safe operation and efficient 
performance of the transport network would also be appropriate. This would mean that 
the impact of development on the transport network, together with the 
deliverability/viability of necessary transport interventions, would be key considerations 
during the site selection process and development of a preferred strategy. 

• We are concerned that the emerging growth strategy may result in potential cross-
boundary impacts on Worcestershire’s highway and transport network. WCC Transport 
would therefore like to take this opportunity to re-emphasise the importance of a co-
operative approach to plan-making. 

• Significant development as a result of the SWLP and development plans in Gloucestershire 
will have transport impacts particularly in the north Cotswolds, Tewkesbury and the 
Gloucestershire Joint Local Plan delivery area. 

• With regards to New Settlement option E1 (Long Marston Airfield) and the resulting 
number of new dwellings, there is concern about the impacts of this on the Vale of Evesham 
in terms of traffic, existing road networks and highway capacity, other infrastructure 
requirements, the environment generally and the heritage assets in particular in Pebworth 
village. strong support would be given to any mitigation approaches that include the 
provision of high-quality public transport links, preferably rail, to/from Long Marston, with 
a railway station at Long Marston itself. In addition, that the aim to reinstate the railway 
line from Honeybourne to Stratford continues to form part of the strategic public transport 
strategy for this plan. 

 

8. Health needs 
 

• The Warwickshire Director of Public Health Annual Report 2022 has made several 
recommendations to improve health and wellbeing and reduce health inequalities in 
Warwickshire. The recommendations are framed around the themes of housing, food, and 
transport to address the causes of poor health and wellbeing. Implementation of the 
recommendations will rely upon the concerted efforts of key partners across health and 
care and the wider determinants of health. One of the four recommendations highlights 
that “that key anchor organisations, including local authorities focus expertise and capacity 
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on building an inclusive, healthy and sustainable Warwickshire. To do this, all partners 
should focus on:  
“Policy: adopting, and sharing learning from, a Health in All Policies approach and using 
Health Equity Assessment Tool (HEAT) to reduce inequalities in health”. The HEAT was 
produced by Public Health England (PHE) to enable professionals to systematically identify 
and address health inequalities and equity in their work programmes or services. 
 

9. Flood Risk 

• Policies should include drives to increase flood plain capacity through managed retreat of 
existing developments where possible. These should also state that future development 
should be located outside of flood zones 2 and 3 and existing development already within 
existing flood zones should not increase in their vulnerability to flooding. 

• Local sewage treatment works would likely need upgrading or supplementing to support 
the level of growth currently identified and over the time period of the plan. We 
recommend this be factored into the Water Cycle Study and continued close engagement 
with Severn Trent Water (STW) and ourselves (The Environment Agency) 

• Flooding is another issue that requires a co-ordinated approach across administrative 
boundaries. This is being achieved through preparation of a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA) and Water Cycle Study for Coventry and Warwickshire. 

 

10.  Vale of Evesham Control Zone 
 

• Cotswold District Council does not object to the removal of the Vale of Evesham Control 
Zone and considers that it would be appropriate to seek advice from the Local Transport 
Planning Authorities.  
 

11. Heritage 

• The historic environment has a major role to play in shaping a spatial strategy for the future 
of the area and care should be taken to ensure that growth options and site allocations 
avoid harming the significance of both designated and non-designated heritage assets, 
including effects on their setting. 

 

12. Landscape 

• The Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy includes a number of Special Landscape Area (SLA) 
designations. The Ironstone Hills Fringe SLA is consistent with and contiguous to similar SLA 
designations in West Northamptonshire which have been confirmed in the relatively recently 
adopted Part 2 Local Plans for Daventry and South Northamptonshire. Landscape evidence 
commissioned for the new Local Plan for West Northamptonshire has confirmed the 
appropriateness of these designations. The continuation and potential extension of SLA 
designations to cover Warwick District would be supported by West Northamptonshire 
Council. Discussions have taken place regarding the potential designation of an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for the Northamptonshire Ironstone Uplands. This culminated in 
an expression of interest being submitted to Natural England and whilst this is not currently 
being taken forward the potential remains for this to be considered further in the future. 

  

https://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/health-policies-1/health-policies
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Appendix 3 - Summary analysis of the responses received to 
the 107 Issues and Options Consultation questions 
 
Within the analysis for each of the consultation questions, information has been provided as to the 

number of responses received to each question. As there were a number of duplicate submissions 

these figures are approximate. 
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Question V3.1: Vision and Objectives - Do you agree that the Vision and 

Strategic Objectives are appropriate?  

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

326 Respondents answered this question. 

121 respondents (37.1%) agreed with the Vision and Strategic Objectives, 197 respondents (60.4%) 

did not agree with the Vision and Strategic Objectives and 8 respondents (2.5%) did not know. 

 

Summary of responses 

Of those that objected to the strategic objectives (197 respondents) 148 of these were individuals and 

24 were developers and land promoters. Of those that agreed with the strategic objectives (121 

respondents) 51 were individuals and 29 were developers and land promoters. 
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Question V3.2: Vision and Objectives - If no, please indicate why 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

407 respondents answered this question. 253 of these were individuals.  

 

Summary of responses 

A number of themes emerged from the responses to this question. Where possible these have been 

summarised and grouped together in keeping with that of the consultation document. The brackets 

after the various points indicate roughly how many respondents raised each point.  

Vision 

A number of points were raised with regards to the vision specifically. The most frequently raised was 

that there needs to be greater clarity with regards to delivering the current housing and employment 

needs (6). With this it was felt that meeting housing needs (including unmet need arising from 

neighbouring authorities) should be given greater emphasis in the Council’s Vision (4). It was also felt 

that the vision needs to make it clear that development needs must be met in any event and that the 

plan will set out how this is to be achieved sustainably, and that the climate emergency cannot be 

used as a reason not to deliver new development (5). Respondents felt that definitions of ‘strategic 

growth’ and ‘Warwickshire’s sustainable development needs’ would be helpful (2), perhaps by clearly 

identifying the required development that the plan seeks to deliver. 

A few comments were also made with regards to ensuring the vision comes true, and how likely this 

is to be achieved, particularly in light of the scale of development being considered. It was suggested 

that the vision and strategic objectives should be linked to tangible outcomes (delivery objectives) to 

help measure the plans success in meeting the vision, and to help provide clarity. 

It was also felt that the first paragraph fails to articulate what is special about South Warwickshire or 

why it needs protecting, conserving and enhancing as a place to live and work (1). The plan should 
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also make explicit reference include people of all ages, genders and abilities, e.g., there is very little 

about young people or differently abled people included in the document. (1) 

Overarching Principles 

The primary point raised in relation to the overarching principles, is that there should be one about 

delivering homes and jobs (13). 

It was also felt that there should be an overarching strategy for the natural environment covering: 

• Natural capital assets and ecosystem services. 

• Nature recovery. 

• Landscape, including designated landscapes. 

• Designated sites and local sites. 

• Ecological networks. 

• Irreplaceable habitats, priority habitats and species. 

• Protected species. 

• Impacts on invertebrates. 

• Geodiversity. 

• Soils and best and most versatile land. 

• Green infrastructure. 

• Biodiversity and wider environmental net gains. 

• Environmental enhancement. 

• Climate change adaptation. 

Vision for Places 

With regards to the vision for places, it was felt that it is important to ensure that the scale and pattern 

of development for each area is set out within Part 1 of the plan (3).  

The vision could then be determined by Neighbourhood Plans. Some concerns were raised with 

regards to Neighbourhood Plans coming forward and possible delays to these (2). 

Strategic objectives 

The primary point with regards to the strategic objectives is that they do not contain enough detail 

(14), nor do they outline how they might be achieved (5). Respondents aired concern over what the 

strategic objectives would achieve and how they would be measured, and to ensure this felt the 

objectives should contain greater detail which could go as far as including targets. It was also 

emphasised that the objectives need to be translated into policy (5) 

A number of people felt there should be a ‘sustainability objective’ (4), and one Parish Council felt 

there should be a ‘subsidiarity objective’ (1). 

Concern was also raised with regards to how people may interpret the objectives, for example 

‘beauty’. It was considered that ‘beauty’ in particular needs to be particularly well defined to allow it 

to be used in practice (12), but clarity on all other aspects should also be sought. 

Consideration was also given to the weighting of the objectives, particularly where some compete 

with one another (1), and it was suggested that the ordering could be used to help reflect this 

weighting. However, it was also raised that it needs to be made clearer how all of the objectives link 

with one another (2). 
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Some respondents felt that not all of the strategic objectives followed on from the vision (7). 

Meeting South Warwickshire Sustainable Development Needs 

Infrastructure 

A few concerns were raised with regards to infrastructure (7) with one particular point suggesting that 

the plan reads as though it is going to be led by infrastructure provision as opposed to infrastructure 

provision being plan led (4). It was also commented upon that ‘when needed’ could be interpreted 

differently by different peoples, and perhaps including a list of required infrastructure in the plan could 

help with any uncertainty (1). It was also acknowledged that infrastructure is sometimes the 

responsibility of other authorities (County Council, Local Health Authority, Central Gov etc.) and it was 

felt it would be useful to identify this in the plan (1). 

Traffic and transport were a particularly poignant matter with one respondent noting that the plan is 

yet to benefit from a transport assessment and another stating that no transport strategy has been 

included.  

With regards to the delivery, it was mentioned that infrastructure requirements should be identified 

via appropriate evidence, and then the delivery should be put forward in terms of geographical 

location, timescales and source of funding (1). It was also put forward that infrastructure should be 

committed to prior to development commencing (1).    

The source of funding was also addressed with comments stating that infrastructure contributions as 

part of developments should be proportionately related to the scale of proposals and that developers 

should not be bearing the burden of overly expensive infrastructure projects (1), and that 

infrastructure should be funded in a variety of ways and not solely through developer contributions 

(1). Development is only required to mitigate its own impacts and cannot be required to address 

existing issues and shortfalls in provision. (1) 

Employment/Economic 

The most frequently raised point with regards to economic development, was that the plan needs to 

provide a framework that encourages the growth of businesses of all types and sizes, and not just the 

needs of big businesses (4).  

Additional points were raised regarding the importance of economic diversification, particularly 

following the COVID 19 pandemic (2), and how it will be important to balance economic development 

alongside residential development (2). 

A few respondents, including a Duty to Cooperate body, felt that the vision does not contain enough 

emphasis on economic development, including growth of the local and sub regional economy. 

A final point was that the objective should provide a clear statement on how growth in employment 

opportunities will be delivered. It was recommended that this should include reference to: 

• Capitalising on South Warwickshire’s heritage assets to ensure a thriving destination for 

tourism/culture. (1) 

• “Supporting” rather than “Delivering” Opportunities for growth, including tourism, to reflect the 

role of the SWLP in providing a framework for future development. (1) 
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A Resilient and net zero carbon south Warwickshire  

A number of individuals raised concerns over meeting net-zero carbon targets (10) and it was felt that 

climate change should be made more of a priority (2). At present individuals felt that the plan is not 

ambitious enough (2) and that with the announced climate emergency, net zero needs to be 

embedded more firmly throughout the plan (1). Some   individuals did question the emphasis on 

climate change, stating that we should not focus so much on it when our impact is so minimal (1), and 

that ‘climate emergency’ is too emotive and ‘climate change challenge’ should be used instead (1). 

With regards to developers and land promoters, whilst the climate emergency was acknowledged 

there was a strong feeling that the climate emergency should not dominate the plan to the detriment 

of delivering a balanced, sustainable strategy which achieves the delivery of development to meet 

identified needs (15). It was felt that the Net Zero target should be reworded so that there isn’t a 

requirement for all developments to avoid causing a net increase in carbon emissions (3) and instead 

the target should be to minimise net carbon emissions (3).  The feeling from developers and land 

promoters is that the measures shouldn’t be too financially onerous (1) and that they need to be 

realistic and capable of being delivered (1). 

Another viewpoint raised from landowners was that the proposed approach is too heavily based on 

the benefits of concentration, which is becoming increasingly outdated through the rapid shift to zero 

carbon vehicles and an increased propensity to work from home (4). 

Other points raised in relation to climate change were from Duty to cooperate partners who stated 

that responding to the climate emergency shouldn’t be the only environmental objective outlined in 

the vision (1) and that the use of ‘while’ creates the impression that responding to the climate 

emergency is a secondary and separate objective (2) to meeting development needs. 

A well-designed and beautiful South Warwickshire  

Heritage 

 It was felt that not enough emphasis is currently being placed on preserving heritage assets and 

respecting conservation areas (2). One direct suggestion was as follows: 

The objective at point 7 on “Protecting and enhancing our heritage and cultural assets” should be a 

standalone strategic objective because it cuts across other strategic objectives. The wording needs to 

be developed to:  

• Explain that heritage assets and their setting will be conserved and enhanced in a manner 

appropriate to their significance.  

• Acknowledge the close connection between the historic environment and economic activity. 

Many of South Warwickshire’s business and jobs are dependent on, attracted to or based in 

historic buildings and spaces.  

• Recognise the historic environment’s potential for investment to secure sustainable growth.  

• Reference “conserving” rather than “protecting” as per the NPPF. (1) 

Tourism 

Some respondents felt that a greater emphasis should be placed on enriching the tourism potential 

(1) with the suggestion that ‘protection and growth of visitor attractions, recreation and leisure 

facilities and visitor accommodations’ should be a strategic growth objective in its own right (1). It was 
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also felt that it should be made clear that supporting and enhancing tourist infrastructure will be 

supported (1). 

One specific suggestion was as follows: 

The objectives at point 8 on “Enriching the Tourism potential” should include reference to: 

• Supporting a longer season through the promotion of South Warwickshire as a year-round 

destination for tourism and recreation.  

• Encouraging a tourism/cultural offer that is attractive to a wide range of age groups. (1) 

A biodiverse and environmentally resilient South Warwickshire  

Several respondents were concerned that the Plan doesn’t include the 20% biodiversity net gain that 

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust advocates for, that the Green Infrastructure study is now 10 years old, 

and that the growth and new settlement locations don’t consider local biodiversity and river habitats 

(8). It was felt that responding to the climate emergency and improving biodiversity should be given 

paramount status (1). Developments were felt to impact dark skies which would impact ecosystems 

as bright lights at night could affect nocturnal species (1). 

Duty to Cooperate bodies also provided useful feedback: 

• It was recommended that the final strategic objective should be reworded to include mention of 

blue networks. 

• Reference should be made to the biodiversity/ecological emergency which should hold equal 

status alongside the climate emergency as it has the potential to contribute to addressing climate 

change (2). 

• It is recommended that the vision should clearly set out the environmental ambition and linked 

opportunities for the plan area. 

General Development 

Several individuals disagreed with the plan's promotion of development (3) and questioned whether 

there was a need for more houses (1). It was felt that the vision and objectives were biased in favour 

of development (1), and do not permit the possibility of pausing development (1). 

However, it was acknowledged that growth was needed, and one business stated that there was a 

desperate need for more housing and wider economic growth, particularly in the countryside (1). 

Developers and Land Promoters focused on the Councils’ commitment to help meet development 

needs from outside the Districts and felt this should be referred to in the Strategic Objectives (12). It 

was also recommended that explicit reference be made to the wider housing market area, and not 

just the needs from neighbouring authorities (14). Conversely other respondents felt the vision gives 

too much emphasis on meeting the needs of neighbouring authorities (1). 

Another point raised by developers, land promoters and landowners, is that consideration should be 

given to more dispersed approaches, as the current document focuses primarily on larger-scale, 

concentrated developments (4). One of the reasons this point was made, was to ensure that some 

developments come forward quickly, as larger scale developments take time to implement (3).  
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Plan Period 

Some concern was raised with regards to the plan period, with some respondents feeling the length 

of the plan was too long given the likely social and economic change (4). 2050 was considered to be 

too ambitious (3) and may result in immediate development needs not being met (1).  

Conversely, some respondents felt the plan period was too short (1).  

It was recommended that the start date of the plan should be referred to, as this will influence the 

length of the plan (1). If following the NPPF guidance of 30 years then if adopted in 2025, the plan 

would run to 2055, not 2050 (3). 

Green Belt 

The green belt was mentioned numerous times throughout the responses. It was recommended that 

the vision and objectives should include green belt protection (134). It was also stated that the growth 

options undermine strategic objectives 4 and 5 (to support health and wellbeing and protect the 

environment) as all options include the greenbelt which is important for these objectives (29). There 

was general opposition to development within the green belt. 

Other points raised 

Several other points were also raised, which do not fall easily into other sections, or were only referred 

to by a few respondents. 

There was support for the reuse of brownfield land (4), with some respondents saying that 

development should be restricted to these areas (1). 

It was felt that we should be preserving land for agriculture (3) and that farming needs to be 

appropriately represented throughout the plan (1). 

Places of worship should be protected/mentioned in the vision/objectives (1). 

Some respondents commented on the consultation scope and consultation process (2). 

The plan doesn’t address the water crisis (1). 

No provision is made for Gypsies and Travellers (1). 

Some respondents were unclear how much of a say local communities would have (1) and felt that 

decisions on land allocations should be taken at the most local level (1).   
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Question I1: Sustainability Appraisal - Please add any comments you 

wish to make about the Sustainability Appraisal, indicating clearly 

which element of the appraisal you are commenting on 

Note: Analysis on this question was undertaken by Lepus Consulting Ltd, who conducted the 

Sustainability Appraisal process for Stratford-on-Avon District Council and Warwick District Council. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

The figure above shows the different type of categories that occurred in the responses. Individuals 

were the most numerous respondent type, occurring 134 times. The second most common type of 

stakeholder was ‘Developer and Land Promoter’, occurring 103 times. The stakeholder that occurred 

the least was ‘Elected members’, occurring once.  
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Summary of responses - Overall 

 

The Figure above shows all representations as expressed by theme.  There are 11 themes in total. 

Theme 8, reasonable alternatives, occurs the most, 75 times. Theme 2, methodology, occurs the 

second most, closely followed by Green Belt. Theme 9, heritage, occurs the least.  

Theme 1: Housing number options 

Context 

Housing number options are a type of reasonable alternative that are necessary to inform the scope 

of the plan in terms of how many homes will be built during the plan. The National Planning Policy 

Framework provides advice on how the housing number is to be determined. It does not advise on 

the total number of options that are necessary to identify as part of the reasonable alternatives 

exercise. The legal basis for introducing reasonable alternatives to any part of the local plan is made 

clear via a number of legal precedents. 

Legal precedent supports the notion that the SEA process should seek to identify a proportionate 

number of reasonable alternatives. The clue is in the name the term ‘reasonable’ is used to imply that 

there ought to be some kind of professional judgement informing the choice and identification and 

choice of reasonable alternatives. 

The plan maker has a duty to identify describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives. There is nothing 

in law that's sets or specifies the total number of reasonable alternatives nor the type of reasonable 

alternative. In the case of the South Warwickshire local plan, a number of different types of reasonable 

alternatives have been identified. These include housing number options. The Regulation 18 Issues 

and Options consultation version of the local plan has identified two reasonable alternatives for 

housing number. These are both derived from independent exercises to evaluate housing and 

economic land supply issues. 
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Summary of responses – Theme 1 

The majority of responses regarding housing numbers support the HEDNA trend-based projections.   

However, a few responses expressed concern that there is a lack of detail underpinning the specific 

scoring of each housing number option against the SA Objectives, summarised in section 9.1 of the 

Issues and Options SA.  It was felt that the commentary in Chapter 9 comprising one and a half pages 

was brief compared to the appraisal of other options, presented in more detail in individual 

appendices (B to E) alongside specific chapters for each category of options in the main report (Ch 4 

to 8.). 

A number of respondents raised the point that there is no separate appendix which fully explains the 

scoring for the housing number options. 

Some responses raised the point that as housing numbers don’t provide locational information 

therefore the impacts in relation to climate change, cultural heritage, health, education are uncertain.  

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

The identification of two housing options in the sustainability appraisal will no doubt not be enough 

for some consultees, as the results of the reps showed. However, the Council is entitled to pursue only 

two options if it so wishes. It is probable however, that perhaps other variants will be considered as 

the plan progresses. It is fine to explore further housing options through the Sustainability Appraisal 

during the next round of plan making, should the Council feel obliged to do so. 

Theme 2: SA methodology 

Context 

The Sustainability Appraisal methodology has been designed from best practise established using 

government guidance, Planning Advisory Service (PAS) advice, as well as extensive experience of 

preparing sustainability appraisals.  

The SA methodology is necessarily high level. It is designed to be used at a scale that is fit for purpose 

in relation to the plan. The methodology relies purely on secondary data. Whilst it is possible to 

conduct field visits and collect additional information, this is unusual and does not normally take place. 

This is because an exercise of such scale and magnitude would take a very long time and be very 
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expensive. Instead, established secondary data sets are used for each of the topic areas that are 

specified by the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive. Sometimes, the currency of this data 

is not particularly fine grain, therefore we have to use what is available to us.  

The Scoping Report of the Sustainability Appraisal framework was consulted upon with Natural 

England, Environment Agency and Historic England.  The methodology that has been used in the 

appraisal of the South Warwickshire Local Plan has been designed to facilitate transparency and help 

make the documents accessible to as many readers as possible. At this point in the plan making 

process, it is not possible to necessarily supply a great deal of detail, since we have neither red line 

boundaries for allocations nor do we have detail about development proposals which would allow 

mitigation to be prepared.  

Summary of responses – Theme 2 

 

Concern was raised that the appraisal methodology should have a wider scope. Some respondents felt 

that the methodology should discuss how development can improve elements of the existing physical, 

social, and economic environment. 

Responses also mention that the methodology fails to consider the opportunities afforded by smaller 

land parcels in the main settlements, which cumulatively could provide a total of 2,000 dwellings and 

would likely lead to faster overall delivery and a better range of housing.  

A few respondents expressed concern that the methodology is not sufficiently clear for the reader to 

understand the process by which locations are assessed using the SA/SEA approach. 

Regarding the design of the methodology, some respondents found it difficult to identify quantitative 

Indicators for all the SA Objectives and it was unclear that symbols have been ‘averaged’ for an SA 

Objective on a rose diagram when there are sub-objectives with different impact symbols.  

Other points raised in relation to the methodology noted minor errors in the scorings, rose diagrams 

and ‘averaging’ across objectives that could result in quite different findings.  

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required for the SA.   

Whilst several representations raise valid issues associated with the methodology, for example the 

limitations of using pluses and minuses, or indeed the radar diagrams, there is nothing fundamentally 
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erroneous about which the SA needs to issue more information at the time of writing or which cannot 

be corrected moving forwards.  

The explanation of the SA methodology can be expanded where appropriate in the next version of the 

sustainability appraisal. And it should be made clear to anyone asking questions about the SA 

methodology that it is a high-level assessment process using secondary data, which is often lacking in 

detail when it comes to a forensic analysis of issues. Some developers believe the sustainability 

appraisal process is able to operate at the site level. It is not designed to operate at this level; there is 

other legislation and process available for this scale of evaluation such as the EIA process for projects.  

SA evaluates plans.  There is no survey of land, there is no detailed collection of information and when 

a rep submits information in support of a planning application style justification for inclusion as an 

allocation, we have to be very careful to make sure that the information does not prejudice the site in 

question. 

Theme 3: Mitigation 

Context 

Mitigation is a key part of the environmental impact assessment process. There is a hierarchy that 

should be used whenever considering mitigation. The hierarchy should be operated on a sequential 

basis and in the following order: Avoid, mitigate or compensate.  Mitigation can only be prepared in 

detail once there is a design brief or particular scope of a project that can be responded to. It is 

common practise to include some appreciation of mitigation when evaluating reasonable alternatives. 

It is also common knowledge that the level of detail that is available to provide mitigation is limited.   

When the sustainability appraisal was prepared to accompany the issues and options version of the 

local plan, we deliberately included potential mitigation wherever we could in relation to the 

reasonable alternatives that were assessed. This is very much a direction of travel assessment and has 

been designed to give the reader some sense of what is possible to mitigate, but more importantly 

what is not possible to mitigate. Full details of the mitigation are not supplied. It is not necessary nor 

possible to work it up in more detail at this stage. Mitigation will be revisited again at later stages in 

the process. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 3 

Respondents expressed concern that there is a need for additional mitigation proposals at individual 

sites. A specific response states that the SA has not factored any mitigation into the analysis of the 

growth options. 

A few responses believe that sufficient mitigation has been proposed at specific locations, notably at 

Kineton and Bishop's Tachbrook. 
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Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time. Subsequent stages of the Sustainability Appraisal process will 

allow for more detail to be worked up in terms of mitigation. It should be noted that mitigation can 

only be prepared in response to. Adequate detail of development proposals or policy proposals. 

Theme 4: Green Belt 

Context 

The entire Sustainability Appraisal has been prepared using a policy off approach to Green Belt. The 

National Planning Policy framework is very clear about the definition and purpose of Green Belt. There 

are five purposes to the Green Belt however it essentially serves to avoid coalescence and stop urban 

sprawl. With its wide range of sustainability objectives, sustainability appraisal is a tool that is often 

used to take a more forensic approach to analysing Green Belt land. The Sustainability Appraisal 

enables analysis of land in terms of location in relation to services, how it can be used to minimise use 

of non-public transport, especially by car, and how it can avoid displacing development to other parts 

of the district that would otherwise sit along larger settlements.    

It is common for Sustainability Appraisal performance at land located in the Green Belt to be good 

and therefore stand in contrast to the more protective stance proffered by Green Belt. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 4 

 

The Green Belt was mentioned numerous times throughout the responses. One response felt that the 

Sustainability Appraisal ignores the five principles of Green Belt in the assessment.  

Respondents expressed that the Green Belt is highly valued in the area, providing benefits for both 

physical and mental health. Respondents are generally opposed to development within the Green Belt 

and some responses state specific locations where development is strongly opposed.  

Multiple respondents discuss the North Leamington Green Belt. One respondent felt that the analysis 

of the North Leamington Green Belt (at B68 and B74) is inaccurate and suggests that the assessment 

has been compiled via a desktop exercise using generic tick box indicators rather than any knowledge 

of the local area. 

Another respondent believes that development at Green Belt areas at Old Milverton and Backdown 

would lead to a negative impact. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 
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The Green Belt designation is a sensitive and complex matter.  The policy-off approach that has been 

taken towards the identification and evaluation of reasonable alternatives in the Issues and Options 

document will no doubt have to be revisited as the plan making progresses.  Whilst the plan is still at 

an early stage, developers see Green Belt as a significant material consideration, and it is likely that 

the policy-off approach will need to be revisited during the next stage of plan making.  It could for 

example be argued that it is unreasonable to take a policy-off approach, even though the approach 

leads to far greater inclusivity of reasonable alternatives than a policy-on approach would achieve.   

Theme 5: Biodiversity 

Context 

The biodiversity crisis is a key issue for the Councils along with the climate change crisis.  Both council 

areas have important habitats and species which help define South Warwickshire. Biodiversity is a 

subject about which several groups have both statutory and non-statutory interests.  

Summary of Responses – Theme 5 

 

One respondent felt that the Sustainability Appraisal had not mentioned enough on geodiversity and 

biodiversity and their future importance to managing climate change. 

Another respondent felt that development would impact high-quality habitats. 

An individual stated that there should be 20% Biodiversity Net Gain through new development, 

currently, only 10% is included in the plan. 

In general, respondents felt that responding to the climate emergency and improving biodiversity are 

a matter of utmost importance.  

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

There is no further action required for the Sustainability Appraisal at the moment. Geodiversity has 

been mentioned as part of the existing Sustainability Appraisal and will continue to be mentioned 

where it is relevant. 
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Theme 6: Transport and Accessibility 

Context 

Transport and accessibility falls under the ‘material assets’ part of the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment Directive. There is a specific SA objective to help measure impacts arising from transport 

and access ability. There is strong crossover with health, air quality and climate change. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 6 

 

A few concerns were raised with regards to transport and accessibility. Respondents felt that the 

accessibility study hadn't considered interconnectivity between settlements or to major conurbations. 

Respondents suggested that connectivity of the various transport modes (e.g., transport hubs, 

delivery hubs) and future transport enhancements within the proposed timescale of 2050 should be 

considered. 

A specific response has an issue with the accessibility scoring stating that it does not apply any 

weighting to the answers, it is only a tick or cross. 

The source of funding was also addressed with comments stating a concern over funding for transport 

links. 

Respondents agree with the Sustainability Appraisal that settlements should be located in close 

proximity to public transport connections. 

However, respondents are concerned about the analysis in the Sustainability Appraisal of positioning 

new settlements on existing rail corridors, or near existing bus stops. Respondents consider this 

approach to be flawed as it takes no account of the routes served by the rail corridor, the potential to 

re-route or add additional bus routes, or desired travel patterns. 

Also, respondents that are residents of Moreton Morrell feel as though they require better public 

transport routes as they are currently dependent on their cars. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 
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Theme 7: Economic and employment issues 
Context 

Economic and employment falls under the ‘material assets’ part of the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment Directive. There is a specific SA objective to help measure sustainability performance 

associated with allocation of and availability of employment land. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 7 

 

The most frequently raised point with regards to employment was that the plan needs to provide 

sufficient employment sites, allowing businesses to develop and grow. 

A few points were raised about the impact of development at Green Belt areas, notably at Old 

Milverton and Blackdown. Concerns were expressed that if agricultural land is lost to development, 

what will happen to the people who rely on rural employment and the benefits from diversification of 

farming techniques. 

Respondents were concerned how employment needs will be met (this is an issue with the wider plan 

and the need to focus equally on housing and employment growth). However, some respondents felt 

that the housing numbers perform positively in relation to employment and housing. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 

Theme 8: Reasonable Alternatives 

Context 

There is a requirement in the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive to identify, describe and 

evaluate reasonable alternatives. Ever since the directive has been in operation, there are a number 

of legal precedents which have driven forward the importance of identifying reasonable alternatives 

in the SA process.   

The Councils have taken a very enlightened approach to the identification of reasonable alternatives 

and have sought to be as transparent and inclusive as possible, presenting a very comprehensive suite 

of alternatives. It is apparent in some of the responses that people appreciate this, yet it is very 

interesting to see how, despite having created so many reasonable alternatives, consultees still 
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believe there should be more. It is quite clear in the eyes of the law that reasonable alternatives are 

precisely that; they need not be exhaustive. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 8 

 

Respondents felt that the report needs to represent more reasonable alternatives. It was stated more 

reasonable alternatives should be undertaken and presented in the next iteration of SA. 

Respondents listed specific alternative locations including Southwest of Shipston-On-Stour and 

Stratford upon East. Additionally, Harbury and Radford Semele has been identified as a reasonable 

alternative. 

Specifically, Ettington has been suggested as a reasonable alternative as it is a Category 3 LSV with 

several sustainability characteristics which make it particularly suitable for some further housing 

development. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

The SA has identified a range of reasonable alternatives for different types of option. These include 

housing options, large scale strategic development, smaller scale development, and new settlements.  

It is always possible to identify more reasonable alternatives, and, if the Council believes these are 

reasonable it is right and proper to evaluate these in the next stage of the SA process.  The Council 

should take comfort from the fact that this is a comprehensive suite of reasonable alternatives that 

provides a very strong basis for plan preparation. 

There is now an exercise to be undertaken which considers whether or not some of the reasonable 

alternatives that have been raised in the reps ought to be included in the next stage of SA work.  The 

Council's explanation as to how the growth locations have been identified will remain important as 

the plan progresses. It is always possible to provide more detail in this respect and, if this is the case, 

it may be useful to pursue a slightly more expansive approach which provides more detail about 

settlement identification in order to respond to some of the reps that have been raised.  This is not 

however essential as the existing explanation should stand up to scrutiny.  However, once council is 

in a position to start making provisional allocations. There will be more work to be done on reasonable 

alternatives. 
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Theme 9: Heritage 

Context 

South Warwickshire is rich in cultural heritage. There is a wealth of conservation areas, ridge and 

furrow, listed buildings, including some of Britain's most famous landmarks for example Warwick 

Castle and Kenilworth Castle.  There are also famous literary connections such as William Shakespeare. 

Summary of Responses – Theme 9 

 

Some points with regards to heritage were also raised. It was felt that not enough emphasis is 

currently being placed on preserving heritage assets and respecting conservation areas. 

Additionally, some respondents expressed concerns that once heritage is lost, restoration becomes 

expensive and challenging.  

Historic England is aware that the SA Report was prepared in advance of the Heritage and Settlement 

Sensitivity Assessment being available; however, it suggests that further heritage evidence is fully 

utilised when the SA is revisited. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 

Theme 10: Flooding 

Context 

Flood risk is associated with water and climate change when considering the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment topics. The Sustainability Appraisal process has a sustainability appraisal objective related 

to flood risk and adaptation to climate change. Flooding is a key issue for the districts which have both 

experienced serious flood events in recent times. 
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Summary of Responses – Theme 10 

 

A vast majority of the respondents were worried about the risk of flooding due to development. The 

main areas of concern were: Finham Brook, Bearley Village, Longbridge Brook, Sherbourne Brook, 

Henley-in-Arden and Wooten Waven. 

Respondents felt that proposals near the floodplains will lead to more flooding downstream. There 

was consensus that all types of flooding should be included in the policy and climate change should 

be factored in.  

Respondents felt that the SA should include more details about restricting development alongside 

watercourses and their associated floodplains to mitigate against the effects of flood events.  

Respondents implied that there is a need for proper investment to provide mitigation and provide 

flood defences for future developments that may be prone to flooding. Pegasus Group believe the SA 

should include a plan for anticipated levels of climate change. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 

Theme 11: Climate Change 

Context 

The climate change crisis is a key issue for the Council’s, and both are signatories to the climate change 

emergency.   

Summary of Responses 

 

Several individuals raised concerns that climate change should be made more of a priority. Individuals 

felt that the plan should be more ambitious considering there is an announced climate emergency.  
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Respondents raised the issue about greenhouse gas emissions from the construction operation of 

these properties and how it will cause pollution. It was suggested by an individual that there was a 

better plan for mitigating climate change to help with the vast amount of CO2 that will be produced 

from the development of new houses & industrial buildings. 

Actions or implications for next stage of the SA process 

No further action required at this time for the SA. 
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Question I2: Infrastructure Requirements and delivery - Please select 

the option which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option I2a: Set out infrastructure requirements for all scales, types and location of development 

Option I2b: Focus on the strategic infrastructure relating specifically to the growth strategy  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 184 respondents. 123 respondents (66.8%) would prefer for infrastructure to be 

established equally across South Warwickshire in Part 1 of the plan.  

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. We had three responses from our duty 

to corporate partners who agreed with the approach.  However, one response from a duty to 

corporate member, believed we should focus on infrastructure in part 2 of the plan.  

 

Summary of responses 

There is a general view from just over half of respondents that option I2a is preferred where 

infrastructure is included in detail in Part 1 of the plan to be spread equally across South Warwickshire. 

There was no respondent group in which Option I2b received majority support. 
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Question I3: Community Infrastructure Levy - Please select all options 

which are appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option I3a: Establish a South Warwickshire CIL (or emerging new Infrastructure Levy) to support the 

delivery of the Plan.  

Option I3b: Each District Council to produce its own Levy. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 166 respondents. 103 (62.0%) support option I3b.  

 

Summary of responses 

There is a support for option I3b which is that each district produces their own infrastructure levy. The 

benefits of this is that separate levies could have the potential to better respond to different 

conditions in different areas of South Warwickshire, with the potential that reviews could be 

undertaken more easily to react to changing circumstances.  

Out of the total responses, over half were from individuals. We had one response from a duty to 

corporate partner who supported option I3a.  
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Question I4.1: Infrastructure Safeguarding - Should we include a policy 

to safeguard specific infrastructure schemes within the SWLP? 

Question I4.2: Infrastructure Safeguarding - Please add any comments 

you wish to make about these specific safeguarding provisions 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 141 responses. 113 respondents (80.1%) stated that we should include a policy to 

safeguard specific infrastructure schemes within the SWLP.  

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total responses, over half were from individuals. We had four responses from our duty to 

corporate partners who agreed with the approach.  

There is a general support for the inclusion of a policy that safeguards infrastructure across the plan 

area. However, there was a view that Warwick district is being somewhat ignored in the current 

suggested infrastructure proposal.  

There is a general support for the Honeybourne rail line and for the reduction of car dependency that 

this policy will have a knock- on effect for.  

However, there was a concern that there should be an integrated transport plan to make sure all 

schemes have the required funding and are going to go ahead to avoid issues that have been 

uncovered in previous local plans.  

In addition, there was a view that the policy should take a flexible approach to schemes that are 

safeguarded in the plan so that they are kept up to date.  

There was a comment that the Portabello Crossroads schemes included in the proposed safeguard 

schemes has been completed and should be removed from the list.  
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Question I5: Please add any comments you wish to make about 

infrastructure, viability and deliverability 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 198 respondents.  

There was a mix of respondents, with 70 acting as individuals and 66 acting for developers and 

landowners. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

There was an overwhelming view that in the past development has come before infrastructure, 

however infrastructure provision should now be included in Part 1 of the Plan. This was proposed for 

larger developments but also some demand for the smaller developments as well. There was a strong 

demand for conversations with infrastructure providers to be started now, this is from developers, 

residents and infrastructure providers. In addition, there was a concern by many residents in the 

district around the viability of sites. The Plan should consider an approach to ensure developers put 

infrastructure into site before the new development and that it should include a deadline for the 

agreed infrastructure to be provided.  
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Question S1: Green & Blue Corridors - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option S1a: Identify Strategic Green and Blue Corridors in advance of the Local Nature Recovery 

Strategy being produced. 

Option S1b: Do not identify Green and Blue Corridors within the South Warwickshire Local Plan, and 

instead rely on the production of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 203 respondents. 167 respondents (82.3%) stated that we should identify Strategic 

Green and Blue corridors in the plan before the Local Nature Recovery Strategy is produced.  

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. 

The responses show that there is general support to allocate green and blue corridors within the South 

Warwickshire Local Plan in advance of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy.  

There is a view that we should include a policy about green housing and the inclusion of green walls, 

roof gardens and wildflower planting. The protection of trees should also be considered. This relates 

to many comments asking for a Nature Recovery Strategy of some kind to be included in Part 1 of the 

plan to avoid having to wait for the Strategy after the plan period has started.  
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Question S2: Intensification - Please select all options which are 

appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option S2a: Identify areas considered particularly suited to intensification development, and develop 

a design code for each character area. Have a policy supporting intensification within these identified 

areas where it complies with the relevant design code.  

Option S2b: Have a policy with ‘in principle’ support for intensification development, applicable across 

South Warwickshire; and develop design codes.  

Option S2c: Do not have a policy which encourages intensification. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 218 respondents. 134 (61.5%) support option S2a.  

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. We had three responses from our duty 

to corporate partners that supported option S2a. 

There is general support for option S2a which is to identify areas considered particularly suited to 

intensification development and develop a design code for each character area. Have a policy 

supporting intensification within these identified areas where it complies with the relevant design 

code. 

Additionally, a total of 101 responses were received in Question S10 regarding whether the plan 

should include a policy which encourages intensification. For those who supported this approach, they 

suggested the benefits of intensification such as tackling climate change reducing travel and 

promoting active travel. However, there were counter opinions that concerned the impact of 

intensification. For instance, the increasingly higher densities will inevitably lead to potential impacts 

on the character and setting of existing settlements. Also, greater density could also result in increased 

flatted developments which could affect the amenity value across the region.  

For Option S2a, several respondents suggested that any policy approach should be informed by an 

assessment of the character of different areas as character is not uniform across the plan area. As 

such, there should not be any overarching priority to intensify or densify existing urban areas. 

Additionally, some respondents suggested that a blanket approach to intensification across South 

Warwickshire could also lead to an unbalanced spatial strategy. The majority of the respondents 
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agreed with Option S2a that it is considered as a balanced spatial strategy, the plan should carefully 

construct the design code in guiding the form of the development where possible. 

For Option S2b, a common view put forward was that the development site character and context 

could vary significantly across the plan area, both within and outside the town centres. They 

considered that the approach of Option S2b would provide a policy basis for intensification to come 

forward with guidance from generic design code, which could set the standard for the quality of 

development but still provide certain flexibility for the design of development to respond to a specific 

site location. 

For Option S2c, the most commonly voiced view was that the density of a site should be considered 

on a site-by-site basis. Several respondents suggested that each site should be considered on its own 

merits to take account of site-specific constraints and opportunities. Additionally, some respondents 

recommended that this matter could be dealt with the South Warwickshire Local Plan Part 2 or 

Neighbourhood Plans if relevant, so that the implications of applying an intensification policy to a 

particular area can be assessed in terms of character and deliverability. 

Furthermore, several respondents provided other comments on the theme of intensification. For 

instance, some respondents suggested that intensification is feasible in major settlements like 

Warwick, Leamington and Stratford only but less feasible in the majority of South Warwickshire’s 

villages. Whilst the majority of the respondents expressed support for the approach of intensification 

development, some respondents provided other ways to increase the sources of housing supply. For 

instance, apart from the optimisation of brownfield land, the plan could consider other approaches 

such as the conversion of older agricultural and forestry buildings, car parks and re-use of empty 

homes to increase to the supply the sources of housing supply. 
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Question S3.1: Brownfield Land - Please add any comments you wish 

to make about the Urban Capacity Study 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 351 respondents.  

Most of the respondents were acting as individuals or as developers/land promoters.  

 

 

Summary of responses 

The respondents to this question had an overwhelming approach that brownfield land should be used 

first as per the government pledge. Out of 351 respondents 214 were of the view that we should only 

use brownfield land to develop on.  

A similar theme throughout the document was this quote from a respondent stating, ‘The study has 

been done in recognition of ‘the need to use urban land efficiently’. I note that the ‘Brownfield First’ 

pledge is not referenced in the study or the main consultation, and it should be more explicitly 

referenced alongside a recognition that the Green Belt land does not have to be released simply 

because numbers are not to be easily accommodated elsewhere.’ 

In addition, there was a general theme that there should a greater assessment of already allocated 

sites to ensure that the provision on these was at the fullest it could be. In addition, town centres 

should be re-assessed with the new trends in diversifying retail centres to accommodate further 

housing growth. This further assessment would allow for a more comprehensive Urban Capacity 

Study.  

However, there were a number of queries regarding the robustness of the proposed housing figure, 

this will be addressed in a HENDA report.   

There were also a number of concerns around the capacity of urban areas that is proposed in the 

Urban Capacity Study. One major concern is the inclusion of car parks in the report and to be included 
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as part of the capacity as these are existing public car parks in use and therefore cannot be included 

without further assessment.  

A number of responses from landowners states that the study should conclude that the supply of sites 

cannot be provided in the urban areas and therefore greenfield sites must be used for development.  

Respondents also state that windfall sites must also be re calculated as the study shows that local 

plans have vastly under-estimated windfall sites and therefore should have a greater influence in this 

plan. There were a handful of comments asking us to review housing sites every 5 years so we could 

understand the true scope of windfall sites in the plan area.  

There were a couple of comments regarding the viability of developing on brownfield land with 

regards to the cost of remediations, which therefore should be considered when looking at the 

capacity of the existing brownfield sites.  
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Question S3.2: Brownfield Land - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option S3.2a: Prioritise brownfield development only when it corresponds with the identified growth 

strategy, or if it can be proven that the development is in a sustainable location or would increase the 

sustainability of the area. 

Option S3.2b: Prioritise development on brownfield land incorporating existing buildings into 

development proposals wherever possible, irrespective of its location. 

Option S3.2c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 248 responses. 

Of the total responses, 46.0% were in favour of Option S3.2a, 43.5% for Option S3.2b, and 10.5% for 

Option S3.2c.  

 

Summary of responses 

The most common respondent type was ‘Individual’ (134 responses, 54.0%), followed by ‘Developer 

and Land Promoter’ (45 responses, 18.1%), and then ‘Landowner’ (29 responses, 11.7%).  

Overall, Options S3.2a and S3.2b were favoured fairly equally. Individuals and Landowners favoured 

Option S3.2b (58.9%, and 44.8%, respectively). Developers and Land Promoters favoured Option S3.2a 

(57.8%).  

A number of comments were taken from a catch all question regarding using brownfield land.  

The first common comment was to prioritise the development of brownfield sites where it 

corresponds to the growth strategy. This may be in the form of residential or infrastructure. 

The second common comment relates to the fact that the term 'prioritise’ may not be the most 

suitable because of its uncertain meaning. Perhaps ‘make best use of’ would be a better terminology. 
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Question S4.1: Existing Settlements - Do you think that growth of some 

of our existing settlements should be part of the overall strategy? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 341 respondents. 276 respondents (80.9%) stated that there should be growth of 

existing settlements in the plan.   

Out of the total respondents, over half were from developers and land promoters. We had four 

responses from our Duty to Corporate partners who said that growth of existing settlements should 

be included in the plan. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The responses show that there is support from landowners to have growth of some of the existing 

settlements. 95 responses from individuals also supported growth of existing settlements compared 

to 44 who were against.  
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Question S4.2: Settlement Analysis - Please add any comments you 

wish to make about the settlement analysis, indicating clearly which 

element of the assessment and which settlement(s) you are 

commenting on 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 253 respondents.  

Out of the total respondents, the majority were from developers and landowners (111).  

 

Summary of responses 

There is a general support for the expansion of the existing settlements based on the settlement 

analysis. However, there was a consensus that more areas should be included in the settlement 

analysis due to their connectivity and potential for new infrastructure.  

There is obvious concern for the lack of infrastructure in the existing settlements that could not 

support any new development that is suggested. Henley in Arden was mentioned frequently for its 

lack of existing infrastructure, and it was considered that it could not expand for the proposed number 

of developments in its current state.  

There were few concerns about the methodology of the settlement analysis and using 20-minute 

neighbourhoods as the basis for this.  

Additionally, a total of 217 responses were received in Question S.10 regarding the Settlement 

Analysis.  
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There was a general support for the expansion of existing settlements. Some respondents suggested 

that this approach benefits long-term sustainability by utilising existing infrastructure and services. 

Furthermore, some respondents expressed support for the growth at the edge of existing settlements. 

They considered that this would enhance and expand essential services, such as health facilities, bus 

services and new routes to existing employment areas. Consequently, they proposed that the plan 

should explore the possibility of growth around the edges of existing settlements. A few respondents 

pointed out that smaller villages might have the capacity to contribute to the delivery of new homes, 

potentially attracting younger families to these areas. However, they emphasised that it would be 

crucial to provide adequate transportation and healthcare services before proceeding with new 

housing developments.  

In contrast, a number of respondents held opposite views on the growth of existing settlements. Most 

respondents, primarily individuals, suggested that existing settlements such as Henley-in-Arden, 

Weston under Wetherley and Bishops Tachbrook have limited capacity to accommodate new 

developments. For instance, residents in Henley-in-Arden expressed concerns that the road system 

and car parks are currently at capacity and might not be able to accommodate 1000-4000 additional 

dwellings. Additionally, several respondents expressed strong opinions about Green Belt 

development. They emphasised that the expansion of existing settlements should only be considered 

if it does not require development within the green belt. In particular, a number of respondents 

opposed the development of Green Belt land near North Leamington due to the potential impact on 

the rural character of the area. 
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Question S5.1: Please provide any comments you have on the 

emissions estimation modelling for the seven potential new settlement 

options 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 56 responses (not counting 4 blank responses). 

The largest portion of responses were from individuals. There were 33 responses from individuals, 

comprising 58.9% of the total. The next-largest respondent groups were Parish/Town Councils (8 

responses), developers and land promoters (7 responses), and landowners (6 responses). 

 

Summary of responses 

The main themes identified in the responses along with a tally for the number of respondents who 

mentioned issues related to these broad topics are shown below. The tallies should be regarded as 

indicative. Comments were not put into a category if not relevant (e.g, stating ‘no comment’ or 

similar). Some comments have been assessed against multiple themes. 

Specific flaws in modelling (16 responses) 

Several comments argued that the modelling fails to take account of the differing capacities of 

different sites to deliver new infrastructure and to promote sustainable travel choices. These 

respondents queried why the modelling assumes that each new settlement would provide 6,000 

homes and 30 hectares of employment. Different sites have differing potential scales. 

One land promoter (whose promoted site is within potential location F2) and one landowner (whose 

site is within potential location B1) highlighted the specific qualities of their sites in these respects. 

The promoter for the site in F2 indicated that their site could provide a new railway station, a coherent 

set of internal routes, and new walking/cycling infrastructure. The promoter suggested the site would 

therefore result in reduced emissions compared to other sites. Similarly, the landowner for the site in 

B1 highlighted several features promoting internalisation, such as the provision of local employment 
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and office space, home working facilities, co-working hubs, schools, supermarkets and convenience 

stores, GP and pharmacy provision, leisure facilities, greenspaces, a new local pub, community hubs, 

and allotments.   

Several respondents expressed concern that the benefits of proximity to a railway may have been 

overstated in the emissions modelling. They consider that new settlement sites may potentially be 

wrongly located as a result. There was a scepticism as to whether a short distance to a railway station 

will necessarily mean that rail transport will be an attractive option compared to private car usage. 

One respondent queried whether the emissions-based argument for basing new potential settlements 

near railway stations will be diminished by the shift to EV cars over the next 30 years and whether 

proximity to rail should therefore be given less weight in the modelling. 

Some of these comments referred to issues with specific railway stations around which new 

settlements are proposed. Two comments referenced Kingswood (C1), suggesting that trains here are 

too infrequent and too unreliable to be an option for many journeys, that the site has minimal parking, 

that existing locals drive to Dorridge in preference to using their local station, and that car journeys to 

Dorridge station should therefore be factored into the site’s emissions estimates. One respondent 

argued that improvements to the road network, local schools, and parking would be required to 

support a new settlement in this locality and queried whether necessary infrastructure developments 

have been factored into the emissions calculations. This comment also questioned whether the cross-

boundary infrastructure demands in Solihull that would result from a new settlement in Kingswood 

have been factored into the emissions calculation. One comment referred to Hatton (B1), making 

similar points about the unreliability and infrequency of connecting trains to reach key work locations 

such as Coventry, the preference for some residents of driving by car to Warwick Parkway, and the 

likely impacts of a new settlement on key road junctions, which are already congested in peak times. 

A couple of responses argued that the modelling should be adjusted to reflect the expected 75% 

reduction of emissions through the expected introduction of the Future Homes Standards in 2025 

(compared to the 2013 Building Regulations). 

One respondent queried why no sites in Area D (Leamington to Coventry rail corridor) and Area G 

(Fenny Compton to Kineton rail corridor) were modelled. Lastly, one comment suggested that existing 

population numbers in the locality of each new settlement should be stated in the table so that it is 

easier to gauge the efficiency of the location and the potential constraints. 

Modelling of limited use given similar results (15 responses) 

There was a widespread sentiment that the modelling as presented was not particularly useful given 

the relatively small numerical differences between the results for each of the seven potential new 

settlement options. 

Many respondents suggested that the similar results for all options indicated that the modelling was 

either too high-level or otherwise fundamentally flawed. These comments suggested that a more 

refined modelling should be undertaken to properly differentiate between the new settlement 

options before identifying a preferred option. Several comments raised concerns about the statistical 

soundness of the figures, particularly given the long period covered, the uncertainty of the trajectory 

of government policies, and the absence of uncertainty or error margins in the calculations. Two 

respondents expressed a general scepticism about the idea of producing any estimates given the costs 

of modelling and the many unknown variables. 
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Several comments (all from landowners) suggested that emissions estimates should be given relatively 

little weight since carbon-zero should be achieved by 2050 and mitigation could be put in place 

whichever option(s) are selected. These comments suggested that potential settlement locations 

should solely be assessed in terms of which site(s) offer the best overall contribution to the economic, 

social, and environmental strands of sustainable development. 

Road capacity, traffic congestion and air quality (8 responses) 

These respondents suggested that the emissions modelling may not have fully captured the impacts 

of emissions caused by new settlements because the modelling does not consider the impacts of 

increased traffic congestion on local air quality. 

Six of the comments refer to specific locations of concern. One respondent refers to potential location 

F2. A new settlement may lead to more traffic travelling to Leamington on the A425, which could have 

potential impacts on air quality in Ufton. Another comment raises concerns about existing peak traffic 

caused by journeys to Warwick, Leamington Spa and Coventry and questions whether the potential 

air quality impacts of extra congestion have been modelled. One respondent queried whether the 

narrow and twisty roads around potential location C1 can accommodate a new settlement. Another 

comment argued that potential location E1 is already over-developed and that the area has local road 

infrastructure issues. The respondent argued that there may be increased emissions and lower air 

quality in existing settlements if a new settlement is sited in this area. One comment referred to 

excessive traffic lights as a cause of excess emissions and stated that modelling relies on assumptions 

that are often revised later, giving the example of previous developments in Long Marston and Meon 

Vale. One respondent expressed scepticism with the modelling given that similar overall results are 

presented for Kingswood/Lapworth and Deppers Bridge despite very different volumes of passenger 

and freight traffic. Lastly, one respondent expressed a general concern that air quality should be 

monitored in neighbouring settlements during the development of any new settlements to ensure 

that this remains in compliance with legislative requirements.  This comment argues that monitoring 

should focus particularly on areas such as schools, hospitals, age-restricted retirement 

accommodation, extra care accommodation, and care homes. 

Ensure mitigation is comprehensively planned and not subsequently negotiated by 

developers (5 responses) 

These comments expressed concern that new settlement sites must be planned comprehensively to 

ensure that their emissions are as low as feasibly possible. A couple of respondents referred to the 

risk that developers will not stick to initial plans and later attempt to negotiate a less carbon-efficient 

scheme or avoid mitigation measures on viability grounds. Two of these comments referred to 

previous Core Strategy allocations in Stratford-on-Avon District; one refers to Long Marston and Meon 

Vale as proof that modelling is often later reassessed, while the other referred to Gaydon/Lighthorne 

Heath and the reduction of the height of the noise bund, alleging that this has led to more pollution 

on the site. One comment emphasised the need for specific infrastructure delivery plans for new 

settlements rather than abstract policy. Another respondent requested that sustainable and active 

travel be ‘baked in’ to plans for new settlements. Lastly, one comment stated that it is essential that 

builders adhere to any site requirements that are mandated due to emissions modelling.  

Principle of new settlements (3 responses) 

While this question did not actively seek comments on the principle of new settlements, three 

comments were received that addressed this point. One was in favour, one was broadly neutral, and 

one was against. 



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 76 of 298 
 

The respondent in favour argued that the need is clearly demonstrated by the Council’s evidence base, 

as the South Warwickshire Urban Capacity Study concluded that it would be ‘impossible to meet 

development without significant greenfield development’. The comment against the principle of new 

settlements argued that the level of infrastructure required to support such allocations can take years 

to implement. The respondent argued that these sites cannot be relied on for five-year housing land 

supply purposes for several years. Provision of affordable housing may have to be reduced so that 

sites are viable. The comment concluded by noting that several authorities have had to withdraw plans 

due to inspectors not being persuaded that the large allocations in the plans were justified. The other 

comment does not object to the principle of new settlements but states that the modelling should 

consider the option of growing existing settlements. 

Miscellaneous 

Comments on this question were quite disparate and there were six responses that did not fit into the 

above broad categories. These are listed as bullet points below: 

• Modelling should consider the impact of wood burner emissions and policy should seek to prevent 

these in new developments. 

• Council buildings such as car parks should be made greener to increase their capacity to ‘catch’ 

emissions, for example through tree and shrub planting in car parks. 

• Heritage impacts of emissions should be considered as pollution may damage old buildings in 

locations such as Henley-in-Arden. 

• The proposed new settlement in area A1 should be in Wood End/Danzey rather than Henley-in-

Arden. 

• Should give more consideration to use of other natural resources, waste management, and 

increased flood risk as forms of environmental damage from new settlements. Floor slabs and 

access infrastructure should be above the 1/100 year risk level. 

• Noise and light pollution should also be modelled. 

• It is uncertain how railway emissions should be modelled. Electrification of railways is not 

imminent. Need to also consider likely impacts of moves towards hybrid or hydrogen-powered 

trains. 

Seven comments stated that the respondent did not have the technical expertise to comment on the 

modelling. Four of these comments were from Parish Councils and three were from individuals. 
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Question S5.2: New Settlements - Do you think new settlements should 

be part of the overall strategy?  

Yes | No | Don’t Know. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 239 respondents. 142 respondents (59.4%) think that new settlements should be 

part of the overall strategy.   

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals.  

The responses show that there is general support for new settlements to be included in the overall 

strategy.  

There is a split in decisions over the development of new settlements, the majority of respondents 

want new settlements as well as sustainable growth of existing settlements. Out of the respondents, 

200 wanted to expand existing settlements and other respondents wanted new settlements as part 

of the plan with the majority of respondents agreeing that there should be expansion of existing 

settlements and new settlements in conjunction.  
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Question S5.3: Rail Corridors - In response to the climate change 

emergencies, we are looking at rail corridors as a preferred approach 

to identifying potential locations. Do you agree?  

Yes | No | Don’t Know. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

This question had 223 respondents. 138 respondents (61.6%) agree that looking at rail corridors for 

potential growth locations was acceptable.  

Summary of responses 

The responses show that there is general support for rail locations being a preferable location for 

growth in the area. Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. With regards to 

Parish Councils, 15 out of the 20 that answered felt this was a preferable approach, with 4 additional 

saying no and being unsure.   
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Question S5.4: Rail Corridors - If not, what approach would you take? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 231 respondents.   

Out of the total respondents, 177 were from individuals. There were also 17 from developers and 

owners and 16 from parish councils. 

  

Summary of responses 

New Settlements 

There was a general view that new settlements across the plan area should be supported, in 

conjunction with the expansion of existing towns and villages. However, these should not be in Green 

Belt locations and should be in more sustainable locations. There is also a strong view that 

infrastructure needs to be provided before these new settlements have been developed to avoid 

issues that have occurred in both the Districts before. 

There was a consensus that any new settlements should adhere to the principles of a 20 minute 

neighbourhood to ensure they are sustainable.  

One comment that does not agree with new settlements is ‘I do not believe entire new settlements 

should be part of the overall strategy - this will result in the change of character of existing rural 

locations.’  

Rail Corridors 

There was a view that rail corridors should be used for growth options, but this should be mixed with 

other growth options. There was a concern over the rail corridors approach. One overriding view was 
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that rail services  at present are unreliable and have not had an overhaul since the early 1900’s and 

much more work would be needed to make this a viable option for growth. In addition, the current 

rail routes serve the northern part of the plan district much more reliably than the south of the 

Districts. This would need to be addressed if growth was proposed in these areas.  

Furthermore, there is a concern that rail at the moment is  inflexible for users and it would be incorrect 

to assume that people will use rail just because it is located close to their home. 

In addition, a common theme was a quote from one respondent which stated ‘Given limitations over 

capacity, frequency and level of service on the rail network it is probably misplaced to use the rail 

network as the ‘predominant’ rationale behind the locational strategy, but that public transport should 

be one of several factors used to steer the locational strategy.’  

The general view was that rail options should be considered but with other options for sustainable 

travel like bus routes and cycle lanes, as well-connected places are vital for development working in 

the plan area.   
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Issue S6: A review of Green Belt Boundaries 

The consultation document did not include a specific question regarding Issue S6 and the Green Belt. 

Where respondents chose to provide comments which relate to the Green Belt, these have been 

presented and analysed as part of Question S10. 
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Question S7.1: Please provide any comments you have on the 

emissions estimation modelling for the five growth options 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 67 respondents answered this question. Just under 50% of the respondents (30) were 

individuals. Approximately 15% of respondents (10 in number) were landowners and 9 were 

developers and land promoters. We received 1 duty-to-cooperate response.  

 

Summary of responses 

Some of the key messages that came out from the responses were that people felt they did not have 

the expertise to answer this question, emissions analysis is done at a high level, other things such as 

green belt, biodiversity and flooding should be considered. 

The responses are summarised below: (The numbers in brackets indicate how many respondents said 

the same thing). However, if there is no umber at the end of the bullet point it means that the point 

was not raised by multiple respondents. 

• It is almost impossible to get to true net zero carbon using % reduction through the 2021 

Building Regulations. 

• The guaranteed way to get to true net zero carbon is to have specific energy targets known as 

Energy Use Intensity (EUI) – in kWh/m2/y and match this with the generation of renewable 

energy - where possible on site. (e.g. for low rise housing). A definition for Energy Use Intensity 

should be added to the Glossary. 

• There is no mention of the Performance Gap, nor is there a definition of this in the Glossary. 

This needs to be addressed. 

• Page 125 mentions The National Design Code 209 which has been replaced by National Model 

Design Code 2021 and does not contain the wording contained in Local Plan page 125. 

(Wording has been suggested below and included in the Para relating to suggested new 

wording for the Plan). 
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• BREEAM is not mentioned in the text and should be included in the glossary.  

• Stratford use BREEAM ‘Good’ and Warwick use BREEAM ‘Very Good” which are both 

inadequate. Please refer to Cornwall Climate Emergency DPD for information. 

• Does the emissions modelling incorporate the potential of pumping wastewater long 

distances to the nearest wastewater treatment works of appropriate size and capacity to take 

a large new population from new settlements surrounding rail corridors? 

• Do not have the expertise to respond. (4) 

• The emissions analysis is high level and shows relatively little difference between the 

alternatives. They have to have big error margins. (6) 

• In a context where we should be carbon-zero by 2050 it should be afforded relatively little 

weight. Assuming mitigation could be put in-place under each of the options then other 

considerations should have greater weight.  (3) 

• Reducing emissions is relatively small element in achieving sustainability and needs to be 

balanced against strong competitive economy, healthy communities and adequate supply of 

homes. (2) 

• Plan makers should ensure that the Plan is backed by robust evidence to meet the tests of 

soundness. 

• Growth will have an impact on emissions. Areas with adequate infrastructure and transport 

links have potential to reduce emissions.  

• SA considers that pollution will be dependent on cumulative growth.  

• Sustainable transport provision has potential to improve air quality. 

• Option 4 has lowest final annual emissions in 2050 and in the preceding years making it the 

optimum option for reducing carbon emissions. (4) 

• The emissions analysis is quite high level and does not indicate much difference in different. 

alternatives and should be given relatively little weight in decision making process. (2) 

• Emissions model does not consider flooding issues. 

• The emissions scenario needs further consideration in order to develop preferred option. 

• Green Belt should be considered as an option. (3) 

• Services other than transport should be considered as more people are working from home. 

(2) 

• More weight to be given to impact on biodiversity including Local Wildlife Sites and PLW’s.(4) 

• The final strategy may end up being mix of all five options as Call for Sites has not been fully 

assessed and it is not clear where the development will go. 

• Option 5 should not be discounted as it is shown to have same level of annual emissions by 

2050 as any other option. (4) 

• The emissions data does not accurately reflect the environmental benefits of rail over road. 

• The fifth growth option should be discounted.  

• Emissions will increase way more than the charts shown. 

• The information is too technical for a common person to understand and should be explained 

in easy to understand language. (2) 

• Emissions will increase as per the growth strategy. There is disregard to healthy environment 

as lots of development is proposed. (2) 

• Emissions modelling is inadequate and should not be used to reform choices. 

• The only variable used in emission calculations is transport and buildings are not considered. 

Funding opportunities should be considered as publicly owned buildings have greater 

potential to reduce emissions than privately owned buildings. (2) 
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• Emissions figures considering Lapworth station as viable option is misleading due to 

infrequency of services. 

• Support Option 3. 

• Henley-In-Arden has got significant landholding that can meet Henley-In-Arden and 

Stratford’s economic and social needs for next decade and beyond. 

• Need to clearly state that assumptions are linked to actual delivery of national policy and 

needs to be reviewed every 3 years. 

• Does the modelling consider reduction in CO2 absorption if it is developed upon. 

• How have technological changes considered in the modelling model 

• The consultation should include options which do not involve development in the green belt 

in line with government policy and future rural preservation and productivity requirements. 

• Models are based on assumptions included in them and if assumptions are wrong, so are the 

models. 

• These estimations may not have included energy price increases forcing residents to rely on 

polluting energy sources. 

• Rather than basing the emissions on rail, which is not main transport mode, public transport 

should be improved. 

• Emission estimates are a guess as relying on abolition of fossil fuel-based cars/vans. 

Assessment of alternative technologies is outside the scope of this plan. 

• The minor variation within scenarios is insignificant. And does not include the fossil fuel used 

to produce electricity to charge the cars. The modelling is focused on transport only. Emissions 

from built environment need to be considered. 

• Options should be considered on balance against cost of living and housing crisis. 

• Focus should be on providing sustainable solutions and immigration control. 

 

Some of the suggested wording to be included suggested by the respondents include: 

• Page 125 of the local Plan should be replaced with the following wording “1. Reduce the need 

for energy to a target EUI for example 30kWh/m2/yr. for dwellings. Separate targets are 

needed for regulated and unregulated energy the sum of which amount to the EUI. 2.Use 

energy efficient mechanical and electrical systems, including heat pumps, heat recovery and 

LED lights; 3. Renewable energy on site to at least match the EUI. Decentralised sources are 

not relevant for true net zero carbon low rise dwellings”. 
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Question S7.2: Five Growth Options - For each option please indicate 

whether you feel it is an appropriate strategy for South Warwickshire 

Overview  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This section analysed the five growth options. Overall, most people supported the approach of rail 

corridors (164 think they are appropriate whereas 99 think they are inappropriate).  

The next option with the most support was Sustainable Travel and Economy where 139 responses felt 

it was appropriate and 71 felt that it was an inappropriate).  

The third option with the most positive responses was Sustainable Travel where 132 respondents felt 

it was an appropriate option and 75 an inappropriate option. 

Dispersed growth was the least favoured option. 107 respondents felt that it was appropriate but a 

clear majority of 234 felt the dispersed option was an inappropriate strategy.  

However, there were concerns around the sustainable travel with regards to bus and rail services 

being inadequate and the planning and investment that would be needed to base a strategy around 

these 

Option 1 Rail Corridors 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

There were 313 respondents to Option 1. In total there were 164 respondents supporting the 

approach rail corridors 99 objecting and 50 did not provide conclusive answers either way. 

Summary of responses  

Option 1 was the most supported of the five growth options with 163 respondents agreeing. 

Altogether, respondents comments fell into 29 broad themes. The top 10 themes were as follows: 

 

1 Concern about Green Belt development/ this option won't be supported, flawed 
logic / don’t want any option for Green Belt development. 

79 

2 Agree with Option 1 but don’t build in Green Belt/ consider the impact on the 
Green Belt. 

68 
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3 Option 1 should not be strategy in isolation/ need a combination of options. 50 

4 Not feasible to rely on this approach / concerns. 27 

5 Concern about evidence/ dependency on how growth could enhance services / will 
lines reopen/ capacity? Reliance on independent companies/need early 
engagement with network rail.  

25 

6 Concern for settlements / communities in the south without stations and too, 
much development in the north. 

21 

7 Investment required to integrate transport/ prioritise sustainable transport/ lack 
of public transport/ tram. 

19 

8 Deliver more at other areas outside the growth strategy example included a variety 
of locations.  

17 

9 Balance between railway and other public transport. 8 

10 Reliance on bus service / need more. 7 

 

It can be seen that a number of respondents wanted to simply express concern about development 

and growth options in general (79) others  felt that Option 1 was a preferred option, but the 

development should not be within the green belt. (50) 

Following these there were concerns about the feasibility of these options (27) with a further 25 

expressing concern about lines reopening, relying on the independent rail operators and needing early 

engagement with network rail (25).  

Concern was expressed about the geography of the area with most stations being in the north of the 

SWLP area. A number of comments centred around the integration of the transport and the lack of 

public transport. 

Comments 

“This option is only likely to work where there are existing stations “ 

“Given that the plan is looking to 2050 I would add tram as an option. Previous plans have made 

reference to access Birmingham airport, NEC, and in future to HS2 railhead. If a tram system links 

central Birmingham with the NEC/Airport to extend such to Knowle/Dorridge/Earlswood/Wood 

End/Henley might make public transport less polluting, whether trams need rail routes or road 

routes/cycle routes is for the plan makers.” 

“This approach should be prioritised, but with minimisation of greenbelt land use.” 
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Option 2 Sustainable Travel  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

There were 269 respondents to Option 2. In total there were 132 respondents supporting the 

approach of sustainable travel 75 objecting and 62 did not provide conclusive answers either way. 

Summary of responses 

This option was ranked 3rd in number of respondents supporting it. 

The top themes raised in the comments were as follows: 

1 No Green Belt development/ this approach won't be supported 
nationally/ flawed logic / don’t want any option for Green Belt 
development. 

52 

2 Not feasible to rely on this approach / concerns. 22 

3 Investment required to integrate transport/ prioritise sustainable 
transport/ lack of public transport/ tram. 

19 

4 Option 2 should not be strategy in isolation/ need a combination of 
options. 

14 

5 Balance between railway and other public transport. 7 

6 Agree, but requires enhancement of rail network. 7 

  

This option echoes themes raised in option 1 with general concern about development, concerns 

about its feasibility and comments around the investment needed to integrate transport and the lack 

of public transport at the moment. Some respondents echoed the respondents in Option 1 who felt 

there should be a variety of options. 

Comments 

“We have to tackle climate change and hence sustainable travel must be considered, However, that is 

as likely to be via electric cars than via rail and bus.” 

“These are all options appropriate to consider for the South Warwickshire Plan as part of the plan 

process and may be applicable in whole or in part to the Plan, not mutually exclusive. “ 
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Option 3 Economy  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

255 respondents answered this question. 100 felt it was appropriate, 81 inappropriate and 74 neutral. 

Summary of responses 

This option was the fourth most popular in terms of the five options. There were 255 respondents to 

Option 3. In total there were 100 respondents supporting the approach of economy 81 objecting and 

74 did not provide conclusive answers either way. Just under half of respondents found option 3 to be 

the most appropriate options for growth around the plan area.   

It must be highlighted that this option was preferred by infrastructure providers as it allows them to 

provide a higher level of service. There is also a view that this is a good option to help both business 

and residents.   

However, there was a concern that the option assumes that most people live near where they work 

which is not felt likely to be the case. In addition, there is a large concern that this approach will 

exclude many rural communities and will lead to unsustainable growth in other existing settlements.   

 For most housing developers, there is a view that it is not an either/or approach but all options should 

be considered for a better chance of sustainable development.   

Comments 

“A strategy which directs housing growth within close proximity of jobs is considered to be a suitable 

and sustainable approach to growth. Option 3 directs growth to areas in the plan area which need it 

the most: areas of higher unemployment, lower qualifications and greatest need for affordable 

housing. This accords with the objectives of the NPPF (paragraph 60) which states that housing should 

be directed “where it is needed”. Housing which is then directed to settlements identified within 

Option 3 could sustainable transport improvements to further improve accessibility.” 
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Option 4 Sustainable Travel and Economy  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

258 answered. 139 felt the option was appropriate, 71 felt it was inappropriate and 48 were neutral. 

Summary of responses 

This is the preferred option with over half of the respondents stating that this is their preferred option. 

This is supported throughout the comments with a view that this option provides a good balance 

between existing and new settlements.   

However, there is a view that this approach needs to focus on affordable housing as well as expanding 

the existing infrastructure in these locations. In addition, it is noted that climate change adaption is 

not mentioned in this growth option, and this should be at the front of any growth options.   

Again, it is noted that there should not be an either /or approach but a more holistic approach that 

best serves the plan area.   

Comments 

“The combination of these two provides the best all round strategy”. 
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Option 5 Dispersed Growth 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

There were 387 respondents to Option 5. In total there were 107 respondents supporting the 

approach of Dispersed development 234 objecting and 46 did not provide conclusive answers either 

way. 

Summary of responses 

This is the least preferred option with over 60% of respondents disagreeing with this growth option. 

There are comments stating that this is the approach currently used in Stratford and Warwick and that 

this has negative impact on the residents. There is also a view that this approach focuses solely on a 

housing number target rather than what is best for the local community.   

Warwickshire County Council stated that if we followed this approach then larger infrastructure that 

is desperately needed could not be funded through S106 agreements on the small schemes.   

However, there are a few comments stating that this approach follows the NPPF and allows for 

balance around the district.   

Again, it is noted that there should not be an either /or approach but a more holistic approach that 

best serves the plan area.   

Conclusions 

Overall, the option that most people agreed to was Option 4 -   Sustainable Travel and Economy. The 

least favoured option was Option 5 dispersed. However, there were concerns around the sustainable 

travel with regards to bus and rail services being inadequate and the planning and investment that 

would be needed to base a strategy around these. 
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Question S8.1: Small-Scale Development - For settlements falling 

outside the chosen growth strategy, do you think a threshold approach 

is appropriate, to allow more small-scale developments to come 

forward? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 200 respondents. 117 (58.5%) stated that we should follow a threshold approach to 

allow small-scale developments to come forward.  

  

Summary of responses 

The responses show that there is general support to follow a threshold approach to allow more small-

scale development to come forward over the plan period. Out of the total respondents, over three 

quarters were from individuals. We had two responses to duty to corporate partners that we should 

follow a threshold approach and two that disagreed with this approach. 
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Question S8.2: Threshold approach - For sites coming forward as part 

of this threshold approach, what do you think would be an appropriate 

size limit for individual sites? 

Limit of 10 dwellings per site. 

A higher limit is appropriate. 

A lower limit is appropriate. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 168 respondents. 79 said that a limit of 10 dwellings per site, 32 said a high limit is 

appropriate and 57 said a lower limit is appropriate.   

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over three quarters were from individuals.  

The responses show that a limit of 10 dwellings per site is appropriate for new individual sites across 

the plan area. However, a lower limit is also sought after. 

A number of respondents addressed Questions S8.1 and S8.2 in the catch-all question at the end of 

this chapter, in order to give context or explanation to their answers. 

The most commonly voiced view – linked largely to “stock” responses – was that a threshold approach 

was not appropriate in Green Belt areas. In contrast, a small number of responses made the counter 

claim, that a threshold should be applied specifically in Green Belt areas. 

Support for a threshold approach often referred to supporting the vitality of smaller communities, and 

economic support to small businesses in the construction industry. 

Some responses suggested that each application should be treated on its own merits, and a number 

preferred that Neighbourhood Development Plans identified suitable sites. A number indicated a 

preference for a dispersed strategic growth pattern, in which case a threshold may be redundant. 

A common view put forward was that a single numerical threshold was inappropriate given the wide 

variety of settlements that may fall outside of the chosen growth strategy. Villages of differing sizes, 
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variety of services and transport connections might have different needs, and different numbers of 

dwellings might be appropriate. Some suggested a threshold established as a percentage of the 

current settlement size. 

Likewise, the characteristics of individual sites might make a single threshold inappropriate – for 

example to make efficient use of suitable larger sites. Others felt a single threshold was insufficiently 

flexible given the length of the plan period, or simply too restrictive of development if suitable larger 

sites were to come forward. 

A number of responses pointed out that a threshold of 10 dwellings would mean that there would be 

no requirement for Affordable Housing, or limited opportunity for developer contributions to enhance 

village facilities. 
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Question S9: Settlement Boundaries - Please select the option which is 

most appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option S9a: Save all existing settlement boundaries where these are already defined within the Core 

Strategy, Local Plan, emerging SAP or an NDP. 

Option S9b: Within this Part 1 Plan, review which settlements have boundaries defined and which do 

not, as well as the extent of any such boundaries. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 199 responses.  

Of the total responses, 48.7% were for Option S9a and 51.3% for S9b.  

Most responses were from Individuals (91 responses, 45.9%), followed by Developers and Land 

Promoters (49 responses, 24.7%), and then Landowners (22 responses, 11.1%).  

Individuals favoured Option S9a, which received 69.2% of responses.  

Developers and Land Promoters favoured Option S9b (95.9%), as did Landowners (82%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Overall, both Option S9a and S9b received a similar number of total responses.  

Individuals favour Option S9a (69.2%), suggesting they are happy to wait until Part 2 of the Plan when 

further details, such as non-strategic allocations, are available before any revisions to settlement 

boundaries are considered.  

In contrast, developers, land promoters and landowners strongly favour Option S9b, suggesting 

revisions and considerations to settlement boundaries would be helpful sooner rather than later.  

A number of comments captured state that - The South Warwickshire Local Plan Process should fully 

examine all other options, including new settlement options outside of the Green Belt, before starting 

a study to review Green belt boundaries. 
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Question S10: Distribution Strategy - Please add any comments you 

wish to make about the development distribution strategy for South 

Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

We received 1,297 responses to Question S.10. This question allowed any comments to be raised 

around the plan in a ‘catch all’ question. As shown above the majority of respondents were as 

individuals, followed by developer and land promoters. We had 63 responses from Parish councils in 

plan area, we also received 16 responses from our duty to cooperate partners.  

Summary of responses 

One of the dominant themes in Q-S10 was the Green Belt. Of the comments to this question, 846 

made mention of the Green Belt. Amongst these responses were a range of opinions and arguments, 

and a mixture of unique and “form” responses where a person or organisation (for example a Parish 

Council or local interest group) made available a stock response which individuals could submit. 

Sometimes these form responses were submitted in identical format by multiple people, and 

sometimes people used them as the basis for their own response. In either case, each submission is 

counted in its own right. 

688 responses were broadly opposed to Green Belt development, while 112 were broadly supportive 

of exploring Green Belt options. Some responses mentioned Green Belt without expressing support 

or opposition to Green Belt development, and some made arguments in both directions – for example, 

supporting moderate Green Belt development while opposing larger scale growth. 

Responses opposing Green Belt development 

The arguments made against Green Belt development included a wide range of topics, and most 

respondents mentioned more than one of these. These topics included issues directly related to Green 
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Belt development, and other issues not strictly related – which could be seen as opposition to green 

field development in general rather than Green Belt development in particular. 

430 responses were closely tied to specific locations, and represented opposition to development in 

those areas. The places most commonly mentioned often appeared to be linked to the submission of 

form responses. These included North of Leamington, particularly the area around Old Milverton and 

Blackdown; Weston-under-Wetherley and Hunningham; Kenilworth; Henley-in-Arden; Wootton 

Wawen; Wilmcote; and Ashow. 

251 responses mentioned the potential impact of development on the rural character of the area and 

its existing settlements. For example (Individual): “I am specifically opposed to development of land in 

the greenbelt areas around Hunningham and other similar small greenbelt villages due to the impact 

on the rural character of the area of the North Leamington Greenbelt.” 

222 responses related to environmental concerns, for example the potential impact on biodiversity. 

For example (Individual): “I've observed Deers, Birds, Squirrels, Foxes, Butterflies in abundance, please 

don't destroy their home.” 

217 responses related to urban sprawl and the potential for coalescence of settlements. For example 

(Individual): “We need to prevent the merging of well-defined local communities, which then lose their 

distinct boundaries and unique identities, e.g. Warwick, Leamington and Kenilworth must not be 

merged any further.” 

and (Kenilworth Town Council): “It is essential that in the areas of Kenilworth that have no natural or 

man-made boundary (e.g. the A46), the greenbelt is preserved to prevent the continued outward 

spread of the town and the submerging of smaller settlements.” 

199 highlighted the health and wellbeing benefits of accessible Green Belt land, and its use for leisure 

purposes. For example (Individual): “As a well used open space it is very valuable to us and our 

neighbours for both our physical and mental health. It is visually of a very high quality and has a 

number of easily accessible public right of way across the fields. As residents we are able to access 

healthy outdoor exercise without, very importantly, using our cars.” 

171 referred to the lack of a specific question about Green Belt within the Issues and Options 

document, and the perception that this was contrary to the principles of democratic engagement. For 

example (Individual): “Issue S6 does not invite or provide for comment. There should have been further 

consultation on such an important issue.” 

166 responses said that the SWLP should more fully explore other options, and in particular non-Green 

Belt options for growth. For example (Individual): “It is understood that the planning team explored 

options which placed development outside of the Green Belt yet it has presented none of these in the 

consultation document.” 

163 referred to the value of retaining land in agricultural or allotment use, for UK food security. For 

example (Individual): “At a time when our grain imports have been shown to be vulnerable to world 

disruption as demonstrated by the war in Ukraine WDC are apparently proposing a planning possibility 

that would remove a large swathe of local grain and rapeseed production for an increasing 

population.” 

and (Individual): “Our allotment is a highly valued green community space providing self sufficiency in 

a time of veg shortages and a cost of living crisis.” 
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161 responses highlighted a perceived weakness in the evidence referred to in the Issues and Options 

document, especially evidence from the Scoping consultation and from stakeholder workshops. For 

example (Individual): “The statistic used in the Consultation in support of green belt development is 

misleading. This says that 54% of respondents support the exploration of green belt growth 

opportunities, without mentioning that 45% of respondents were developers, land owners and 

businesses.” 

and (Individual): “This is in line with the outcomes from a series of spatial growth workshops which 

revealed a preference to promote development at scale within the Green Belt. However the premise of 

these workshops is grossly flawed. The proposition that Green Belt serves no legitimate function and 

can be ‘switched off’ as an academic exercise flies in the face of the significant contributions that 

Warwick District Council and Stratford District Council have themselves noted that Green Belt 

designation makes.” 

149 responses referred to the 5 purposes of Green Belt designation, and often reiterated that land 

meeting any one of the 5 purposes is sufficient reason for the land to maintain its Green Belt status. 

For example (Individual): “In accordance with the National Policy Framework an area of Green Belt 

land should maintain its Green Belt status if it meets any one of the five purposes of Green Belt.” 

149 responses related to the climate, and made the argument that developing Green Belt land was 

contrary to the SWLP’s climate change goals. For example (Individual): “The Climate Emergency must 

not be used as justification to develop on greenbelt land. This is a weak and bizarre argument. There 

are other ways of mitigating against the climate emergency without developing on greenbelt land, 

which itself is truly harmful.” 

126 responses claimed that a review of Green Belt boundaries would be contrary to government 

policy. 67 responses made reference to the fact that arguments for the preservation of Green Belt 

have been successfully made relatively recently. These responses often pointed to an Inspector’s 

decision relating to the area North of Leamington as part of the current Warwick DC Local Plan 

examination. For example (Individual): “Similar proposals were rejected less than six years ago. The 

Planning Inspector’s 2017 response to the current Local Plan for Warwick District states that there is a 

need ‘to maintain the separate identity of surrounding villages such as Leek Wootton and Cubbington 

and avoid significant reductions in the gap to Kenilworth’.” 

Smaller numbers of responses related to previous accommodation of overspill from Coventry, based 

on projected population figures which have since been shown to be an over-estimate of Coventry’s 

population. Some respondents advocated re-instating the Green Belt status of land South of Coventry 

which had been taken out of the Green Belt in the current Warwick DC Local Plan. 

Other issues often related to Green Belt opposition 

There were also a number of topics regularly mentioned in responses opposing Green Belt 

development, but which were not always directly linked to Green Belt arguments. Some of the 

responses on these topics referred to potential development in non-Green Belt areas. In many cases, 

these related to areas indicated for potential growth in the 5 spatial growth options; or locations 

investigated in the Sustainability Assessment; or sites which had been put forward for consideration 

in the first Call for Sites exercise. 

153 responses identified traffic or road safety issues which could arise as a result of development in 

specific locations. 
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127 responses pointed to a lack of existing infrastructure in specific locations – for example 

highlighting limited capacity in existing schools, limited public transport frequency, or distance from 

shopping facilities. 

149 responses highlighted the importance of considering brownfield land for development. For 

example (Baddesley Clinton Parish Council): “Whilst developers will always favour development on 

green sites, for reasons of cost and profit, future development should be undertaken on brown field 

sites as a default position rather than on green sites, wherever possible.” 

and (Individual): “It is important that the deep changes to how we shop, buy and source goods is 

seriously considered, enabling streets in our towns, shopping parks and industrial parks to be changed 

into varied and flexible housing schemes, which do not require permanent ownership of a car to access 

services.” 

107 responses pointed to the existing impact of HS2 works in South Warwickshire, and a desire to 

avoid compounding this impact. For example (Petition): “In the last few decades we have lost much of 

our rural environment, and above all have been subjected to noise and intrusion from the construction 

of HS2. This proposal would finally destroy what is left of the green belt between Coventry and 

Kenilworth. Under these circumstances we strongly oppose any development in this area including the 

proposed Strategic Link road.” 

73 responses indicated concerns with potential growth disproportionate to the size of existing 

settlements in a specific location. The potential growth in question was sometimes taken from the 5 

spatial growth options; or locations investigated in the Sustainability Assessment; or sites which had 

been put forward for consideration in the first Call for Sites exercise. 

66 responses indicated concerns with flooding, drainage or sewage resulting from potential growth in 

specific locations. 

48 responses referred to the potential impact of growth on heritage assets. 

34 responses referred to air quality issues arising from potential growth. 

26 highlighted concerns with parking arising from potential growth in specific locations. 

21 indicated a concern with the impact of growth on tourism. 

9 responses advocated greater housing density to reduce the need for green field sites. For example 

(Campaign to Protect Rural England): “There is some scope for more dense development within these 

settlements, which would be best achieved by windfalls, not by seeking to allocate any sites within 

them. Settlements which are surrounded by Green Belt (they are 'Insets' in the Green Belt) should be 

able to develop more housing within their boundaries by windfalls, but not to expand outwards by 

changing the Green Belt boundary around them.” 

Responses in favour of exploring Green Belt options 

58 responses were actively in favour of conducting a Green Belt review. Most of these (49) highlighted 

the identification of sustainable development locations as justification for a review. For example 

(Developer and Land Promotor): “Aligned with our responses set out above, a mix of strategic 

approaches is needed to deliver the development needs of South Warwickshire. This should include 

focusing development around existing settlements to ensure suitable future growth, particularly in the 

most sustainable locations such as Royal Leamington Spa. A review of existing settlement boundaries 

and Green Belt is needed to accommodate this growth.” 
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26 responses were from respondents indicating that they would support moderate growth in the 

Green Belt. Such responses often came from people who also made arguments against larger-scale 

Green Belt growth. The arguments were often tied to maintaining the viability of the settlement. For 

example (Individual): “In respect of Wootton Wawen and the surrounding area, development is 

welcomed in order to bring into the village younger people due to the majority of the current 

population being more of the older generation.  Young families with children will support the viability 

of Wotton Wawen primary school.  Furthermore, having a greater population will also sustain the local 

businesses in the area. Notwithstanding the above comments, the amount of homes must be limited 

to a maximum of 50.” 

13 responses related to the opportunity to enhance degraded land in the Green Belt. For example 

(Individual): “Any development in the greenbelt / area of restraint should only be permitted if there is 

a measurable increase in biodiversity, in addition to the other conditions.” 

7 responses identified that Green Belt locations close to large cities could be considered suitable for 

growth. For example (Home Builders Federation): “The HBF agrees that if homes are being provided 

to meet needs arising in Birmingham and Black Country HMA and the Coventry HMA, then the Plan 

needs to consider where best such housing should be located. This must include considering the 

benefits of locating these homes as close as possible to the source of those needs, for example, in order 

to minimise travel. This consideration therefore necessitates the need for a review of the Green Belt.” 

Other comments related to the opportunity to provide Affordable Housing, enhance leisure uses of 

the Green Belt, avoiding unbalanced growth, and reducing the impact of growth on non-Green Belt 

locations. For example: 

(Individual): “I am in favour of new housing in Henley in Arden. There is a clear demand for housing in 

Henley. New and existing houses sell very quickly. However at the moment new housing is restricted 

to conversion of existing properties into high value apartments, small industrial units also being 

developed into high value apartments and properties being built in gardens. There is no land available 

for any small scale developments and consequently no opportunity for entry and family housing.” 

(Natural England): “We support the recognition of opportunities to enhance the beneficial use of the 

green belt. The green belt has the potential to deliver more positive benefits for the natural 

environment and people’s enjoyment of it and to play a role in climate change adaptation.” 

(Radford Semele Parish Council): “We agree with the consideration of development of areas within 

existing green belt, to rebalance the distribution throughout areas of South Warwickshire.” 

(Stratford-on-Avon Town Council): “The current Green Belt boundaries are impacting on the 

development of Stratford-upon-Avon.  As Green Belt is not located to the west, south and east of the 

town, recent housing developments have been primarily focused in these area, save for development 

in the north which now meets with the current Green Belt boundary.  Developments in the south and 

east in particular are having an impact on congestion leading to the town centre from these area, 

which are served by only two existing road crossings of the River Avon.  The Town Council supports the 

proposed review of the Greenbelt boundary if changes can result in sustainable locations for 

development which do not impact on the five purposes of the Green Belt and also do not add further 

to traffic congestion issues in the town.” 

This part of the assessment of QS.10 addresses the remaining 406 responses that didn’t mention green 

belt.  
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There is obvious support from residents for a greater use of brownfield land sites in the plan.  There 

were 323 responses for Brownfield first and greater use in the plan. 304 of these were from 

individuals. The view for a Brownfield First policy was to be inline with government advice and to avoid 

development on the green belt.  

In addition to brownfield First, 45 respondents felt that there should be a policy encouraging the 

redevelopment and re use of our town centres to allow them to diversify to provide housing but also 

to increase the viability of the existing shops and employment uses. In addition, 1 comment spoke 

about how the rural centres are not working as efficiently as they should as tea shops and cafés cannot 

fund the economy.  

Over 400 respondents, mainly made up of Parish Councils, District councils and local residents felt that 

Infrastructure should be at the forefront of this plan. The main comments regarding existing 

development that does not have the correct infrastructure such as roads, schools and medical centres 

that can accommodate the level of development. This has led to concerns over any further growth 

and in particular new settlements when the existing settlements do not have the appropriate growth.  

One respondent stated that New settlements that require a complete infrastructure package will take 

several years to deliver following adoption of the SWLP. They must, therefore, be supplemented by 

other allocations, especially for the early delivery of new homes.  

Therefore, it is vital that the plan addresses the infrastructure provision of existing settlements any 

potential new settlements.  

A quote from The Chamber of Commerce would support a bold long term planning approach whereby 

a policy framework that includes new settlements would set out ambitious and long-term aspirations 

for relatively large-scale new communities. This would include the provision of significant new jobs, 

community facilities, environmental and social infrastructure alongside significant dwelling provision. 

This will increase the sustainability of the overall strategy and deliver a wider range of jobs. 

There is support for the 20 minute neighbourhoods but a number of queries from residents and 

developers about how this would work in practice and the policy support for this.  

A quote from a local lobby group: 

The concept of the 20 minute neighbourhood, in terms of providing for residents basic local needs and 

hence reducing the need to travel and enhancing wellbeing is supported; as is the use of the concept 

as a criteria in comparing options. 

However, the number of jobs provided within a 20 minute neighbourhood will be significantly lower 

than will be required to support any new or expanded settlement, which are likely to be in the range 

of 1 to 2 jobs per home. 

It is suggested that an economic study, which looks at the spatial locations of these new and existing 

jobs, both within and outside the area of the Plan, is required as a major input to the analysis of 

locations for new housing. This would be a key factor in assessing transport, working towards a cost-

effective solution for families, and achieving net zero. 

With regards to Design Codes, only 10 respondent mentioned these but there was a view that these 

should be included in Part 2 of the plan.  
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There is a lot of discontent with any development in Leamington and Kenilworth from around 25 

residents. This is widely due to a number of residents stating lack of resources and available land in 

the area due to the amount of Green Belt surrounding the towns.  

130 respondents stressed the importance of the plan to have a green focus and that we should include 

policies on climate change throughout the plan. In addition, thirty-eight respondents felt that we 

should include a policy about green housing and the inclusion of green walls, roof gardens and 

wildflower planting. The protection of trees should also be considered.  

There is a strong view than any growth should focus on sustainable travel methods for example a key 

theme was cycle infrastructure and the provision of better bus routes and more reliable rail. 

13 respondents have highlighted an area in the plan based on a 2017 Inspectors report on the 

development of land in the Warwick Plan boundary. This will be investigated further.  

Two local residents are concerned about lack of provision of burial land for the future of the districts.  

One respondent mentioned the importance of having a policy on energy security to ensure 

sustainability of new developments in the plan area.  
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Question E1.1: HEDNA Employment Need - Do you think that the 

HEDNA evidence provides a reasonable basis for identifying future 

levels of employment need across South Warwickshire? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 93 responses.   

Of the responses, 40.9% (38 responses) were ‘Yes’, 38.7% (36 responses) were ‘No’, and 20.4% (19 

responses) were ‘Don’t Know’.   

Individuals were the highest response group making up 46.2% (43 responses) of the total. This was 

followed by 15% from Landowners (14 responses), and 9.7% from Developer and Land Promoters (9 

responses). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The results indicate that there is less defined agreement among the respondents. The largest group, 

comprising 40.9% of the respondents answered ‘Yes’, suggesting that they believe the HEDNA 

evidence does provide a reasonable basis for identifying the future employment needs in the region. 

Moreover, it is found that individuals and landowners were more likely to disagree. Developers and 

land promoters were more likely to agree. Businesses were very evenly split. 

A significant portion of respondents, representing 38.7% answered ‘No’. The result shows their 

disagreement with the fact that the HEDNA may not provide sufficient evidence for identifying future 

employment needs in South Warwickshire. 

A noteworthy proportion of respondents, 20.4% answered ‘Don’t know’. This indicates a possibility of 

the lack of certainty or unfamiliarity with the HEDNA evidence. It is possible that these respondents 

may require further clarification for the HEDNA evidence or not having sufficient knowledge on this 

question. 
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Question E1.2: HEDNA Employment Need - If your answer to E-1.1 is 

No, what would be a more appropriate approach to calculating future 

employment needs for this Local Plan? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had a total of 54 responses. The highest number of responses were from Individuals (17 

responses, 30.9%), followed by Landowners (15 responses, 27.2%) and Business (6 responses, 10.9%) 

and Developer and Land Promoter (6 responses, 10.9%). 

Although the question asked only for a comment on the approach to calculating future employment 

needs if not agreeing with the approach - 9 out of 38 respondents who agreed with Q-E1.1 also made 

comments or suggestions to the HEDNA. Among the 36 responses who disagreed that the HEDNA 

provides a reasonable basis for identifying future levels of employment need in Q-E1.1, 29 of them 

took the opportunity to provide comments on the issue. On the other hand, there were 11 out of 12 

of respondents who did not choose any options also provided the comments. 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The results indicate that some respondents did not have a clear view towards the overall approach of 

HEDNA, but still wished to provide their opinions and/or suggestions for the plan.  

The key issues are categorised in the following table: 

Theme Tally Summary 

HEDNA’s figures/ 
assumptions 

52 Most people are concerned that the HEDNA’s findings do not fully 
address changes in employment trends resulting from the recent 
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COVID pandemic, such as possible changes to office floorspace 
requirements.   
 
In addition, respondents raised concerns about the amount of 
employment land provision for B8 development (Storage and 
distribution use). Whilst some suggest that the plan should address 
the strong demand for B8 development, others suggest that the 
HEDNA should separate allocations for other use classes such as 
classes B1c (light industrial -Now part of Class E) and B2 (general 
industrial) from B8.  Furthermore, concerns were raised over the levels 
of employment land requirements as it appears mismatched with the 
distribution of population. Moreover, some respondents suggested 
that the plan should set a higher overall employment requirement, 
particularly for Warwick District as the HEDNA suggested only 97ha 
when compared to 248ha in Stratford.  Lastly, the HEDNA’s findings are 
less likely to reflect the growth for high value sectors. The plan should 
focus on the needs for high quality offices, research & development, 
high-tech, science park and start-up companies.  
 

Employment 
needs in specific 
areas 

13 A number of respondents are concerned that the HEDNA does not 
have economic benefits for some of the settlements such as Henley-
in-Arden, Beaudesert and Bishop's Tachbrook.  
 
The supply-led approach appears to place a significant degree of 
support towards the provision of larger strategic areas, but there is 
also the need to identify opportunities for smaller sites. Whilst some 
respondents suggest that the plan should provide more employment 
needs for business in smaller areas, some respondents expressed 
concerns on the impact of development on small villages and green 
space. In addition, to provide employment land near housing 
developments, some respondents suggested that the HEDNA should 
provide job opportunities near existing transport infrastructure, such 
as road corridors (e.g., M42 and A435) and rail stations. Such an 
approach would be helpful to the growth of small businesses and B8 
warehousing.  
 

Provision of 
infrastructure 

3 Respondents considered that this study has little focus on 
infrastructure provision. For instance, it was suggested that 
infrastructure provision in Stratford is not sufficient to support the 
growth of the population which may lead to the reduction in visitors 
and fewer jobs available in town.  
 

Data explanation 3 Respondents expressed that some of the data in HEDNA’s findings 
does not provide a clear explanation for the figures. For instance, a 
table from the HEDNA presented a need for 300ha of general 
industrial floorspace, but there is no figure for storage and distribution 
uses. Another example is that reference is made in paragraph 9.32 to 
sensitivity modelling with a 30% reduction in office needs to reflect 
home working, but the selection of “30%” is not explained. 
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Level of public 
engagement 

2 Respondents expressed their disagreement about the consultation 
process. They suggested that the housing and economic needs 
analysis was published in November 2022, and the spatial growth 
strategies were decided in September 2022 following the June/July 
spatial growth consultation workshops. As a result, they feel that the 
public should be informed more properly to provide opinions about 
the plan.  
 

Notable Comments 

1. Landowner: 

 Yes - "The HEDNA is an appropriate starting point for identifying future levels of employment need 

across South Warwickshire, although there is some concern that the methodology employed 

underplays the total needs. The HEDNA have two types of economic need: local and strategic. Whilst 

it provides a district level breakdown of local office and general industrial need, it does not provide 

the same for the strategic warehousing and distribution need component and this needs to be 

addressed.” 

2. Duty to Cooperate - North Warwickshire Borough Council: 

Yes - “Note reference in supporting text to “In addition, a proportion of the 709 hectares of strategic 

B8 employment land (i.e. warehousing and distribution) identified for the wider Coventry and 

Warwickshire sub-region will also be required.” This also needs to be addressed through the South 

Warwickshire Local Plan. The Plan should address this issue of sharing the burden across the 

Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region using the Core Opportunity Areas, Major Investment Sites 

and the strategic road network within the Plan area (see comments on Issue E7) as appropriate.” 

3. Lobby Group and Charities - Campaign to Protect Rural England 

No - “The HEDNA assesses the needs across the whole Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) 

which comprises the same area as the HMA - Coventry and all 5 Districts of Warwickshire. It then 

breaks it down into local authorities. As a result, previous large developments can affect the results, 

and this may explain why Stratford in particular has such a high calculated need. Further work should 

be undertaken with other authorities in Warwickshire to consider whether this distribution should 

be adjusted and whether it matches supply across the FEMA.” 
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Question E2: Low Carbon Economy - Please select all options which are 

appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option E2a: Include a policy which encourages businesses to be low carbon. 

Option E2b: Do not include a policy encouraging businesses to be low carbon.  

Option E2c: Include a policy which looks to identify sites or development zones which are targeted at 

businesses wishing to be innovative towards a low carbon economy.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had a total of 121 responses. There were 79 responses supporting Option E2a (65.3%). 

There were 42 responses supporting Option E2c (34.7%). There were no answers supporting Option 

E2b. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The highest number of responses were from Individuals (67 responses, 55.3%). Town and Parish 

Councils from Stratford-on-Avon District and Warwick District were the next-largest respondent 

groups. There were ten responses from WDC Town/Parish Councils (8.3%) and thirteen from SDC 

Town/Parish Councils (10.7%). Individuals strongly supported Option E2a (68.9%), while other 

respondent groups were generally split more evenly between Option E2a and Option E2c. 

Theme: Tally Summary 

Option E2a 12 General view that there is merit in the aspiration, with support for promoting 
the wider green agenda and a low carbon economy. In general, those 
selecting this option stressed the need for flexibility, and not being too 
prescriptive. This was stated as being important so as to not stifle business 
innovation or discourage new emerging sectors from delivering economic 
growth. This is also important to prevent development becoming unviable. A 
comment raised the point that if this option is brought forward, it must be 
based upon a justified evidence-base and informed by technical feasibility 
and viability across all sectors.  

Option E2c 4 View that this would be an innovative approach to encourage ‘green 
business’ to SW. Comments that this option would be suited for the fast-
growing industry sector of electric power, trains, and alternative fuels within 
aviation.  

Part 2 4 Views that this issue should be addressed in Part 2 of the Plan. 
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No Policies 
required 

2 Not convinced that such policies are required, as the suggestion of a policy 
to encourage businesses to be low carbon is likely to be addressed by national 
policies.  

Support for 
low/zero 
carbon 
employment 
and growth 
 

3 Comments that the ability to provide low/zero carbon employment growth 
should be the aim for new employment locations, particularly in sustainable 
settlements. An example was given for Hatton Park, and stated not just for 
major towns in South Warwickshire.  

Policy Risks 2 Concerns at having such policies at a local level, if surrounding areas do not 
have similar requirements, as this may drive business away. Comments that 
Policy Option E2c runs the risk of failing to attract suitable business (gave 
gigafactory as example of this).  
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Question E3: Employment Provision - Please select all options which 

are appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option E3a: Include a policy expanding on SDC’s current existing policy. 

Option E3b: Have separate policies for individual sectors. 

Option E3c: Include a policy that secures employment strategies through S106. 

Option E3d: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 110 responses to question E3. Option E3a was selected by 38 participants (34.5%). Option 

E3b was chosen by 35 respondents (31.8%). Option E3c was selected by 32 participants (29.1%). Five 

respondents (4.5%) chose Option E3d.  

 

Summary of responses 

There was a similar level of support for options E3a, E3b, and E3c among respondents. Option E3a was 

the most preferred option for businesses, landowners, developers, and Parish Councils. This option 

was also narrowly the most popular choice overall. For individuals, Option E3b was the most popular.  

There were 23 responses to free-text question Q-E11 that related to Q-E3. Five of these comments 

advised that policy should provide a range of opportunities in terms of unit size and location, and for 

diverse business and employment types. Three responses also suggested that flexibility was an 

important consideration. Seven responses cautioned that any policy in Part 1 of the Plan should not 

be too detailed, while three comments considered such a policy should be included in Part 2 rather 

than Part 1 of the Plan. Five responses suggested that option E3c could potentially be too restrictive, 

especially if it was used to restrict the type of workers that businesses could employ.  
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Question E4.1: Diversification - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire.   

Option E4.1a: Include a policy supporting diversification. 

Option E4.1b: Do not include a specific policy on diversification.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 76 responses. Of the total responses, Option E4.1a received 69 votes 

(90.8%), and Option E4.1b received 7 votes (9.2%). 

 

Summary of responses 

The results indicate strong support for Option E4.1a, which is to include a policy supporting 

diversification. This policy would outline criteria for supporting rural businesses and agricultural 

diversification. The most common respondent group was ‘Individual’ (47 responses, 61.8%), followed 

by SDC Parish Council (10 responses, 13.2%), and WDC Parish Council (6 responses, 7.9%). 

Furthermore, in response to Q-E4.1, there were nine free-text comments in Q-E11. The majority of 

respondents (5 responses) emphasised the importance of providing employment land to assist rural 

diversification, particularly for small-scale and new business. Whilst most comments supported the 

inclusion of a diversification policy, two respondents raised concerns about the potential impact to 

local businesses. For instance, one comment suggested that the plan should also include additional 

land use planning to prevent the risk of sifting existing innovation and entrepreneurial activity. 
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Question E4.2: Small-Scale Employment - Please select the option 

which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire.   

Option E4.2a: Include a policy supporting small-scale employment opportunities in rural areas  

Option E4.2b: Do not include a policy supporting small-scale employment opportunities in rural areas 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 89 responses.   

Of the total responses, Option E4.2a received 87 votes (97.8%), and Option E4.2b received 2 votes 

(2.2%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Over 97% of respondents expressed strong support for Option E4.2a, advocating the inclusion of a 

policy to support small-scale employment opportunities in rural areas of South Warwickshire. The 

most common respondent group was ‘Individual’ (49, 55%), followed by Landowner (13, 14.6%), and 

SDC Parish Council (8, 8.9%). 

There were six respondents who provided comments on the inclusion of a policy supporting small-

scale employment opportunities in rural areas in the free-text question Q.E11. Most of these 

comments endorsed the idea, emphasising that this approach would encourage the growth of small-

scale businesses and make positive contribution to the local economy. Furthermore, it was noted that 

this policy could attract entrepreneurs who are interested in establishing businesses in rural areas. 
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Question E5: Range of Business Units - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option E5a: Include a policy which supports a range of business units.  

Option E5b: Do not include a policy in Part 1.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 67 responses.  

Out of the 67 responses, a total of 51 respondents (76.1%) were in favour of Option E5a, whilst 16 of 

them (23.9%) were in favour of Option E5b. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Most responses were from ‘Individuals’, making up over half of all responses (40, 59.7%). This was 

followed by ‘SDC Parish Council (9, 13.4%).   

The majority of respondents (76.1%) expressed agreement with the inclusion of a detailed policy in 

Part 1 that supports a range of business units. The results indicated that there is a need to encourage 

the growth of diverse businesses, including startups that may encounter challenges in securing 

affordable premises. 

Additionally, Q-E11 received ten free-text comments in response to Q-E5. Most respondents favoured 

the approach of incorporating a detailed policy to support a range of business units. Whilst there was 

strong support for this approach, some respondents raised concerns of what they had hoped would 

be addressed in the plan. For instance, a comment from the Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of 

Commerce highlighted some of the key points for the plan: 

“Greater protection of existing business areas and premises so they are not “lost“ to housing 

development; Policies that encourage and facilitate the repurposing of retail units for a wider range of 

commercial activities; New allocations for “affordable “ small scale “ activities; Support the provision 

of the widest possible range of business units including the upgrade and modernisation of existing 

stock.”  
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Conversely, two respondents held a contrary opinion, suggesting that the plan should not include a 

policy in Part 1. They argued that planning policies should avoid interfering in commercial market 

requirements and instead allow flexibility for the market to meet actual needs. 
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Question E6: Protecting Economic Assets - Please select the option 

which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option E6a: Include a policy which protects South Warwickshire’s economic assets.  

Option E6b: Do not include a policy protecting all these economic assets. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 99 responses.   

Out of the 99 responses, a total of 85 respondents (85.9%) were in favour of Option E6a, whilst 14 of 

them (14.4%) were in favour of Option E6b.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Most responses were from individuals, making up more than half of all responses (52.5%). This was 

followed by landowners (12.1%) and SDC Town/Parish Councils (11.1%).  

Overall, there was a strong agreement (85.9%) that Option E6a was the most favourable option by the 

three respondent types which made up the majority of responses to this question. The results indicate 

that most respondents support the inclusion of a policy in the plan which protects the economic assets 

of South Warwickshire.  

Furthermore, Q-E11 received twenty free text comments in response to Q-E6. Many of the comments 

emphasised the importance of preserving the economic assets in South Warwickshire, recognising 

their vital roles in strengthening the local economy. Additionally, some respondents expressed 

concerns that once heritage is lost, restoration becomes expensive and challenging.  

Whilst most comments supported Option E6a, some respondents provided recommendations. They 

favoured a more specific and targeted policy with an individual site framework instead of a policy to 

include all important assets. For instance, seven respondents suggested to include a policy to protect 

specific sites like Warwick Castle, University of Warwick, Stoneleigh Park, and Wellesbourne Airfield.  

Furthermore, three respondents proposed that when considering a policy to protect economic assets, 

it should not only focus on protection but also address other measures to ensure sufficient 

employment land provision to support the development of these economic assets. Lastly, four 
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respondents emphasised that policies protecting economic assets should allow flexibility to 

accommodate for changes in circumstances and provide criteria for acceptable land use change.  
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Question E7.1: Core Opportunity Area - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option E7.1a: Include a policy directing employment to the Core Opportunity Area.  

Option E7.1b: Do not include a policy directing employment to the Core Opportunity Area. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 134 respondents. 105 respondents (78.4%) would prefer a policy directing 

employment to the Core Opportunity Area, as shown in the below graph: 

 

Summary of responses 

 

The largest respondent group were individuals, with 40 responses. This was followed by landowners 

(29) and developers/land promoters (26). There is a general view from the majority of respondents 

that option E7.1a is preferred and that a policy should be included directing employment to a Core 
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Opportunity Area.  There was no respondent group where a majority of respondents selected Option 

E7.1b. 

Additionally, Q-E11 received 38 free-text comments in response to Q-E7.1. In terms of comments, 4 

respondents considered that option E7.1a was appropriate as it was considered it would help to meet 

housing economic growth needs without using Green Belt or farmland. 4 respondents considered that 

this option would help provide spatial clarity to the economic strategy by focussing economic activity 

in the most appropriate locations, or near to the main towns and settlements and infrastructure.  

4 respondents considered that although a policy to direct employment to Core Opportunity Areas 

should be included, this should be more closely tied in with the role of the Major Investment Sites to 

ensure that the specific role of these sites is not undermined. 

3 respondents considered that such a policy would need greater justification, and would need to 

ensure it balances new housing with employment. 

1 respondent considered that a Core Opportunity Area should be included, however with the provision 

that the area is not overdeveloped or turned into a conurbation. It was considered that specific sites 

or areas should be identified within the COA for development. 

1 respondent considered it important for any allocations to reflect the demand for employment uses. 

Many respondents responded in respect of specific sites that it was considered should be included 

within the COA. Some of these are already within the proposed COA. These included the following: 

• Holly Farm Business Park 

• JLR Gaydon 

• Moreton Morrell College  

• Hatton New Community 

• Warwick University Area 

• South of Coventry Area 

• Stoneleigh Park Area 

• Wellesbourne Airfield 

• Wellesbourne Campus 

• Gaydon Area/M40 Junction 12 

• South and Former Southam Cement Works  

• M40 Junction 3 

• Red Horse Farm 

• Coventry 

• Fen End (JLR) 

• Coventry 

• Studley and Redditch fringe 

 

In terms of comments relating to Option E7.1b, 12 respondents considered that the creation of a Core 

Opportunity Area may have a negative effect, due to the possibility of taking potential businesses 

away from the District. It was considered that potential employers may see the policy as preventing 

economic development elsewhere, and it may unnecessarily raise land value in the Core Opportunity 

Area making it less affordable to smaller occupiers. 
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12 respondents also considered that current employment policies are generally successful but that 

there needs to be more support for employment opportunities in rural areas which could cut 

commuting distances. 

3 respondents considered that Option E7.1b may be the most sensible option without greater 

justification.  

1 respondent considered that the COA wrongly implied there was a relationship between the 

industries and businesses within the area, and that the COA could result in development of high quality 

agricultural land and open countryside. 

1 respondent objected to a policy directing employment to the Core Opportunity Area as it is mostly 

greenfield/Green Belt. As such, they considered that the COA conflicts with the Strategic Objectives, 

particularly at Stoneleigh and South of Coventry. 1 respondent also considered that the COA is already 

highly congested and polluted in the Warwick University area and that more development in this area 

would erase the gap between Coventry and Kenilworth. 
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Question E7.2: Major Investment Sites - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option E7.2a: Include a policy relating to additional economic growth at the major investment sites.  

Option E7.2b: Do not include a policy relating to additional economic growth at the major 

investment sites.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 95 respondents. 78 respondents (82.1%) would prefer a policy relating to additional 

economic growth at major investment sites.    

 

Summary of responses 
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Out of the total respondents, there is a mix of individuals and landowners and developers making up 

the responses. We had 5 responses from our duty to corporate that agreed with the approach.   

There is a general view from over half of respondents that option E7.2a is preferred and a policy should 

be included relating additional economic growth at the major investment sites.  

Additionally, Q-E11 received 26 free-text comments in response to Q-E7.2. 6 respondents considered 

that providing development opportunities for B8 Class Uses was particularly important within the 

Major Investment Sites and Core Opportunity Area. 

The following sites/locations were mentioned within responses as relevant under this Policy: 

• South of Coventry Area (particularly airport) (B8 uses in particularly) 

• Long Marston Rail Innovation Centre (B8 uses in particularly) 

• Stoneleigh Area (B8 uses in particularly) 

• Wellesbourne Mountfield Airfield 

• Long Marston Garden Village 

• University of Warwick (main campus and Wellesbourne campus) 

• Land at M40 J12, JLR (It should be noted that there were responses both for and against the 

development of this site for Class B8 uses) 

• M40 J12 

• Gaydon and Fen End (JLR) 

• Wellesbourne Area 

• Gaydon Lighthorne/Heath 

 

Several respondents considered that such a policy would help drive economic growth and drive inward 

investment to South Warwickshire. For example, 1 respondent considered that this policy would make 

best use of existing infrastructure and support existing business clusters.  1 respondent considered 

that allocating land for employment uses at the major investment sites would provide certainty for 

both the Councils and future developers and ultimate end users, as well as increase the potential of 

meeting the overall employment land needs of South Warwickshire.  

1 respondent challenged the assumption that strategic B8/logistics uses and operators have lower job 

ratios, as they stated this has been challenged by the Logistics Industry and operators and that a closer 

locational relationship would also help address sustainability and carbon reduction. 

1 respondent considered that growth at MIS should be aligned with the need to deliver an appropriate 

mix of jobs and homes. 1 respondent considered that E7.2b was the best option as they considered 

that economic growth should be directed to brownfield sites rather than greenfield. 

However, 3 respondents considered that it was important that the SWLP did not focus too much on 

economic growth at MIS, and that additional land allocations would need to be justified over existing 

commitments. 2 respondents considered that smaller hubs could be more conductive to business 

growth. 2 respondents supported directing employment growth to MIS, but that this should not 

exclude new employment development at other locations. Some respondents considered that E7.2a 

could have the unintended consequence of stifling investment and failing to recognise market 

dynamics. It was raised that this Policy could also prevent other sites, which may better suit some 

occupiers’ requirements, from receiving investment. 

3 respondents considered that caution should be taken in sites being used for specific employment 

uses, such as JLR at Gaydon, and that MIS should not be left undeveloped in perpetuity due to this. 
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1 respondent supported the principle of development at MIS, however considered that a thorough 

review should be taken of each of the MIS. 1 respondent considered that they would support option 

E7.2a but considered that the wording should be changed to ‘at and adjacent to the major investment 

sites’ to facilitate growth and provide the ability for the expansion of the existing sites or co-location 

with them. 
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Question E8.1: Existing Employment Allocations - Do you agree that the 

existing employment allocations, including the revisions to Atherstone 

Airfield, should be carried over into the SWLP? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 69 responses to Question E8.1. ‘Yes’ was selected by 52 participants (75.4%), ‘No’ was 

chosen by 8 respondents (11.9%), and ‘Don’t know’ was selected by 9 respondents (13.0%).  

 

Summary of responses 

Approximately three-quarters of respondents agreed that existing employment allocations should be 

carried over into the SWLP. There was a consensus amongst the six developers who answered this 

question, with all answering ‘yes’ to this question. Of the six landowners who answered, five 

responded ‘yes’, with only one answering ‘no’. Five out of six Parish Councils answered ‘yes’, as well 

as the three Duty to Cooperate bodies. Half of the respondents who answered no (four out of the total 

of eight) were individuals.  

Some comments on this question suggested that carrying over existing allocations would provide long-

term continuity to businesses and enable planning for adjacent residential uses. Two respondents 

suggested that there should be a less restrictive policy approach with regards to the type of 

development permitted on employment allocations. These comments were specifically in relation to 

Atherstone Airfield and Jaguar Land Rover at Gaydon. 
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Question E8.2: Existing Employment Allocations - If no please list the 

sites that should be excluded and give reasons 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 14 responses to this question. The split of respondents by type is show in the below graph: 

 

Summary of responses 

There was general support for the principle of bringing forwarded existing employment allocations 

within the SWLP. However, some doubts were raised in relation to specific sites. In particular, the 

allocated land for Jaguar Land Rover at Gaydon was raised by six respondents as potentially 

unnecessary or inappropriate for allocation if it was no longer going to come forward for development 

for JLR. This included a representation by JLR themselves, who stated that they would no longer need 

the existing 100ha allocation if two sites put forward in the SWLP were considered suitable for 

development. 

Two comments questioned the sustainability of Atherstone Airfield as an allocation. This was primarily 

due to concerns over the transport links to the site and issues of sustainability. 

One respondent was concerned about development at Wellesbourne Campus and Airfield due to 

hydrological concerns. Two respondents were concerned about development at Kenilworth, and one 

respondent had concerns about development at Stratford Road, Warwick.  

Two comments cautioned against rolling forward existing employment allocations without 

considering if the sites were still suitable or sustainable for development. One respondent considered 

that the SWLP was putting too much emphasis on existing employment sites, which may be in the 
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wrong place or inappropriate. One respondent considered that there should be more evidence 

relating to timing and when allocated sites would come forward. 
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Question E8.3: Do you agree that proposals seeking the loss of a 

business, commercial or community building or facility should be 

subject to marketing, viability and alternative use tests? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 67 responses to this question. ‘Yes’ was chosen by 51 participants (76.1%), ‘No’ was 

chosen by 6 respondents (8.9%), and ‘don’t know’ was selected by 10 respondents (14.9%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Approximately three quarters of respondents answered ‘Yes’ to this question. There was an even split 

between ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ answers for developers and business respondents. All other respondent types 

showed a preference for ‘Yes’.  
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Question E8.4: Marketing, Viability and Alternative Use Tests - Please 

specify what you consider to be appropriate tests 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 19 respondents. The largest respondent group were Parish Councils (6). Comments 

from Duty to Cooperate bodies were the second most numerous, with 4 responses. The below graph 

shows the split of respondent type:  

 

Summary of responses 

There was general agreement with the proposed approach. However, it was noted that current NPPF 

guidance and permitted development rights changes may make this approach difficult to achieve. 

Several respondents stated that marketing periods should be at least 12 months long. It was also 

suggested that the SWLP should learn from other local authorities to ensure a rigorous approach was 

taken. One respondent suggested that the availability of similar facilities in the local area should be 

taken into consideration, as some buildings and facilities may be irreplaceable.  

Protection of community facilities such as theatres and pubs were noted as particularly important by 

two respondents. For example, it was suggested that residents should be able to purchase unviable 

village pubs.  

However, a couple of respondents considered that the tests should be more lenient towards 

businesses wanting to change use and it was suggested different scenarios should be subject to 

different tests, rather than a one-size-fits-all approach. 
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Question E9: Town Centres - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option E9a: Identify retail areas on the policies map as well as Town Centre boundaries, within the 

Part 1 plan.  

Option E9b: Save existing town centre and retail area boundaries in the Part 1 plan, and address this 

in Part 2. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 70 people responded to question E9. 50 (71.4%) agreed with option E9a, i.e. that retail areas 

and town centre boundaries should be identified in Part 1 of the Plan. 20 respondents (28.6%) opted 

for option E9.B, i.e., that existing town centre and retail area boundaries should be saved in Part 1 of 

the Plan, and later addressed within Part 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The results indicate strong support (71.4%) for addressing retail areas and town centre boundaries in 

Part 1 of the Plan. There was a small majority among respondents in the Developer/land promoter 

category and amongst WDC Parish Councils for Option E9b, while all other groups supported Option 

E9a. 

Additionally, Q-E11 received seven free-text comments in response to Q-E9. The majority of the 

comments were in favour of Option E9a which is consistent with the overall survey result.  Regarding 

the reason for supporting this approach, a respondent suggested this is useful to effectively apply 

retail policies. 

Furthermore, several respondents offered recommendations for this approach. For instance, a 

respondent suggested that identifying important existing out-of-town shopping centres as retail 

locations where further retail or mixed-use development would be appropriate. In contrast, two 

respondents proposed that Option 9b could be appropriate, as preparing to relax such a policy in Part 

2 would potentially allow for a reduction in in-town retail use and facilitate easier conversion to other 

uses such as office and residential properties.  
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Question E10: Do you agree that Tourism should be addressed in Part 

2 of the South Warwickshire Local Plan? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 94 responses to this question. ‘Yes’ was chosen by 80 participants (85.1%), ‘No’ was 

chosen by 12 respondents (12.8%), and ‘don’t know’ was selected by 2 respondents (2.1%). 

 

Summary of Responses 

The largest respondent group were individuals (53). The next most numerous respondent groups were 

Town/Parish Councils in Stratford District (9) followed by Town/Parish Councils in Warwick District (8). 

Individuals strongly supported addressing Tourism in Part 2 of the Plan. A majority of respondents 

from the Business, Landowner and Developer/Land Promoter respondent categories selected ‘no’ on 

this question. 
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Q-E11 received 18 free-text comments in response to Q-E10. These comments are summarised in the 

table below: 

Theme: Tally: Summary: 

Agree, Tourism Addressed 
in Part 2 

4 Overall view that growth and expansion of the 
visitor economy and tourism is supported, and 
that Part 2 is an appropriate place for this. One 
comment made a caveat that Part 2 would be 
suitable, as long as the Vision and Strategic 
Objectives in Part 1 include the protection and 
growth of tourism. 

Disagree, Tourism 
Addressed in Part 1 

11 Overall view that due to the high importance of 
tourism for the SW area, it should not only be 
addressed in Part 2. A number of comments 
stated they disagree with the statement that 
tourism is unaffected by spatial planning. It is felt 
that due to the importance of tourism for SW’s 
economy, that tourism should inform the 
strategic growth strategy. Other comments 
included tourism being addressed in Part 1 for 
considering development of key infrastructure, 
having an overarching policy, and due to 
Economic Plans impacting the workforce needed 
for the tourism sector.  

Other Comments 13 (x11 of these were the same comment from 
Stansgate). Comments referred to a policy which 
promotes and supports tourism, all of which felt 
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was essential for the emerging Local Plan and the 
development of necessary infrastructure.  
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Question E11: Other Economic Issues - Please add any comments you 

wish to make about delivering South Warwickshire’s economic needs 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 134 responses to this question. The breakdown of responses is shown below. This was a 

‘free text’ question and many of the responses indicated that they were in response to other ‘closed’ 

questions in this section. Those responses have been considered in the summaries of the relevant 

question.  

 

The summary below relates to the 57 remaining responses which were either general in nature or 

didn’t state that they were intended as a response to one of the specific economic questions.  

Summary of responses 

The tallies below should be regarded as indicative given the overlapping nature of many of the themes. 

Some responses were classified under more than one theme, or by no theme if the comment was not 

relevant. 

Comments on specific sectors (14 responses) 

The sector most referred to in the comments was tourism (nine responses). Five of these comments 

suggested that development should be sympathetic to the tourism offer. Two of these responses 

advised that the rural environment should be protected as a tourism asset. The erosion of green 

countryside may reduce the appeal of the region for visitors seeking an attractive area to walk, cycle, 

or horse-ride. One response also proposed that towns could be made more attractive to tourists by 

encouraging small, local businesses rather than typical ‘town-centre’ shops. 

There were two responses relating to hotels. One comment suggested that large retail units that have 

recently closed, such as the BHS and Debenhams units in Stratford-upon-Avon, the Marks and 

Spencer’s food store in Warwick, and House of Fraser in Leamington, should be reused as hotels to 
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encourage tourists to stay overnight. One comment also referred to a perceived need for high-quality 

hotel accommodation in Leamington and Warwick. 

One response advised that policies should be introduced to limit tourist accommodation and second-

home ownership, learning lessons from other tourist towns. On a similar theme, one response from a 

ward member proposed the development of an inclusive cultural strategy to promote ‘sustainable 

tourism’. This refers to tourism that has a positive economic and environmental impact on the local 

community. Such a strategy would focus on encouraging tourists to stay longer, promoting the rest of 

South Warwickshire to those visiting Stratford-upon-Avon, and supporting small independent 

businesses instead of multinational corporations. 

Two comments related to the strategic logistics sector. North Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC) 

raised concerns about the proposed exclusion of the Gaydon Area/M40 Junction 12 from strategic 

logistics. The response noted that this area has previously been identified in regional strategic 

employment studies as an appropriate location for strategic logistics and suggests that there are cross-

linkages and supply relationships between this use and automotive uses. This site could therefore 

potentially accommodate some of the need for strategic B8 employment land identified in the HEDNA 

for the Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region. NWBC also proposed that other Core Opportunity Area 

and Major Investment sites could potentially accommodate some of the need for strategic logistics, 

such as the South of Coventry area, Wellesbourne, Long Marston and Stoneleigh. 

The Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce (‘the Chamber’) made representations 

advocating for more detailed sectoral and ‘criteria-based’ policies, the improved use of market signals 

in developing the evidence base and monitoring regime, and potentially a move to a ‘five-year 

employment land supply’ monitoring model. These comments are explored in more detail under the 

‘evidence base, monitoring, and flexibility’ theme below. 

Two responses referred to shortages of affordable land in some sectors. The Chamber raised concerns 

that the past supply of employment land has not matched market requirements and new land 

allocations may not be affordable in some sectors due to market mechanisms. The affordability deficit 

contributes towards sectoral shortages. One comment suggested that there are issues for small 

businesses looking to expand as it is difficult to progress in office and warehouse space. 

Two comments referred to other sectors. One of these suggested a policy encouraging the growth of 

the games development cluster at ‘Silcon Spa’, while Wellesbourne Matters encouraged expansion in 

the aviation service and support industries. 

Not all growth is good (13 responses) 

These comments suggested that not all types of economic growth are desirable. Respondents felt that 

the wrong kind of development in the wrong place can have environmental, infrastructure, cultural, 

and social costs. A general objective to grow South Warwickshire’s economy, as phrased in Issue E1, 

may be unhelpful. 

Five responses suggested that development should be sympathetic to the tourism offer. The tourism 

sector is explored in more detail under the ‘comments on specific sectors’ theme above. Two 

responses proposed a policy principle against out-of-town retail development on the grounds of car-

dependency, congestion, social exclusion, and air quality. Two comments suggested that employment 

opportunities should be focused in and around existing towns because of road infrastructure 

restrictions and to reduce out-of-area employment travel. Two responses suggest growth should focus 

on satisfying local needs and not national aspirations. 
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One comment suggested that generating employment should not be a primary focus of the plan as 

the district has a high rural population and a large proportion of older people. Along similar lines, 

another response suggested that new jobs in a low-unemployment area such as South Warwickshire 

will result in population growth, increased demand for housing, more pressure on infrastructure, and 

a growth in the number of cars. The response suggests that growth may be harmful to existing 

residents.   

Comments on specific sites (10 responses) 

Several existing businesses made representations seeking explicit policy support for expansion plans. 

These comments are site-specific and are summarised below in bullet point format: 

• Coventry Airport should be a Major Investment Site. The Airport should be removed from the 

Green Belt and there should be specific policy support for growth in this location. 

• Thwaites requested the removal of land from the Green Belt to enable sustainable expansion. 

• The University of Warwick sought ongoing collaboration on sustainable transport investment 

plans and a supportive policy framework for its masterplanning work and growth ambitions for 

the campus. 

• JCR requested a policy framework that supports its corporate, community, and visitor 

diversification activities to secure Warwick Racecourse’s primary function as a racing venue. 

• Wellesbourne Airfield (with retained airfield) should be allocated additional employment land as 

part of the Core Opportunity Area to maximise and enhance South Warwickshire’s economic 

assets. 

 
There were also two responses from promoters of housing-led sites, suggesting that their proposals 

could contribute to sustainable economic growth. The link between the locations of housing growth 

and economic growth is explored as a separate theme below. 

There were three other comments under this broad theme. Warwickshire Wildlife Trust expressed 

concerns about potential development in the Green Belt or AONB and suggested that policy should 

make it clear Local Wildlife Sites and Potential LWSs will not be used for development. Sites on the 

flood plain should also not be considered for development. One response was critical of carbon 

emissions at Wellesbourne Airfield and suggested that mixed-use redevelopment on this site could 

provide housing and jobs while preventing the need to develop on greenfield sites. One comment 

argued that the economic benefits of tourism and leisure from Earlswood Lakes and Woods are being 

undermined by excessive housing development within the district and from neighbouring authorities. 

Lastly, one response queried the inclusion of the WASPS Rugby Club as a major investment site and 

whether this has implications for their training ground in Henley-in-Arden. 

Infrastructure (10 responses) 

There were six comments relating to transport infrastructure. Two responses request the inclusion of 

detailed transport plans for towns, especially for Stratford-upon-Avon. Both comments suggested that 

transport infrastructure can have a major impact on a town’s economy. One of the responses referred 

to a need to reduce the dominance of cars in the town centre through measures such as park and ride, 

active travel, short-stay centre car parks, long-stay car parks in outer areas, and improvement of rail 

and bus transport hubs. Another comment referred generally to a need for new roads and bypasses 

and suggested that productivity is being harmed by high travel times. One response suggested that 

attempts to attract new businesses and jobs in a low-unemployment area such as South Warwickshire 

will inherently increase population and therefore the number of cars, putting further pressure on road 
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infrastructure. Two other comments refer to the need to provide good land for employment, housing, 

and community infrastructure in and around towns to minimise out-of-area travel for employment. 

The role of town centres and links between employment and housing land are both explored as 

separate themes below.  

Two comments from landowners referred to the potential for their proposals to contribute towards 

improvements in sustainable transport. These are explored above in the section relating to comments 

on specific sites. There were also two responses requesting a policy to improve broadband and 

telecommunications infrastructure in the South Warwickshire region to support businesses and new 

ways of working. 

Evidence base, monitoring, and flexibility (10 responses) 

Five comments suggested that previous plans have not provided the right amount or type of 

employment and commercial land in the right place due to inadequate attention to market 

intelligence. The Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber) advised that 

allocations and policy should be based on economic sectors rather than Use Classes, as the latter are 

overly broad. Their response referred to the policy approach in Leicestershire as an example. Rail-

based distribution is treated separately from road-based logistics and distribution. A similar approach 

may synchronise with the Plan’s aspiration to decarbonise transport and reduce road freight. The 

Chamber suggested a shift in monitoring towards a five-year employment land supply test model or 

“criteria-based” policies to control provision for specific sectors. The allocation of land should be 

based on market signals data informed by the views of industry and business. The Chamber has 

formed an Employment Land Panel and requests regular engagement to ensure businesses have a 

voice as the growth strategy is developed.  

The Chamber’s comments, along with two other responses, also emphasize the importance of 

flexibility in the plan. Given the rapid pace of economic change, market trends, economic challenges, 

and growth sectors are unlikely to remain the same throughout the plan period. One response 

suggested that the evidence base must explore the question of suppressed demand. One comment 

suggested that there is a need for the Council to assess long-term viability before investing or driving 

investment towards a new or expanding employer. This response particularly questions the post-Covid 

future of growth at the Rosalind Franklin Centre.  

Four comments relate to the need for the Plan to understand and respond to recent structural changes 

in the economy. Three of these responses referred to the implications of the shift towards working 

from home and hybrid working. Two comments suggested that the plan should ensure the need for 

hot-desking provision is understood and met. One of these responses refers to the design and mix of 

housing within new developments, which should now reflect the widespread need for home-based 

working space. One comment also refers to Brexit and the need for national investment to enable the 

South Warwickshire economy to thrive as an integral part of the national economy. 

Balanced growth and supporting the rural economy (9 responses) 

These comments relate to the importance of ensuring that jobs are provided in rural areas. Some of 

these respondents were concerned about the language used with regards to the Core Opportunity 

Area and felt that such an approach may discourage opportunities and investment in rural areas. Five 

of these responses referred to the potential sustainability benefits of small-scale local employment 

opportunities through reducing commuting, traffic, and emissions. Three responses suggested that a 

policy supporting small-scale employment sites would help encourage opportunities in rural area. Two 
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comments advised that supporting growth in rural areas would assist in diversifying the rural 

economy. 

Vacant shops and the changing role of town centres (8 responses) 

Two comments suggested that there should be a policy principle against out-of-town retail 

development. These responses indicated that retail should be embedded in local communities rather 

than remote from them; this would reduce car reliance and ensure that shops are accessible to all. 

Four responses refer to the re-use of vacant town centre buildings. One comment refers to empty 

office buildings at Barrack Street in Warwick and Riverside House in Leamington and suggests that 

these need to be reused. One comment suggested policy support for reusing recently closed large 

units as hotels to encourage more tourists to stay overnight. Two other responses proposed that 

vacant retail units are an ideal location for housing, as much of the shift to online shopping is unlikely 

to be reversed. These comments suggested that providing more housing in town centres would 

encourage service business to grow around the new populations. Lastly, one response proposed that 

the growth of small businesses should be encouraged in town centres and that typical ‘town-centre’ 

type shops should be restricted in tourist-areas. 

Links between locations for housing growth and economic growth (8 responses) 

Five responses suggested that there was a disconnect between the housing growth options and the 

Core Opportunity Area. These comments indicated that job growth and housing allocations must be 

linked to reduce car travel and encourage 20-minute neighbourhoods. One comment proposes 

refocusing housing allocations around the Core Opportunity Area as an area where ‘strategic 

investment’ is appropriate. Conversely, housing development should be avoided in areas such as 

Henley, Shipston-on-Stour, Studley, and Kingswood where the Plan regards only ‘local investment 

opportunities’ as appropriate. Four comments suggested that there should be a focus on providing 

employment land around new settlements and towns where there has recently been significant 

expansion or where there is planned to be further significant expansion in this plan. Two of these were 

responses from promoters of housing-led sites who suggested that their proposals could contribute 

to sustainable growth in jobs close to housing growth. The promoters of land at North of Stratford 

Road, Bidford outlined proposals for a housing-led scheme including 1.8 hectares of industrial land. 

The promoters of a planned extension to Henley-in-Arden suggested that their proposals would 

enhance the local tourist offer and drive improvements to economic growth, employment, heritage, 

local transport, and biodiversity. 

Miscellaneous 

Several comments did not fit into the above broad categories. These responses are summarised below 

in bullet point format: 

• The Plan should provide a concise ‘problem statement’ listing existing issues in the local economy. 

Identifying and addressing existing problems is as important as identifying new opportunities. 

• A successful economy requires wider infrastructure including education, skills, and training, as 

well as health and welfare. 

• Investment will be attracted to the areas with the best profit-margins. Any green levies are likely 

to deter growth.  

• Lobby central government for more local control of business rates as this can be a tool for 

promoting growth in particular areas. 

• Economic plans may currently place too much emphasis on reducing travel and emissions. The 

introduction of electric/hydrogen vehicles is likely to change priorities. 
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Question H1.1: The HEDNA is proposing that we move away from an 

approach where future household needs are based on the 2014-based 

household projections towards a trend-based approach. Do you think 

that the HEDNA evidence provides a reasonable basis for identifying 

future levels of housing need across South Warwickshire?  

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 178 responses to this question. ‘Yes’ was chosen by 104 participants (58.4%), ‘No’ was 

chosen by 57 respondents (32.0%), and ‘don’t know’ was selected by 17 respondents (9.6%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of Responses 

More Individuals disagreed with the methodology (29 No, 25 Yes) 

More Developers/Landowners agreed with the methodology (32 Yes, 12 No) 

67 respondents to H1.1/H1.2 did not choose an option for H1.1. Many of those respondents made 

comments on the methodology under H1.2 without giving an answer on H1.1. 
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Question H1.1: Associated free text comments, from Q-H7.  

Q-H7 had 48 free text comments in response to QH1-1. These are summarised below: 

Total Comments: 48     

General View: Tally: Breakdown: Summary: 

Agree that the HEDNA 
evidence provides a 
reasonable basis for 
identifying future 
levels of housing 
need. 

29 Developer and 
Land Promoter 
 (16).  
Landowner (11). 
Lapworth Parish 
Council. 
Coventry City 
Council. 

Overall support for the evidence provided 
by the HEDNA, considering it a sensible 
option to use the most accurate and recent 
data. Many comments stress that even with 
opting for the higher HEDNA trend-based 
housing figure, that this would still only be 
the minimum requirement due to needing 
to consider unmet need and affordability.  

Do not agree that the 
HEDNA evidence 
provides a reasonable 
basis for identifying 
future levels of 
housing need. 

8 Individual (8). Comment stating lack of faith in the 
methodology and the housing figures 
claimed. (Same comment made by 8 
‘Individuals’). 

Neutral- not referring 
to methodology/ no 
direct answer. 

11 Developer and 
Land Promoter 
(10). 
Landowner (1). 
  
  

View that whatever methodology chosen 
would only be a starting point. Concerns the 
HEDNA does not consider implications that 
the adjustments may have for the estimates 
of overall housing need across the 
subregion. Unmet need considerations 
(Black Country). Comment that building 
more market housing is the only realistic 
way to reduce house prices. 
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Question H1.2: HEDNA Housing Needs - If your answer to H1-1 is No, 

what would be a more appropriate approach to calculating future 

housing needs for this Local Plan?  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 164 people answered this question. A large proportion of the respondents took the 

opportunity to give general comments about the HEDNA. 

The largest number of comments were from developers (64) followed by individuals (52). Comments 

were received also from Landowners (16), Parish Councils (15), Lobby groups and charities (7) and 

Duty to Cooperate (5). 

 

Summary of responses 

The question asked only for a comment on the approach to calculating future housing need if not 

agreeing with the approach, many respondents who agreed, disagreed, or hadn’t made a choice, 

made comments on the methodology and/or made general comments about the SWLP. 

Most respondents used the opportunity to explain how they felt about the consultation, some 

agreeing and some disagreeing with the question.  

67 respondents had not chosen an answer at H1.1 and many of those respondents made comments 

on the methodology without having agreed or disagreed with Question H1.1   

The most frequently raised issues by the respondents mentioned were: 

• Coventry figures - 19 of the comments mentioned meeting Coventry’s needs. A further 13 felt 

these shouldn’t be met. Many respondents observed the issues with Coventry’s figures but didn’t 

specifically give an opinion.  
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• Meeting other authorities needs primarily those of the Black Country and Greater Birmingham (38 

responses) 

• Affordable housing – this was a specific point made in response to delivering houses through the 

planning system (as a percentage as is currently the case). Respondents were aware that to meet 

the housing needs would be very challenging and 29 suggested releasing more land to meet the 

needs. 

• A number of suggestions were made that detailed how housing figures should be higher and or 

lower than the results that were given in the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Needs 

Assessment.   

• Some suggestions were made as to the data that should have been used and comments were 

made upon the data that had been used to arrive at the calculations within the housing Needs 

Assessment  

• Suggestions were made Linked to the suggestion to allocate more land to address affordability 

there were examples of higher figures and lower figures  

The most frequent 10 themes raised are as follows (each figure is the number of mentions). Some 

respondent’s categories fall into more than one area.  

• May need uplift to account for Greater Birmingham and Black Country need (38) 

• Allocate more land to account for affordable housing figures/ meet housing need (29) 

• No faith in figures (24) 

• Meet some of Coventry’s housing needs (19) 

• Use better data and trends (17) 

• Too much/ figures too high (14) 

• This should be a floor figure only (14) 

• Don’t meet Coventry’s needs (13) 

• Don’t need so many houses (13) 

• Wrong on Windfalls (8) 

Key Comments raised  

The larger number of professionals / development industry answering this question will account for 

the top responses with those comments from planning professionals tending to quote the NPPF and 

the legal need to meet housing needs. These often also suggested that more land should be allocated 

(on top of the suggested figures) to cater for the number of affordable houses that are needed. 

Conversely there were a number of comments from individuals who felt that the area had too many 

houses already. 
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Question H2.1: Affordable Housing - What is the best way to 

significantly increase the supply of affordable housing across South 

Warwickshire? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 188 responses.  

Most responses were from the respondent type ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ (72 responses, 

38.3%), followed by ‘Individual’ (62 responses, 32.9%), and then ‘Landowner’ (23 responses, 12.2%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Responses can be classified under more than one category, or no category if not relevant. 

Theme Tally Sub-Themes Tally Summary 

Affordable 
Homes % 
Requirement 

18 Increasing 
affordable homes 
% requirement 

12 Should be an increase in the % 
requirement for developments to deliver 
affordable housing, to make affordable 
housing a greater priority.  

    Enforcing 
affordable homes 
% requirement 

4 Concerns over developers not delivering 
on their affordable housing % requirement 
due to viability issues and loopholes- 
stronger enforcement is needed for this. 

    Lower Threshold 2 Lower the threshold at which 
developments are required to deliver a % 
of affordable homes.  

          

Market 
Housing 
Requirement 

57 Increase housing 
requirement 

57 Popular view that there needs to be a 
market housing requirement way above 
the identified need in order to attempt to 
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above identified 
need 

bridge the gap between supply and 
demand, thus reducing housing costs as 
well as being able to deliver more 
affordable homes. 

          

Local 
Authority 
Affordable 
Homes 

17 Local Authority as 
the developer 

11 View that there should be more affordable 
homes delivered and owned by the 
council, as developers do not prioritise 
affordable homes due to needing to make 
profit. View that LAs need to become the 
developer. 

    Working with 
Housing 
Associations 

6 Local Authority should work with housing 
associations to deliver affordable homes. 

          

Prioritising 
Rural 
Greenfield/be
lt Areas 

19 Need for 
affordable homes 
in 
rural/sustainable 
locations 

19 There is an identified need that affordable 
homes are lacking, yet needed, in 
rural/countryside areas. Believe they 
should be prioritised in rural areas due to 
being more sustainable in terms of 
location. 

          

Viability 
Issues 

25 Avoiding sites 
with additional 
costs  

21 Affordable homes on brownfield land 
should be avoided due to the additional 
costs with clearance and treating any 
contamination. A comment suggested 
(re)considering whether ‘New Allocations’ 
are the best way forward, considering the 
additional costs of infrastructure that 
would be required. 

    Avoiding rural/ 
greenfield areas 

4 Small number of responses stated to avoid 
building affordable homes in rural 
greenfield/belt areas due to the lack of 
transport options, high land prices, and 
lack of infrastructure- making it more 
difficult for them to be genuinely 
affordable due to their location. 

          

Defining 
Affordable 

9 Affordable Homes 
definition 

3 What is classified as an ‘affordable’ home 
needs to be clearly calculated and defined.  

    Affordable Homes 
concept 

6 Need to consider what makes the concept 
of ‘affordable’ homes, beyond the home 
itself. Wider considerations to make it 
affordable, including location, proximity to 
amenities, and infrastructure costs. 

Increasing the overall housing requirement significantly above the identified need to maximise the 

housing market was the most popular response for the best way of significantly increasing the supply 

of affordable housing. This would subsequently increase the number of affordable homes delivered 

via the affordable homes ‘Percentage’ requirement. In relation to the affordable homes ‘Percentage’ 
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requirement, a number of responses suggested to increase the percentage requirement, and to lower 

the threshold at which developments needs to include a percentage of affordable homes. 

There were conflicting views regarding delivering affordable homes in rural/countryside/green belt 

areas. A number of responses (19) highlighted that there is a need for affordable homes in rural 

locations, however a number of responses (4) felt developing affordable homes in rural areas, 

including in the green belt, would be counterproductive for delivering affordable homes due to the 

lack of transport/infrastructure creating additional costs. 

Brownfield sites were also commonly suggested as to be avoided for delivering affordable homes (21) 

due to additional costs associated with dealing with any contamination, and clearance of the site.  

An important issue was raised regarding defining what is classified as ‘affordable’ for an affordable 

home. It was suggested that ‘affordable’ needs to be clearly calculated first in order to be defined. 

Notable Comments 

Individual: “H2 – Housing Tenure (affordable housing). It is noted on page 9 of the document that 

median house prices in both districts are over ten times average salaries. Given it is only possible to 

borrow five times a salary this demonstrates the scale of the affordable housing problem in the area. 

The first step in ensuring an adequate supply of affordable housing is to ensure that the definition of 

affordable is crystal clear. The starting point for this is the definition in the NPPF which states, 

“Affordable housing: housing for sale or rent, for those whose needs are not met by the market…”. 

This is reflected in the definition in the glossary at the end of the document. What is missing at present 

are the calculations setting at what value or rent a house is considered affordable. This is a critical 

element as it affects the amount developers are prepared to pay for land. It is therefore essential that 

the calculations which will underpin the price of what constitutes a genuinely affordable house are 

established as soon as possible. This can be done regardless of which sites are selected for 

development” (x3). 

Barford, Sherbourne and Wasperton JPC: “Part of the answer lies in reconsidering the whole concept 

of affordable housing. There are currently families with two decent salaries living in “affordable 

housing”. That cannot be right! Some revision of the whole concept is needed. The pretext of expecting 

the market homes, in more expensive areas, to directly fund the affordables, which may not be needed 

in their immediate area, is fundamentally unfair and unrealistic and clearly unsustainable. If we changed 

the system, by building “truly affordable market homes” there would be a much smaller demand for 

affordable/social homes, and people would be much happier. Perhaps those truly affordable market 

homes would need to be more modest in many ways, but they would find considerable favour and free 

up affordables for those who really need them. It is time to break some paradigms!”. 

Developer and Land Promoter: “Issue H2. Providing the right type and tenure of housing. Table 10 on 

page 105 highlights the fact that total affordable need at 547 (Stratford) and 839 (Warwick) is almost 

as high as the trend-based figure of 868 (Stratford) and 811 (Warwick) from the HEDNA (Table 9). One 

of these must be wrong or incompatible – otherwise there will be no prospect of resolving housing 

needs in the two authorities. The two Councils need to take a long hard look at whether they wish to 

tackle housing shortfalls in Stratford and Warwick through this Local Plan. Against that background, it 

is naïve to suggest that the price of market housing is not linked to the availability of affordable 

housing. The more market housing (at lower price levels is delivered) the less will be the pressure on 

affordable housing. The two are inter-linked. The identification of up to 4 new settlements will involve 

a very heavy investment in infrastructure in building communities from scratch. Often affordable 

housing is sacrificed to build expensive roads and heavy infrastructure. The Councils need to consider 
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whether a high investment new settlement approach is therefore ideal. The solution is therefore to 

allocate higher levels of housing per se, enforce affordable housing quotas as a priority, introduce 

pathways to home ownership (for example First Homes and shared ownership which require less 

subsidy) and seek other tenure options which can relieve affordable housing pressures – for example 

elderly and extra care accommodation. Whether there are single or separate affordable housing 

requirements for Stratford and Warwick Districts is irrelevant”. 

Individual: “Your graph at Figure 22 answers this question. History shows that affordable housing gets 

built by organisations who do not have to prioritise the making of significant profits. Developers have 

consistently failed to meet affordable housing targets and have levers they can use to justify not doing 

so. Therefore, new house-building models need to be established involving partnerships between 

local authorities and housing associations. The emphasis on affordable housing needs to be absolute 

and should form the bulk of new house-building. Innovative architecture should be a pre-requisite to 

create communities that are beautiful, safe and accessible.  It is not clear that any of the options below 

would secure this unless the viability criteria for developers is tightened. More useful would be 

changes to borrowing requirements to enable local authorities to borrow so that they can build houses 

themselves or in partnership with housing associations”.  
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Question H2.2: Affordable Housing - Please select the option which is 

most appropriate for South Warwickshire.  

Option H2-2a: A single South Warwickshire wide affordable housing requirement.  

Option H2-2b: Separate affordable housing requirements for Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick 

Districts.  

Option H2-2c: A more localised approach with separate affordable housing requirements for different 

localities across South Warwickshire. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 173 responses.  

Nearly half of the responses were from Individuals (82, 47.4%). Developer and Land Promoter were 

the second most common respondent type (40 responses, 23.1%) followed by SDC Parish Council (17 

responses, 10%).  

H2-2c was the most popular Option with 71 votes (41.0%). This was followed by Option H2-2b with 

31.2% (54) votes, then H2-2a (48 responses, 27.7%). 

57.3% of responses from individuals were for Option H2-2c. 

 

Summary of responses 

Overall, the respondent types ‘Individual’ and ‘SDC Parish Council’ favoured Option H2-2c, whereas 

the respondent types ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ and ‘Landowner’ preferred both Options H2-2a 

and H2-2b above Option H2-2c.  

From the total responses, H2-2c was the most popular option, although all options received a 

substantial number of votes. This suggests having a more localised approach with separate affordable 

housing requirements for different localities across South Warwickshire would be the preferred route 

to take. 
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Q-H7 had 36 free text comments for Q-H2-2. Summary of these below: 

Total 
Comments: 

36     

General Tally Breakdown: Summary 

Option H2-2a 12 Landowner (4). 
Developer and Land Promoter 
(7). 
Warwickshire County Council. 
  

As South Warwickshire is a single plan 
and a combined unified policy area, 
having a single affordable housing 
requirement would allow consistency 
across the two Districts. General view 
that this is the most straightforward 
approach for a combined plan and 
provides greatest certainty to 
developers. The single affordable 
housing requirement should be for 
both the threshold and percentage 
requirement. 

Option H2-2b 14 Landowner (3). 
Developer and Land Promoter 
(9). 
Stratford Town Centre 
Strategic Partnership. 
Tanworth Residents 
Association. 
  

Having separate affordable housing 
requirements is seen as more 
appropriate for reflecting local 
requirements and viability issues. 
Stratford Town Centre Strategic 
Partnership felt Option H2-2a could 
lead to clustering of affordable 
housing. View that Option H2-2a is 
too broad, but Option H2-2c would 
get too complex to assess, and thus 
Option H2-2b would be most likely to 
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deliver appropriate levels of 
affordable housing. 

Option H2-2c 7 Developer and Land Promoter 
(1). 
Individual (1). 
Claverdon Parish Council. 
Beaudesert & Henley in Arden 
Joint Parish Council. 
Cotswolds National Landscape 
Board. 
Tanworth in Arden Parish 
Council. 
Barford, Sherbourne, and 
Wasperton Joint Parish 
Council. 

A localised approach would allow 
affordable housing to be targeted in 
the most expensive areas which lack 
affordable homes (example given of 
Henley), or where there is greater 
demand for them. Barford, 
Sherbourne, and Wasperton Joint 
Parish Council stated a localised 
approach at Parish level as being 
essential in order for affordable 
housing funds to be spent where 
affordable housing is actually 
required.  

Hybrid 1 Developer and Land Promoter 
(1). 

Suggested hybrid approach 
combining Option H2-2a and H2-2b. 
Suggestion of having a minimum 
requirement across the district to 
prevent developers negotiating 
affordable housing to unacceptable 
levels, but also recognising site 
differences across geographical areas.  

No 
Preference/Not 
Enough 
Evidence 

2 Developer and Land Promoter 
(2). 

No preferred option with the current 
information provided- not sufficient 
information in the public domain, nor 
sufficient evidence regarding viability 
to make a choice. 
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Question H2.3: Housing for Older People - How should South 

Warwickshire best address the specialist needs for older people? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The Question had a total of 96 responses.  

Most responses were from Individuals (45.8%, 44 responses), followed by Developers and Land 

Promoters (22.9%, 22 responses), and then SDC Parish Council (9.4%, 9 responses). 

 

Summary of responses 

Overall Summary 

Most of the responses to the question referred to housing/accommodation. A large variety of different 

housing types were mentioned regarding meeting the needs of older people including increasing the 

number of bungalows, smaller houses, flats, retirement villages, care homes, and multi-generational 

housing. Responses pointed out the benefits of sites solely for older people housing, as well as the 

benefits of integrating older people housing into general mixed use community developments. There 

was not a clear housing type preference, however what does seem to be needed overall is choice, as 

different people want and need different things.  

‘Individual’ Summary 

Responses seem to be focused on accessibility and location, such as the importance of being near 

good public transport links (bus and rail), shops, and healthcare services/facilities. Location of housing 

is seen as important- willingness to downsize from family homes seems greater if remaining in the 

same location (village, town, etc) is possible. Overall, location is expressed as very important.  
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‘Developer and Land Promoter’ Summary 

Meeting the needs of older people in terms of housing seems to be focused on having large site 

allocations specifically to deliver these types of homes. Again, there does not seem to be a preferred 

housing type, but delivery via large site allocations seems to be the focus- whether solely for these 

purposes or within large scale mixed developments. There is suggestion of large-scale developments 

having a percentage requirement for bungalows/housing for older people.  

Notable Comments 

Individual: “Need to differentiate between 'older people' needing care/support, and people who are 

just 'older' i.e., retired and perhaps wanting somewhere quiet and pleasant to live, without kids kicking 

footballs against your fence. On developments bungalows, or small apartment blocks should be in 

discrete areas and NOT located next to play areas (as I found on one development)”. 

Warwick District Green Party: “Require all new major developments to have a masterplan agreed in 

advance which must include suitable specialist needs for older people”. 

Individual: “I suggest the plan would be improved by including the ability to construct highly 

sustainable homes built to Agile Ageing Standards in villages allowing elderly residents to move into 

suitable accommodation within their established community potentially reducing pressure on the care 

system. The added advantage could be to free up existing houses for younger families to which they 

may be more suitable. I believe this would be a long-term improvement to the housing stock with 

potential wide-ranging benefit and projects could be carried out on a small scale to avoid contentious 

planning issues”. 
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Question H3: Minimum Space Standards - Please select all options 

which are appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option H3a: Do not seek to include minimum space standards in a policy in the SWLP. 

Option H3b: Apply Nationally Described Space Standards to development across South Warwickshire 

based on locally derived evidence. 

Option H3c: Include a requirement to meet optional Building Regulations M4(2)/M4(3) as standard. 

These are focused upon ensuring appropriate accessibility standards. 

Option H3d: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 176 responses.  

Of the total responses, 43 votes were for Option H3a (24.4%), 67 votes for Option H3b (38.1%), 52 

votes for Option H3c (29.5%), and 14 votes for H3d (8%).  

 

Summary of responses 

The most common respondent group to answer this question was ‘Individual’ (72 responses, 40.9%), 

followed by ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ (47 responses, 26.7%), and then ‘Landowner’ (18 

responses, 10.2%).  

The option most preferred by Individuals was H3b (47.2%), followed by Option H3c (34.7%). 

Individuals gave few votes to H3a (9.7%) and H3d (8.3%).  

The Option most preferred by Developers and Land Promoters was Option H3a (59.6%), which was 

the clear favourite in comparison to the other options.  

The Option most preferred by Landowners was Option H3b (39%), closely followed by Option H3c 

(33.3%).  

Overall, Individuals and Landowners favoured the same options- H3b and H3c, whereas Developers 

and Land Promoters strongly favoured Option H3a.  The question therefore does not have a clear 

preferred Option, also indicated by the total % votes showing Options H3a, H3b, and H3c not having 

too much between them.  
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The end of chapter question, Q-H7, had 81 comments on Q-H3. These are summarised below: 

Total Comments: 81     

Theme Tally Breakdown Summary 

Option Q-H3a 18 Landowner (2). 
Developer and Land 
Promoter (16). 

View that it has to be Option Q-H3a until 
there is further evidence to justify the 
inclusion of minimum space standards 
into a policy. Belief that currently there is 
not enough justification for local need 
exceeding the minimum standards 
required by Building Regulations. Opinion 
that minimum space standards is not a 
strategic priority which warrants 
inclusion in Part 1 of the Plan. Concerns 
that minimum space standards could 
impact upon deliverability of housing 
numbers/density. 

Option Q-H3b 7 Landowner (1). 
Developer and Land 
Promoter (5). 
West Midlands Housing 
Association Planning 
Consortium. 

Comments that Q-H3b correctly identifies 
Nationally Described Space Standards 
should not be automatically included 
within emerging Plans; instead, they are 
only able to be applied through policies 
where the need can be justified. Lots of 
comments stating this option as their 
preference but only if it can be justified, 
and this would be dependent on 
evidence.  
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Option Q-H3c 8 Landowner (3). 
Developer and Land 
Promoter (4). 
Barford, Sherbourne, and 
Wasperton Parish Council. 

Large majority of comments preferring 
Option Q-H3c have stated this option 
would only work with flexibility. Overall 
view that flexibility alongside this option 
would be required in order to consider 
potential impacts on design and viability.  

Option Q-H3d 5 Developer and Land 
Promoter (5). 

View that minimum space standards do 
not need to be set beyond national 
guidance and Building Regulations, with 
these being agreed on a site-by-site basis. 
General view that there is no evidence 
that dwellings currently do not meet the 
needs of residents.  

Part 1 2 Landowner (2). View that these matters are important 
and should be included in Part 1. 

Part 2 4 Individual (1). 
Claverdon Parish Council. 
Beaudesert & Henley in 
Arden Joint Parish 
Council. 
Rowington Parish Council. 

Comments that this policy should be dealt 
with in Part 2. 

Mixed/Multiple 4 Landowner (1). 
Developer and Land 
Promoter (1). 
North Warwickshire 
Borough Council. 
Warwickshire County 
Council. 

A number of comments agreed more than 
one of the options could potentially be 
suitable- in every instance this was the 
combination of Options Q-H3b and Q-
H3c. Warwickshire Country Council 
stated Q-H3c as the target, and Q-H3b as 
the fallback. North Warwickshire Borough 
Council thought H3b/H3c/H3d could all 
be appropriate options, but subject to 
viability testing.  

No Option 
Mentioned/Other 
Comments 

33 Landowner (4). 
Developer and Land 
Promoter (25). 
Individual (1). 
Home Builders 
Federation. 
Long Itchington Parish 
Council. 
Tanworth in Arden Parish 
Council. 

Where no specific option was 
commented on, it was made clear that 
whatever option chosen/any policy 
established should include a level of 
flexibility for the consideration of site-
specific issues. Long Itchington Parish 
Council welcomed the recognition of the 
need for specific housing types but were 
hesitant of their fabrication due to 
developers- for this reason they 
suggested a reduction in large scale 
developments which may only “pay lip 
service to genuine housing needs”.  There 
were a large number of comments by 
Developers and Land Promoters 
regarding viability concerns and needing 
more evidence and testing for the 
justification of the inclusion of minimum 
space standards in a policy.  
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Question H4.1: Housing Needs from outside of South Warwickshire - 

Do you agree with the approach of contributing to meeting the 

Birmingham and Black Country HMA shortfall to 2031 on the identified 

sites in Stratford-on-Avon District? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 182 respondents answered this question.  

Most responses were from ‘Individuals’, making up over half of all responses (101, 55.5%). This 

followed by Developer and Land Promoter (33 responses, 18.1%) and Landowner (12 responses, 

6.6%). 

Out of those 182 respondents, 57 (31%) voted ‘Yes’, 113 (62%) voted ‘No’, and 12 (7%) voted ‘Don’t 

Know’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

This question sought respondents’ opinions on contributing to addressing the unmet needs in the 

Birmingham and Black Country Housing Market Area (HMA) until 2031.Out of the 182 respondents, 

the majority of the respondents (62%) did not support this approach.  

Among those who disagreed, a substantial number of respondents (74%) were identified as 

individuals. In contrast, among those who agreed, Developers (42%) and Landowners (18%) formed 

the majority. These results indicate that many respondents, especially individuals, expressed concerns 

about accommodating the housing needs of Greater Birmingham and Black Country Areas. 
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Comments from Q-H7: 

The end of chapter question, Q-H7, had 7 comments for question Q-H4-1. Summary below: 

Total Comments: 7     

Response Tally Breakdown Comments Summary 

Yes 4 Developer and Land 
Promoter (3). 
Landowner (1). 

Yes, broadly agree that the approach for 
contributing to the Birmingham and Black 
Country HMA shortfall is suitable. Believes 
there is a strong argument that homes 
contributing to the GBBCHMA shortfall should 
be located close to the source of those needs, 
but also that those with reasonable 
commutes to sources (particularly via rail) 
should not be ruled out. Comment that 
accommodating this growth can be achieved 
by increasing proposed growth for Option 5 
(Dispersed). 

No 3 Developer and Land 
Promoter (3). 

Do not agree that the proposed allocations in 
the Stratford-on-Avon District Council’s Site 
Allocation Plan (SAODC SAP) sufficiently 
reflect the scale of unmet need within the 
GBBCHMA. Stated concerns over Stratford on 
Avon District Council’s approach which 
“unduly restrict the release of Green Belt 
sites”. Comments state that they welcome 
the Issues and Options have taken a ‘blind’ 
approach to whether sites are in the Green 
Belt. 

Don’t Know -    
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Question H4.2: Housing Needs from outside of South Warwickshire - 

Please add any comments you wish to make about the scale of the 

shortfall from the Birmingham and Black Country HMA that South 

Warwickshire should accommodate within the SWLP  

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 175 respondents.   

There was a mix of respondents, most of them were from Individuals (69, 39.4%) and Developers and 

Land Promoters (64, 36.6%). 

Individuals expressed the most concerns regarding housing needs from other Housing Market Areas 

(HMAs), land availability, and the potential impacts of accommodating these shortfalls. It is worth 

noting that the majority of comments about the impact of addressing the shortfalls came from 

individuals.  

Furthermore, most comments on figures related to the scale of shortfalls, housing needs from other 

HMAs, and changes in national policy were primarily made by Developers and Land Promoter, 

Landowners and Duty to Co-operate (DTC). 
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Summary of responses 

The key issues are categorised in the following:  

Housing needs from other HMAs  120 

Figures about the scale of shortfalls 75 

Possible socio-economic/ environmental impact  32 

Changes in national policy 24 

Sustainable measures 8 

Housing needs from other HMA: 

Agreement 

• Given South Warwickshire’s proximity to other HMAs, it has a responsibility to help address unmet 

needs through the Duty to Co-operate. (27) 

• Birmingham’s neighbouring authorities face limitations in available land for housing (16) 

• Coventry’s shortfall should also be considered. (29) 

As part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) for Birmingham and Black Country, twenty-seven 

respondents considered that South Warwickshire has a responsibility to help address the unmet needs 

through the Duty to Cooperate (DTC). Some mentioned that, given South Warwickshire’s size, it is 

acceptable to accommodate the unmet needs of other HMAs.   

Additionally, sixteen respondents highlighted that Birmingham’s neighbouring authorities have 

limitations in contributing to Birmingham’s unmet housing needs due to the lack of available land, 

particularly in areas with significant Green Belt coverage. Therefore, they argued that South 

Warwickshire should help accommodate these unmet needs where possible.  

Despite the question asked only how to accommodate the Birmingham and Black Country’s housing 

needs, twenty-nine respondents expressed concerns about Coventry’s limitations in meeting their 

own housing needs. Given Coventry’s constraints with limited opportunities for greenfield 

development, several respondents suggested that Coventry may struggle to meet its annual housing 

requirements of 1,964 homes. Moreover, due to the functional relationship between South 

Warwickshire and Coventry, some respondents suggested to also consider Coventry’s needs within 

the South Warwickshire Local Plan (SWLP). 

Disagreement 

• There are sufficient Brownfield sites in Birmingham and Black Country (26) 

• Should meet local needs first (12) 

• Would be unfair to SWLP area (8) 

• The unmet needs should be provided as close to the origin as possible (2) 

However, a significant number of respondents, primarily individuals, disagreed with the approach of 

meeting the shortfall from other HMAs. Many respondents (26) believed that Birmingham and Black 

Country have a sufficient supply of brownfield sites capable of accommodating their own housing 

needs. In addition, twelve respondents emphasised that the interests of the local area should take 

precedence over the needs of other authorities.  

Moreover, eight respondents stated that contributing to the unmet needs of other areas could be 

seen as penalising areas that have already achieved their targets, which they considered it is 

inequitable to South Warwickshire. Considering the scale of the shortfall resulting from other HMAs, 
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some respondents expressed concerns that South Warwickshire might also face challenges in meeting 

its own housing targets. Lastly, two respondents considered that the unmet needs should be 

addressed as close to the origin as possible.  

Figures about the scale of shortfall  

Key issues raised include:  

• The actual unmet needs from Birmingham and Black Country (GBBHMA) could be greater than 

the assumption. (36) 

• No reference was made to the housing shortfall from the Black Country (12) 

• The SA assumption of 5000-1000 dwellings to support shortfall from Birmingham and Black 

Country is too low (12) 

• Should be aware that the unmet needs cover the period to 2042, but SWLP proposed to run 

to 2050 (9) 

• Need further justification for the figures (6) 

Most respondents expressed concerns that the SWLP might need to accommodate a greater number 

of unmet needs than assumed in Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Given the significant housing shortfall 

of 78,000 homes identified in the Greater Birmingham and Black Country HMA (GBBHMA), thirty-six 

respondents suggested that the level of housing needs could increase during the later stages of the 

SWLP examination and adoption process. As the Sustainability Appraisal’s assumption only covers the 

period up to 2042, nine respondents recommended that the SWLP should address the housing needs 

until the local plan period until 2050.  

Despite the abandonment of the Black Country Plan, twelve respondents suggested that the draft 

Black Country Local Plan from the Preferred Options provided a credible figure of approximately 

28,000 homes for the SWLP to consider when assessing the potential shortfall for the Black Country.   

Furthermore, twelve respondents argued that the Sustainability Appraisal’s assumption of 5000-

10,000 homes within South Warwickshire may not be sufficient to accommodate the shortfalls. They 

suggested the SWLP to test and assess a greater contribution to allow for flexibility within the plan’s 

timeline.  

Socio-economic/ environmental impact 

 Positive impact 

• Could bring economic, environmental and social benefits to the area. (2) 

Negative impact 

• An increase in housing densities could cause additional pressure on the area (18) 

• Concerns about the development in the Green Belt (8) 

• Worried about urban extension / urban sprawl (4) 

Regarding positive impacts, two respondents suggested that accommodating the needs of 

Birmingham and Black Country could bring economic, environmental and social benefits to the area. 

However, a number of respondents (30) raised concerns about the potential adverse impacts on South 

Warwickshire. 

Many respondents (18) were concerned that the SWLP approach to accommodating the shortfall from 

Birmingham and Black Country could lead to higher housing densities, potentially resulting in 

additional pressure on the area. This could include increased pressure on local infrastructures, 

services, and the environment. Additionally, eight respondents expressed concerns that 
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accommodating unmet needs might result in new housing development, particularly within the Green 

Belt area. Lastly, four respondents worried that accommodating the shortfalls could encourage urban 

sprawl.  

Possible changes in national policy 

• Potential changes in the national policy regarding the DTC requirement (16) 

• Contribution to meeting the shortfall is beneficial for the SWLP to pass the test of soundness (6) 

• Disagreement to the requirement of Duty to Cooperate (2) 

Concerns were raised by sixteen respondents regarding potential changes to national policy related 

to the Duty to Cooperate (DTC) requirement. They mentioned that the national policy and laws might 

undergo changes during the SWLP preparation, possibly replacing the Duty to Cooperate with an 

‘alignment policy’. They argued that the SWLP does not provide any suggestion regarding the potential 

removal of the requirement to accommodate unmet needs from other Housing Market Areas. 

Furthermore, six respondents suggested that a proportionate contribution should be made to ensure 

that the emerging SWLP aligns with the test of soundness outlined in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF). On the other hand, two respondents expressed the view that the Duty to 

Cooperate is no longer mandatory, as stated in the New Ministerial guidance. Therefore, the SWLP 

areas might not be required to accommodate the shortfall in the future.  

Sustainable measures 

Eight respondents expressed concerns about the location of homes if South Warwickshire were to 

contribute to the shortfall. Some respondents recommended that the new homes should be situated 

near sustainable transport connections, particularly rail services. Additionally, there were suggestions 

that the addressing the shortfall should prioritise sites that minimise commuting distances to 

employment areas, thereby contributing to efforts to reduce the impact of climate change.  
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Question H4.3: Housing Needs from outside of South Warwickshire - If 

we are required to meet housing shortfalls from outside of South 

Warwickshire, how best and where should we accommodate such 

shortfalls?  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 183 respondents.   

There was a mix of respondents, most of them were from Individuals (68, 37.1%) and Developers and 

Land Promoter (64, 35%). 

Most individuals expressed concerns over issues such as against the release of the Green Belt land and 

prioritise the use of brownfield sites. On the other hand, it is found that most comments from 

Developers and landowners suggested that the shortfalls should be accommodated in areas with high 

proximity to the source of needs, close to existing settlements and with sustainable connectivity. 

Many of the comments gave recommendation of areas that might be suitable for building new homes 

to accommodate the identified shortfalls. 

Summary of responses 

How best should we accommodate the shortfall: 

Sustainable locations (47) 

Most (43) agreed that addressing the unmet needs from outside of South Warwickshire should 

prioritise locations with strong sustainable transport connections, particularly rail services. 

Additionally, ensuring well transport connectivity with adequate infrastructure provision is essential. 

Sites for housing development should be situated in close proximity to schools, facilities, and other 

services. 
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Furthermore, four respondents provided examples of sustainable settlements with strong transport 

connections and good access to services and facilities. These settlements include Long Itchington, 

Kingswood and Radford Semele: 

• Long Itchington - offers a range of services and facilities, including a supermarket, a local shop, 

a nursery and primary school. 

• Kingswood - Benefits from Lapworth Railway Station, providing direct connections to several 

urban conurbations including Birmingham. It is also situated in close proximity to highway 

networks, including M42 and M40. 

• Radford Semele - Highly sustainable due to its proximity to Leamington Spa and not being 

constrained by the Green Belt. 

Land availability (42) 

Fifteen respondents suggested that releasing some portions of Green Belt land could help to 

accommodate identified housing shortfalls. Additionally, a number of people suggested that 

conducting a Green Belt Review should be considered to assess sites that no longer meet all five Green 

Belt purposes. This review could potentially identify areas suitable for removal from the Green Belt to 

allow for sustainable development.  

In contrast, twenty-one respondents were opposed the idea of releasing Green Belt land to 

accommodate housing shortfalls. Several respondents emphasised the importance of preserving the 

Green Belt for their health and well-being and to prevent urban Sprawl. Some suggested that releasing 

the Green Belt land should be the last option. 

Additionally, six responses suggested that prioritising the use of brownfield sites could help address 

the identified shortfalls. Additionally, some proposed conducting a review of brownfield sites before 

considering the release of Green Belt land.  

Proximity to the needs (35) 

Twenty-five respondents emphasised the importance of locating new homes as close as possible to 

the source of housing needs. They believe that this approach optimises sustainability and minimises 

adverse impacts on climate change. Conversely, four respondents held an opposing view, suggesting 

that it might not be necessary to provide housing for the shortfalls close to the source of housing 

needs due to changing work patterns. 

Furthermore, six respondents suggested that, in addition to accommodating housing needs, the 

shortfalls should be directed close to the boundaries of the areas that could provide employment 

opportunities.  

Housing density (13) 

Given the fundamental problem of insufficient land to accommodate housing needs, ten respondents 

recommended that constructing more flats would be a desirable solution. Moreover, one respondent 

proposed fully utilising existing buildings by converting the space above shops, car parks and other 

infrastructure into housing.  

Considering the scale of the shortfalls, three respondents suggested that the councils should prioritise 

areas where a high volume of dwellings can be built, rather than focusing on small-scale 

developments. 
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Growth Strategy (10) 

Seven respondents expressed support for Growth Option 5 - Dispersed Approach, as they believe it 

would help increase housing supply across a wider geographic area to address the unmet needs. 

Furthermore, one respondent emphasised that the sustainable expansion of existing rural villages 

favours the vitality of rural communities and contributes to the rural economy across South 

Warwickshire. 

Two respondents recommended that the appropriate Growth Strategy Option to accommodate the 

housing shortfall would be through Option 4 – Sustainable Travel and Economy. They suggested that 

the plan should focus on sites that near urban areas with strong transport connections. 

One respondent agreed with the approach of Growth Option 1 and 2 - Rail Corridors and Sustainable 

Travel, suggesting that strong transport connectivity is essential to provide access to employment, 

leisure and community facilities both within the external Housing Market Area and within South 

Warwickshire. Therefore, housing development should be located in areas where primary transport 

infrastructure can be provided.  

Where should we accommodate the shortfalls: 

Existing settlements 

Meeting the general unmet needs from outside of South Warwickshire (17) 

Seventeen respondents provided suggestions for existing settlements that could help accommodate 

the general unmet needs from outside South Warwickshire. Some of the examples include:  

• Alcester – Several respondents mentioned that Alcester could be considered a sustainable 

settlement that offers a range of shops, services and facilities.  

• Stockton – The village has good connections to Leamington-Spa and Rugby bus services 63 and 

64. Respondents believed that accommodating a small- scale growth in Stockton could benefit 

local services and support the sustainability of the village.  

• Lighthorne – A landowner suggested a site in Lighthorne that is in Flood Zone 1 and does not fall 

within the Green Belt, and other ecological restrictions. 

In addition to these, respondents also mentioned other locations such as Long Marston village, 

Rowington, Shrewley, Hockley Heath and Long Itchington as potential options to help accommodate 

the needs. 

Meeting Coventry’s needs (12) 

In addition to addressing the general shortfall that South Warwickshire may need to accommodate, 

some respondents specifically suggested existing settlements to accommodate housing shortfalls 

from Coventry. The settlements mentioned include: 

• Kenilworth – Situated approximately 10 km to the south-west of Coventry, Kenilworth is the 

closest town within the district to the city. It also benefits from a train station and good road 

connectivity to Coventry. 

• Southam – Located approximately 13.5 miles (21.7 km) south of Coventry, Southam has direct 

access to the city via the A423. 

• Westwood Heath – Given its proximity to Coventry, West Heath may be considered as a 

strategically suitable location to assist in meeting unmet needs from Coventry. 
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Moreover, respondents also mentioned other locations such as Warwick and South of Coventry to 

address the Coventry’s housing needs. 

Meeting Birmingham’s needs (7) 

Seven respondents provided recommendations for suitable locations to accommodate unmet needs 

from Birmingham. These recommendations include Stratford-upon-Avon, Wellesbourne and Studley.  

New Settlements 

In addition to existing settlements, thirteen respondents believed that establishing new settlements 

could be an appropriate approach to address the identified shortfalls from outside South 

Warwickshire. Some of them suggested that new settlements should ideally be located in areas with 

strong connectivity to the conurbation, offering a wide range of transport options.  

Furthermore, several people considered that new settlements would generate housing and 

employment needs, facilitating associated infrastructure and transport improvements. Lastly, they 

argued that creating new settlements could prevent the negative impact on existing local settlements, 

villages and towns.  

Comments relating to Question H4.3 submitted under Question H7 

The end of chapter question, Q-H7, had 1 comment for question Q-H4-3: 

Developer and Land Promoter: “For considering housing needs from outside of South Warwickshire 

(Issue H4), as explained we agree that the Joint Plan area should provide sites for between 5,000 and 

10,000 dwellings (in addition to that arising from the Plan area as calculated in the HEDNA) to 

contribute towards unmet needs from Birmingham (page 112 and questions H4-1 and H4-2). 4.46. For 

question H4-2 regarding where unmet need should be provided, this should be delivered on sites at 

sustainable locations, to include Southam – which approach is consistent with and the adopted and 

emerging strategy. This view is taken as there is no appropriate or justified mechanism, especially for 

private homes which will represent the majority of future delivery; which restricts where residents 

associated with the unmet need can live”. 
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Question H5: Custom and Self-Build - Please select all options which 

are appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option H5a: Identify a range of specific sites within or on the edge of existing settlements of 

approximately 5-20 homes in size to be developed only for self and custom build homes. 

Option H5b: Require large development of, say, over 100 homes to provide a proportion of self and 

custom-build homes within the overall site.  

Option H5c: Rely on a case-by-case approach whereby planning applications for self and custom build 

homes will be assessed against a range of criteria to determine suitability. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 191 responses. 

Option H5a received 78 votes (40.8%), Option H5b received 44 (23%), and Option H5c 69 (36.1%).  

 

Summary of responses 

The most common respondent type was ‘Individual’ making up 87 (45.5%) of the total votes. This was 

followed by ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ (29.3%, 56), and then ‘Landowner’ (11%, 21).  

Individuals seemed to view all three options fairly equally, with Option H5a (39.1%) receiving slightly 

more votes than H5b (27.6%) and H5c (33.3%).  

Developers and Land Promoters favoured Options H5a and H5c, of which they did so equally (41.1% 

of votes for each).  

Landowners prefer Option H5a (67%).  

Overall Option H5a received the highest number of votes out of all three options and was a favoured 

Option by the three respondent types which made up the majority of responses to this question. 
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The end of chapter question, Q-H7, had 81 comments on Q-H5. These are summarised below: 

Total 
Comments: 

81     

Theme Tally Breakdown Summary 

Option H5a 18 Developer and Land 
Promoter (17). 
Landowner (1). 

This option is stated as being the most suitable 
and attractive due to self-builders’ desire for 
smaller sites/individual plots where they can 
create bespoke homes to meet specific needs. 
Common statement that there is little 
interest/demand for self-build and custom plots 
on large scale developments- thus, not supporting 
Option H5b.  

Option H5b 10 Developer and Land 
Promoter (9). 
Warwickshire County 
Council. 

Option H5b seems to be supported but only after 
viability testing and with additional caveats to the 
policy. Caveats include stating a fall-back option to 
revert any unsold self-build plots to the developer 
to build, should any not be sold after an 
appropriate market period (e.g., 12 months), as 
well as the ability for developers to not meet this 
where it can be demonstrated that the provision 
of self-build plots would not be viable as part of 
the wider scheme. Overall, more flexibility is 
desired with this option to make it more viable.  

Option H5c 14 Developer and Land 
Promoter (8). 
Landowner (4). 
Napton Parish 
Council. 

Stated past experiences of a disparity between the 
registered interest for self-build plots and the 
number that make a firm commitment and 
complete purchase; therefore, a case-by-case 
basis is most suitable, due to the nature of self-
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Barford, Sherbourne, 
and Wasperton JPC. 

build housing being difficult to plan for, especially 
with precise locations. It is felt that due to South 
Warwickshire being a largely rural area, the 
demand for custom/self-build plots will likely be 
on the edge of small villages or within the open 
countryside making a case-by-case approach most 
appropriate for allowing specific sites to be 
allocated where there is identified demand. 
Barford, Sherbourne, and Wasperton JPC state 
this approach is the only way to deal with 
self/custom builds. Napton Parish Council feel this 
option should be chosen to ensure suitability, 
sustainable locations, and sensitivity to local 
communities.  

Mixed/ 
 Multiple 

8 Developer and Land 
Promoter (5). 
Landowner (2). 
Individual (1). 

Supporting Options H5a and H5c. -Landowner 
(x1), Developer and Land Promoter (x5).  
Those that support H5a and H5c feel that Option 
H5b is not acceptable, and that it would not be 
practical or appealing to developers, as well as 
difficult to implement in policy terms. Believe a 
combination of H5a and H5c is more suitable. 
Supporting Options H5b and H5c. - Landowner 
(x1).  
Believe these two options align with the NPPF 
aims of providing opportunities for self/custom 
build homes. Do think H5b should have a fall-back 
to allow the developer to build any un-sold plots 
after an appropriate market period. 
Supporting Options H5a and H5b. - Individual 
(x1).  
Both of these options are supported but feel 
Option H5c would not provide certainty that any 
plots would be delivered. Commented that both 
councils should advertise the existence of self-
build sites. 

No Option 
Commented/ 
Other 
Comments 

31 Developer and Land 
Promoter (21). 
Landowner (1). 
Individual (1). 
Home Builders 
Federation. 
Long Itchington 
Parish Council. 
Stratford Town 
Centre Strategic 
Partnership. 
Claverdon Parish 
Council. 
Rowington Parish 
Council.  

General view that those seeking to build 
self/custom build homes do not want to be on 
large scale developments, and that planning for 
these sites via setting a standard proportion of 
self/custom build homes for all large-scale sites 
would have significant difficulties due to the 
nature of self/custom builds.  
A number of respondents felt these options were 
premature and should be deferred to Part 2 of the 
Plan (Claverdon Parish Council, Rowington Parish 
Council, Beaudesert & Henley in Arden JPC, 
Individual x1).  
  
Tanworth in Arden Parish Council feel Option H5c 
could be open to abuse, attempting to get around 
Green Belt restrictions by claiming demand for 
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Beaudesert & Henley 
in Arden JPC. 
North Warwickshire 
Borough Council. 
Tanworth in Arden 
Parish Council. 

self-build, having experienced this themselves in 
the Tanworth area. State that if self-build demand 
can’t be met by windfall, to specifically identify a 
few sites for them.  
  
North Warwickshire Borough Council stated they 
have a similar approach to H5b, and that due to 
H5a and H5c relying on sites combing forward, 
certainty of site delivery during the plan period 
may not be obtained.  
  
Stratford Town Centre Strategic Partnership feel 
Options H5a and H5b to be too prescriptive 
resulting in ‘Them Versus Us’ developments.  
  
Home Builders Federation: “The HBF considers 
that a policy which encourages self and custom-
build development and sets out where it will be 
supported in principle would be appropriate. The 
HBF considers that the Councils can play a key role 
in facilitating the provision of land as set in the 
PPG. This could be done, for example, by using the 
Councils’ own land for such purposes and/or 
allocating sites specifically for self and custom-
build home builders- although this would need to 
be done through discussion and negotiation with 
landowners. The HBF does not consider that 
requiring major developments to provide for self-
builders is appropriate”. 
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Question H6: Gypsy and Traveller Pitches - Please select all options 

which are appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option H6a: Identify a range of specific sites in sustainable locations of up to 15 pitches/plots in size 

to be developed only for Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople homes. 

Option H6b: Require large developments of over 500 homes to provide a proportion of Gypsy and 

Traveller and Travelling Showpeople homes on the edge of the overall site. 

Option H6c: Rely on a case-by-case approach whereby planning applications for Gypsy and Traveller 

and Travelling Showpeople homes will be assessed against a range of criteria to determine their 

suitability. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 108 responses, with 74.1% (80) of these from individuals.  

Of the total responses, Option H6a received 49 votes (45.4%), Option H6b received 11 (10.2%), and 

Option H6c received 48 (44.4%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Options H6a and H6c were favoured fairly equally. As the Issues and Options Consultation document 

states, Option H6c is not considered suitable as a stand-alone option, given the difficulties of meeting 

the required need in this way, therefore a combination of these two options seems most appropriate 

and favourable.  

It is noted that Option H6a states it would be dependent upon landowners putting sites forward for 

these types of homes; this question had zero responses from the ‘Landowners’ respondent category, 

meaning it is unknown which option they would be supportive of.  
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Q-H7 had 15 comments for Q-H6. These are summarised below: 

Total 
Comments: 

15     

Theme Tally Breakdown Summary 

Option H6a 2 Developer and Land 
Promoter (1). 
North Warwickshire 
Borough Council. 

Developer and Land Promoter view that it is not 
acceptable to require large development to 
provide a portion of Gypsy/Traveller/Travelling 
Showpeople homes on the edge of an overall 
site, as this impacts viability, placemaking, 
design, and sale rates. NWBC view Option H6a 
should be opted for robustly.  

Option H6c 4 Individual (1). 
Claverdon Parish 
Council. 
Beaudesert & Henley 
in Arden Joint Parish 
Council. 
Barford, Sherbourne, 
and Wasperton Parish 
Council. 

Claverdon Parish Council and Beaudesert & 
Henley in Arden JPC support this option but feel 
it should be deferred to Part 2 of the Plan. 
Barford, Sherbourne, and Wasperton JPC feel a 
case-by-case approach is essential in order to 
not be discriminatory and provide the same 
rights as other members of the wider community 
to find suitable accommodation (which would 
not be the case if sites had early allocation).  

Multiple/ 
 
Combination 

3 Developer and Land 
Promoter (2). 
Warwickshire Country 
Council. 

Developer and Land Promoter view that a 
combination approach of H6a and H6c would be 
most suitable. Warwickshire County Council felt 
either Option H6a or H6c would be the most 
deliverable.  

No Option 
Commented
/ 

6 Developer and Land 
Promoter (2). 
Individual (1). 

Alcester Town Council raise the point of 
differentiating between gypsies, travellers, and 
travelling showpeople due to them having very 
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 Other 
Comments 

Alcester Town Council. 
Rowington Parish 
Council. 
Rugby Borough 
Council. 

different needs. Developer and Land Promoter 
view that unsustainable levels of pitch numbers 
are being proposed across South Warwickshire, 
which could cause community/residential 
conflicts, damage sensitive rural 
landscapes/habitats, and place more pressure on 
infrastructure and facilities. Rugby Borough 
Council raised that going forward there will need 
to be additional consideration for the need of 
transit sites and emergency stopping places. 
Individual stressed concern over the importance 
of careful consideration of site locations, both 
for permanent and transitory sites, due to 
potential adverse effects experienced previously, 
such as increased crime.  
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Question H7: Other Comments on Delivering Homes - Please add any 

comments you wish to make about delivering homes in South 

Warwickshire. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had 217 comments in total.  

Most comments were from the ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ respondent type (105, 48.4%), 

followed by ‘Individual’ (40, 18.4%), and then ‘Landowner’ (35, 16.1%).  

 

Of the 217 comments, 69 of these were for Q-H7 explicitly. These 69 comments were the ones 

analysed for the summary below. (Comments may be considered in more than one theme). 

Summary of responses 

Theme Tally Comments Summary 

Gypsies, Travellers, 
and Travelling 
Showpeople: 
Sites & Plots 

15 A few comments from the ‘Individual’ respondent type felt 
there should be no provision for gypsy and traveller sites (3). 
Other comments from ‘individuals’ agreed permanent sites are 
needed, but that careful consideration will be needed due to a 
number of concerns from past experiences including trespassing, 
safety, and house prices. South Staffordshire Council believes 
the plan should consider links between South Warwickshire and 
South Staffordshire, and asked if the SWLP could proactively 
explore if any South Staffordshire unmet need for pitches could 
be accommodated. Rugby Borough Council commented that all 
authorities need to work together to ensure that provision is 
identified in each plan area, as this may become a cross-
boundary issue if one or more authority is unable to meet its 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-H7 Breakdown of Responses by Respondent Type 



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 180 of 298 
 

identified needs. Cllr Andrew Day commented that permanent 
sites should be provided as part of all larger developments, as 
would any other mix of housing.  

Self and Custom Build 
Housing 

4 Contrasting views from Developers and Land Promoters; one 
view that self/custom builds work better as stand-alone plots 
rather than part of larger sites, a second view that using larger 
sites (such as Spatial Growth allocated sites) to include 
allocations for custom/self-build would ensure delivery and 
avoid projects feeling like inappropriate add-ons. Meon Vale 
Residents Association commented a good example for 
delivering these sites, Bicester, where the local authority 
acquired the site and sold off the plots. Liberal Democrat Group 
(SDC) felt developer-led loopholes should be addressed by the 
plan. 

Housing Figures & 
Needs 

11 City of Wolverhampton Council and South Staffordshire Council 
both welcome the approach to the SWLP contributing to the 
GBBCHMA shortfall, with both councils stating their own 
identified shortfall needs, of which they would welcome the 
SWLP contributing to closing the gap. Comments from the 
‘Individual’ respondent type relate to not having faith in the 
housing figure methodologies, as well as views that the overspill 
is unfairly weighted for South Warwickshire. ‘Developer and 
Land Promoter’ views include uncertainty if the HEDNA 
approach is correct, but if taken forward, HEDNA figures need to 
be seen as the minimum number, as providing too few houses 
would result in the affordability problem being compounded. 
Rugby Borough Council comment that if the need arises, they 
are happy to collaborate on how any requirements to 
accommodate growth from Coventry and across Warwickshire 
are progressed. Liberal Democrat Group (SDC) comment that 
housing figures have been calculated on a need based on 
migration to South Warwickshire and not organic local 
community growth, which they believe is creating a ‘commuter 
belt’ which is at odds with overarching principles such as Zero 
Carbon. Coventry City Council comment that they have 
embarked upon reviewing their Local Plan which will be 
informed by the HEDNA, with work to assess the situation 
currently underway- discussions will continue at CSWAPO 
regarding how to manage housing and employment growth 
needs, as well as other strategic matters, once the evidence is 
available. 

Affordable Homes  4 Beaudesert & Henley in Arden JPC and Rowington Parish 
Council both state that “the problem of providing affordable 
homes in high land and house price areas has provided 
intractable nationally”, also highlighting there being no 
reference to, or proposals for, social housing. Liberal Democrat 
Group (SDC) stated concerns about achieving the level of 
required affordable housing and avoiding a developer-driven 
approach; current practice allows developers to water down the 
35% on viability grounds, making the process insufficient to 
meet demand for affordable housing. Wellesbourne and Walton 
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Parish Council comment that they consider it very important 
there is more affordable rented accommodation as it becomes 
increasingly difficult to amass the deposit to purchase property. 

Specific Sites 
 & Areas 

13 There were a number of comments from the ‘Developer and 
Land Promoter’ respondent type promoting their specific sites, 
as well as a number of comments from the ‘Individual’ 
respondent category about specific areas within South 
Warwickshire (for the most part referring to the area in which 
they live). Individual comments included concerns strongly 
opposing any new homes, as well as understanding that homes 
need to be built but concerned by the numbers, in Henley-in-
Arden (2), and Wootton Wawen (1). An ‘Individual’ comment 
regarding the village of Ashow, stated the need for exceptional 
circumstances to justify building on green belt, and that none 
have been presented. An Individual commented that the Council 
to date seem to have ignored the potential of the natural 
expansion of South-East of Hockney Health, as well as 
Rowington/Shrewley- both stated as offering potential for 
substantial and sustainable growth in the form of a new village. 
Kenilworth Town Council comment that it is essential they have 
the right mix of housing, and that the current preference for 4/5-
bedroom properties risks destroying the vibrant community; 
they state if further development in Kenilworth takes place, they 
would like to see it significantly weighted towards diverse 
properties including 1 and 2 bed starter properties, bungalows, 
and affordable housing. Shipston on Stour Town Council 
comment development cannot be allowed where it would 
impact the Vision and Objectives, nor where little or no 
infrastructure improvements have been addressed; they state 
fundamental change is needed to the HEDNA/Sustainability 
Appraisal to embrace local knowledge.  
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Question C1.1: Solar and Wind Land Allocations - Please select the 

option which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option C1.1a: Identify and allocate land that is considered suitable for wind or solar energy generation 

schemes  

Option C1.1b: Do not allocate land but have a policy supporting renewable energy generation 

schemes in principle, subject to criteria on the suitability of the location.  

Option C1.1c: None of these 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

117 people responded to this question. 54 (46.2%) opted for Option C1.1a, 43 (36.8%) opted for 

Option C1.1b, and 20 (17.1%) opted for Option C1.1c.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Option C1.1a was the most popular among respondents, followed by Option C1.1b. Option C1.1c was 

chosen by a reasonable amount of respondents. Individuals were more likely to choose Option C1.1a 

compared to landowners or Parish Councils.  

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

Option C1.1a Option C1.1b Option C1.1c

Q-C1.1: All Responses



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 183 of 298 
 

  

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-C1.1 Breakdown of Responses by Respondent Type 

Option C1.1a Option C1.1b Option C1.1c



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 184 of 298 
 

Question C1.2: Are there any other criteria which should be considered 

when assessing proposals for large scale renewable energy 

developments? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 52 responses.  

The largest portion of responses were from individuals (33, 63.5%). This was followed by Parish 

Councils (11, 21.2%) and Duty to Cooperate bodies (3, 5.8%). 

 

Summary of responses 

The below table lists the main themes identified in the responses and provides a tally for the number 

of respondents who mentioned issues related to these broad topics. The tallies should be regarded as 

indicative, particularly given the overlapping nature of many of the themes. 

Comments were not put into a category if they were not relevant (e.g. stating ‘no comment’ or 

similar). Some comments have been assigned against multiple themes. 

Countryside, Agriculture and Wildlife (17 responses) 

Many comments were concerned about the potential loss of open countryside to solar farm and wind 

farm development. Some respondents expressed a specific desire to protect areas such as the Green 

Belt, National and Country Parks, and the Cotswolds National Landscape, but some also wished to 

preserve greenfield land more generally. The Cotswolds National Landscape Board’s response 

indicated that it is important to consult on the methodology for identifying suitable areas for 

development and not just the criteria for assessing specific proposals. This process should include 

constraints mapping of nature conservation designations and priority habitats (with buffer zones 

where appropriate). 
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Natural England’s response stated that any proposal for a solar farm on the best and most versatile 

agricultural land would need to be justified with highly compelling evidence. More generally, their 

comment notes that soil should be appropriately managed and adverse impacts should be mitigated 

as far as possible where agricultural land is temporarily lost. The Plan should refer to the Defra Code 

of practice for the sustainable use of soil on construction sites. Several individual respondents argued 

that land used for solar and wind farms should be kept in dual agricultural use where possible and that 

it should be left in a state where it can be quickly returned to agricultural use. One comment argued 

that the wording in the document should be adjusted to specifically note that land used for solar farm 

and wind farm development is not permanently lost since the structures are temporary. Many 

individual respondents objected more generally to the loss of agricultural land, often because of food 

security concerns. Advancements in modern agricultural practices mean that land graded lower in 

quality may still be capable of substantial yields. Lastly, one comment suggested that contaminated 

agricultural land should be preferred for solar farm use. 

Individual respondents were often sceptical of the necessity of solar and wind farms. Many argued 

that large-scale renewable energy developments in the countryside would not be required at all if the 

Plan mandated an appropriate level of solar panel provision on new buildings and supported the 

retrofitting of panels on the roofs of existing residential and non-residential buildings.  

Several respondents raised concerns in relation to wildlife with regards to the loss of habitat to solar 

farms and bird-kills by wind turbines. 

Retrofitting (17 responses) 

Many individual respondents suggested widespread retrofitting of solar panels on residential and non-

residential buildings. Schools, warehouses, and public buildings were referenced as specific types of 

buildings where roof space is currently underutilised. 

Local amenity and requirement for local support (14 responses) 

Many individual respondents were concerned with noise and the potential loss of local amenity. There 

was widespread concern about loss of visual amenity, and some respondents suggested that there 

would potentially be negative mental health impacts from large-scale renewable energy 

developments.  

Natural England noted that local community support and the ability for local communities to engage 

with and influence decisions is crucially important for large-scale renewable energy schemes. There 

was interest from many respondents in exploring mechanisms whereby local communities could 

benefit from reduction to cost of electricity for the duration of operation, possibly through share 

ownership. This may make solar and wind farms more acceptable to local communities. 

New building requirements (12 responses) 

As mentioned above, many individual respondents suggested mandating solar panels on new 

buildings. There was a widespread sentiment that this, combined with retrofitting existing buildings, 

would negate the need for large-scale renewable energy developments. A couple of respondents 

suggested that the provision of solar panels on new buildings should match or exceed the Energy Use 

Intensity of the new buildings. 
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Landscape and the Historic Environment (8 responses) 

Historic England welcomed the recognition that impacts on historic assets and landscapes should be 

considered when evaluating large-scale renewable energy schemes. Site selection should follow the 

process of the ‘Site Selection Methodology’ in Historic England Advice Note 3. Natural England agree 

that landscape and visual impacts as well as heritage impact should be given proper weight. 

The Cotswold National Landscape Board state that it is important to consult on the methodology for 

identifying suitable areas for development and not just the methodology for assessing specific 

proposals. Identification of suitable areas should be underpinned by a landscape sensitivity 

assessment (LSA) and constraints mapping including historic environment designations, with buffer 

zones where appropriate. Areas of high landscape sensitivity should be excluded from the suitable 

areas, especially in the Cotswolds National Landscape and its setting. Within the Cotswolds National 

Landscape and its setting, the LSA should have regard to the ‘special qualities’ of the Cotswolds 

National Landscape. 

Individual responses typically express a general concern with the impact of solar and wind farms on 

the landscape and the degradation of existing views. These have largely been categorised under the 

‘local amenity and requirement for local support’ heading above. In addition, one Parish Council 

response indicates that large-scale renewable energy developments should only be considered where 

the land is flat and cannot be viewed from an elevated position. 

Infrastructure (4 responses) 

Three responses referenced the need to consider existing electricity infrastructure and grid 

connectivity when selecting sites. These comments also noted that the selection of wind farm sites 

will need to consider local wind speeds. 

National Highways indicated that new solar and wind farm developments close to the strategic road 

network may need to undertake several types of assessment as part of their application. 

Miscellaneous 

Comments not falling into any of the above categories included: 

• Flood zones should be considered when selecting sites.  

• The orientation of solar farm sites and potential tree cover should be considered when selecting 

sites. 

• The Plan should look to support potential employment opportunities in research and 

development associated with renewable energy and green technologies. 

• Group/district heating schemes should be explored to make heating more sustainable. 

• Sites should contribute towards creation or enhancements to public footpaths and bridleways. 

Two responses from Parish Councils indicated that they did not feel that they had the expertise to 

provide an answer. Two comments also agreed with the list provided without providing any additional 

items. 
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Question C2: Decentralised Energy Systems - Please select the option 

which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire   

Option C2a: Require decentralised energy systems to be utilised for developments over a relevant size 

threshold, where viable.  

Option C2b: Have a policy encouraging the consideration of decentralised energy systems.   

Option C2c: None of these.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 88 respondents answered this question. Option C2a was supported by 48 participants 

(54.5%). Option C2b was preferred by 28 respondents (31.8%). Twelve participants (13.6%) did not 

support either of the options.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Most of the respondents were individuals, comprising 54 of the 88 respondents (61.4%). The next 

largest group were developers and land promoters (9 respondents). There were also 6 responses from 

landowners and 2 from Duty to Cooperate bodies. The most popular choice for individuals was option 

C2a (61.1%). For developers and land promoters the most popular choice was Option C2c (44.4%). Of 

the landowners, 83.3% supported Option C2b.  
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Question C3.1: Do you think we should develop a carbon offsetting 

approach to new developments where it is demonstrated that it is not 

possible to achieve net carbon zero requirements on site?  

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

There were 105 respondents to this question. 66 respondents (62.9%) stated ‘yes’ to developing a 

carbon offsetting approach to new developments where it is demonstrated that it is not possible to 

achieve net carbon zero requirements on site. 18.1% of respondents have stated ‘no’ and 19% have 

selected ‘don’t know’.  

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents who stated ‘yes’, over half were from individuals. 

The responses show that there is support from most respondent groups to develop a carbon offsetting 

approach to new developments.  
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Question C3.2: Carbon Offsetting - Do you have any proposals for 

projects/schemes within South Warwickshire in which developer (or 

local business) offset payments could be invested to secure emissions 

removals or reductions? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 40 responses to this question. More responses were from the respondent type ‘Individual’ 

(20), followed by ‘developer and landowner’ (6) and ‘Stratford-on-Avon District Parish Council’ (6). 

 

Summary of responses 

There was a general support for having schemes within South Warwickshire in which developer offset 

payments could be invested to secure emissions reductions. The proposals for these projects which 

respondents have put forward are summarised in the bullet points below. 

Those that have answered yes to QC3.1 have suggested the following proposals: 

• The inevitable direction of policy is not only to achieve net zero but to provide for carbon 

sequestration. 

• Pay local farmers for regenerative farming methods to sequester carbon in soil regeneration 

and tree planting. 

• Afforestation of hills surrounding Shipston on Stour would support carbon sequestration and 

contribute to Vision and Strategic Aims. 

• We (a Parish Council) want to develop woodland in our parish and feel that this is something 

that could be done district wide. 

• A carbon offsetting approach should be introduced as part of the new Local Plan to allow for 

flexibility in instances where it is not feasible to achieve net carbon zero requirements on a 
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site. However, it is important to consider the offsetting costs from a viability perspective and 

ensure sufficient viability testing has been conducted to support the Policy. 

• Use CIL payments generated from new developments including Use B8 to fund the retro-

adaption of community assets including educational establishments for carbon neutral / heat 

source pumps. 

• Solar and battery be installed to all existing properties that want them in the local area to the 

number of houses built to balance out. However, it should be a requirement that all new 

properties be installed with solar panels and air source heat pumps. 

• Harbury Future Energy scheme aims to provide rapid and fast EV charging in a rural location 

part powered by renewables. Whilst a small development it would be a good demonstrator 

for larger projects and test the market viability of such rural schemes that can both provide 

low carbon infrastructure in the transition to EVs and community benefit. 

• To provide a grant towards the construction of solar arrays on established car parks in retail 

parks, where cars park under the solar array. Over the district there are acres of such car parks 

but it would be providing both parking and solar energy. 

• Have woodlands increased with plants which are good at carbon sequestration (even if they 

are not native) and have them in areas of high carbon production, such as busy road junctions 

in areas where they are not likely to be invasive. 

• There is another renewable which is flooring that generates energy by having people walk on 

it - put this in public areas with a large footfall. 

• Invest developer money in community schemes and projects to give free carbon 

improvements to new housing schemes e.g. triple glazing 

• Allocating land for tree planting, particularly long main roads. 

• Creation of new woods and habitats, perhaps through grants to rural landowners to increase 

diversification and replace habitat loss through development. 

Those that have said no to an offsetting approach have submitted the following comments: 

• It is not OK for developers to say they can't be carbon neutral. Councils need to take a stand 

if it is to truly tackle the climate emergency and not allow carbon offsetting and insist on 

carbon neutral projects. Biodiversity offsetting can happen miles away, with no benefit from 

the devasted community. Similarly, carbon offsetting does nothing for the lungs of children 

nearby the developments whose lungs are affected by emissions. 

• Carbon offsetting seems to be used as an easy escape from dealing with the problem of 

achieving a carbon-neutral development.  It should not be offered as a mainstream alternative 

to good design and thoughtful development which is truly sustainable in terms of longevity 

and environmental impact. 

• Offsetting should be permitted in respect of the output of identified offsite renewable 

generators and only for specific new build categories such as flats, office buildings, industrial 

buildings where on-site renewable energy is not possible.  Carbon emission offsetting should 

NOT be used for low rise new residential dwellings where all of the energy requirements must 

be matched by on site renewables. 

Respondents that selected ‘don’t know’ to having an offsetting approach have made the following 

comments: 

• Carbon off-setting is increasingly viewed as an easy way out for developments, and largely 

ineffective; e.g. it takes 40 years for a sapling to become an effective carbon-reducing tree. 
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• Entirely depends on the nature of the offsetting scheme.  Is this just green washing such as 

planting trees in the wrong site which will then not be looked after and not flourish or is this 

an offsetting scheme which makes a true beneficial impact? 

• We do not have the expertise to respond to this question. 
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Question C3.3: Please add any comments you wish to make about 

renewable energy generation or carbon sequestration in South 

Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had a total of 131 responses. 

Most responses were from the ‘Individual’ category (70, 53.4%), followed by ‘Developer and Land 

Promoter’ (28, 21.4%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Carbon Offsetting & Offsetting Policy: 

Views fall into two categories: 

1. That having a carbon offsetting approach for the whole of South Warwickshire is important so that 

developers cannot abuse avoiding this, as well as policy aiding meeting BNG targets and reinforcing 

the Green and Blue Infrastructure Network.  

2. That any policy to reduce carbon footprint should come from the national level to ensure 

consistency, and anything above standard requirements will need to be carefully considered in terms 

of viability and deliverability. 

Overall policies for Net Zero Carbon, Carbon Sequestration, and Sustainable/Renewable Energy are 

supported in principle, but there seems to be concerns how this would play out in reality in terms of 

viability and potential ‘green washing’. Green washing concerns surround offsetting schemes not 

being undertaken properly by qualified individuals who understand what tree species to plant and 

where to plant, resulting in the claimed benefits not being actualised (x5). 
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Comment that introducing a carbon offsetting policy without national guidance will likely lead to 

delays in delivering dwellings- stated that new homes are not required to be zero carbon until 2050, 

thus policy should not be going further than the Future Homes Standard. (Developer and Land 

Promoter). 

There is the comment that the definition of ‘offsetting’ is not in the glossary, and that this must be 

addressed (x9). 

Wellesbourne and Walton Parish Council feel that tree planting details should be submitted at an early 

stage and including tree type, age, etc, with the plan being adhered to via monitoring and 

enforcement. Planting plans should be a requirement for all developments and would aid to the 10% 

BNG requirement. 

Renewable Energy: 

There is support for solar energy, primarily for the local community benefit of reduced electricity costs. 

Suggestion of a community wind scheme, where the public can buy shares in a wind farm and get 

reduced electricity costs in return.  It is felt that any policy should specify roof space to be allocated 

for renewable energy production, such as on large warehouses and other unused buildings. It is felt 

that green belt/agricultural land should not be used for solar farms but should be prioritised for their 

current uses/safeguarded. Prioritisation for solar farms and solar energy is largely supported on roofs 

of warehouses, underused buildings, and to be integrated into new developments. 

University of Warwick state: “The University already has plans for renewable energy generation on 

campus including long term ambitions in relation to the ecopark and would welcome a supportive 

policy and criteria to be met”. 
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Question C4.1: Net Zero Carbon (Building Regulations) - Please select 

all options which are appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option C4.1a: Do not have a policy and allow new development to comply with the national building 

regulation requirements, which may change over time.  

Option C4.1b: Set a higher local standard beyond the building regulations requirements to achieve 

net zero carbon in all new developments.  

Option C4.1c: Have a phased approach to net zero carbon, setting a future date by which all new 

development will need to achieve net zero standards. In the intervening period new development will 

need to meet building regulation standards.  

Option C4d: None of these 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 172 responses. 60 (34.9%) opted for Option C4.1a. 82 (47.7%) opted for Option 

C4.1b, whilst 30 (17.4%) opted for Option C4.1c. 

 

Summary of responses 

Option C4.1b was the most popular among respondents, indicating support for the approach of setting 

a higher local standard beyond building regulations, in order to achieve net zero carbon in all new 

developments.  Options C4.1a was the next most popular Option. Option C4.1c was the least chosen, 

with 30 (17.6%) of respondents choosing this Option.  

There was a very noticeable division in options chosen between type of respondent. Individuals were 

far more likely to choose Option C4.1b than the other Options, whilst landowners and developers/land 

promoters greatly favoured Option C4.1a.  

In terms of the type of comments received in relation to this question, many related to the option 

C1.4a – to not have a specific policy in the SWLP and for new development to align with national 

standards. 19 comments considered that setting higher standards than national policy/building 

regulations would or may be too expensive and effect the viability of developments coming forward. 

For example, it was raised that this may affect the amount of affordable housing or community 

facilities that would come forward as part of developments. 7 respondents also considered it 

unnecessary to duplicate national standards, while 11 considered it unnecessary to go beyond building 

regulations to meet the net zero aim. In addition, 9 respondents thought it would be preferable for 
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standards to align with building regulations, as to set local standards may mean that the SWLP could 

become out-of-date. 2 respondents also considered that alignment with building regulations was 

needed for efficiencies of scale, while 2 considered building regulation would be more agile and 

respondent to change than setting separate standards within a Local Plan. 

19 respondents also highlighted the need for any new policy to be fully evidence and justified, 

including impact on viability. 8 considered that standards should be flexible, reasons given for this 

included to allow the most appropriate choice to be made in respect of each site/development. 2 also 

highlighted the need for flexibility and support from the Council in applying standards. 2 respondents 

cautioned against setting onerous requirements within S106 agreements or CIL.  In terms of C1.4c, 7 

respondents agreed with this approach but cautioned that enough time should be given in 

implementing standards to allow costs to come down and/or for developers to adjust to new 

standards. 

However, other respondents considered that the Council should require higher standards than 

national requirements and that these local standards should be applied as soon as possible. For 

example, it was raised that profit and viability concerns should not be a higher consideration than 

climate change concerns. One respondent also considered that although there may be viability 

concerns, a balance needed to be struck between viability and climate change concerns. The potential 

wider benefits of introducing higher standards locally were also raised, for example one respondent 

considered that this could result in better and more beautifully designed homes.  
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Question C4.2: Net Zero Carbon - What scale of development should 

the requirements apply to?  

Option C4.2a: All new development  

Option C4.2b: Development over a certain size  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 101 responses. 84 (83.2%) option for Option C4.2a. 17 (16.8%) opted for Option 

C4.2b. 

The graph below shows the split of responses by respondent type. 

 

Summary of responses 

Option C4.2a was the most popular option amongst all respondents apart from landowners. However, 

as there were only 2 landowners who responded to this question, limited conclusions can be drawn 

from this.  

Overall, it is clear the Option C4.2a is the most favoured option amongst respondents. 

In terms of text responses to Question C4.2 (received in response to the catch-all question at Question 

C6.3), 19 respondents were concerned that implementing higher standards would be too expensive 

or would affect the viability of developments. 19 respondents also considered that any net zero policy 

should be fully evidenced, including the impact on viability. 8 responses considered that standards 

should be flexible so that developers could make the most appropriate choice. 

11 respondents thought that it was unnecessary for policy to go beyond Building Regulations in order 

to achieve net zero. Relatedly, 7 responses considered that there was no need to duplicate standards 

from Building Regulations. Additionally, 11 respondents considered that the SWLP could become out 

of date if it diverged from Building Regulations, as Building Regulations could subsequently change.  
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Question C5: Net Zero Carbon (Planning Applications) - Please select all 

options which are appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option C5a: Include a policy that requires net zero carbon requirements for all building proposals that 

require planning permission – including conversions, changes of use, and householder residential 

applications.  

Option C5b: Include a policy that encourages the retrofit of climate change measures, such as solar 

panels and heat pumps, including those on traditional buildings or within historic areas.  

Option C5c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

There were 140 responses to this question. Over half (51%) of the responses selected Option C5b. 

Respondents supported the option of including a policy that proactively encourages the retrofitting of 

climate change measures into existing buildings, such as solar panels and heat pumps, including those 

on traditional buildings or within historic areas. 

Summary of responses 

Most responses on this question were from individuals. These comprised 105 of the 140 total 

responses (75.0%). An overall majority of individuals supported Option C5b (51.4%), as opposed to 

41.9% for Option C5a, and 6.7% for Option C5c. The picture was less clear for other respondent groups, 

partly due to a small number of respondents for these groups. 

In terms of responses to Question C5 (received in response to the catch-all question at Question C6.3), 

Six respondents considered that the SWLP should follow the national approach on this issue. Two 

respondents considered that caution should be taken on this issue due to the economic cost of 

mandating net zero in buildings. Two respondents noted that it could affect the viability of 

developments, and one respondent considered that the requirements should be phased in due to the 

cost. One respondent also noted that not everyone would be able to afford the cost of retrofitting 

buildings to become net zero. 
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Two respondents considered that retrofitting historic buildings would pose particular challenges, and 

one of these respondents therefore considered that listed buildings should be encouraged to achieve 

net zero, rather than be required to.  

One respondent thought that all homes should be insulated to require zero heating. 
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Question C6.1: Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Emission Assessments - Please 

select the option which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option C6.1a: Include a policy that requires new developments to have a whole lifecycle emissions 

assessment, with a target for 100% reduction in embodied emissions compared to a ‘business-as-

usual’ approach to construction 

Option C6.1b: Include a policy that has different whole lifecycle reduction targets for different scales 

and types of developments and for different time periods 

Option C6.1c: None of these 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

117 people responded to this question. 64 (57.1%) opted for Option C6.1a, 30 (26.8%) opted for 

Option C6.1b, and 18 (16.1%) opted for Option C6.1c.  

 

Summary of responses 

Option C6.1a was the most popular among respondents, followed by Option C6.1b. Individuals were 

more likely to choose Option C6.1a compared to landowners or developers.  
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Question C6.2: Phased Carbon Emissions Reduction - If a phased 

approach is used, what dates and thresholds should be used? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

24 people responded to this question. This included 11 individuals and 7 developers/land promoters. 

 

Summary of responses 

4 respondents considered that the dates and threshold should be realistic and justified, based on 

appropriate evidence. 4 respondents also considered that the Council should test out variable options 

when deciding the approach, as it was difficult to decide at this stage. 3 respondents considered that 

the phased approach should accord with the NPPF/ national guidance. 2 respondents also considered 

that it should accord with Part L of Building Regulations. 3 respondents thought that the approach 

should be phased in asap and one respondent considered that it should be brought in within the near 

future. 4 respondents suggested specific thresholds including the following: 

• 80% by 2030 and 100% by 2040 

• 80% reduction by 2040 and 100% reduction by 2050. 

• 90% by 2030; 100% by 2035 

2 respondents considered that transitional arrangements should be put in place. 1 respondent 

considered it should not be phased in until net zero carbon as part of the operation of buildings was 

mandated so as not to distract from this aim. Another respondent considered that we should wait 

until there was more clarity on the topic until introducing whole-life carbon assessments. 

1 respondent considered that if a phased approach was used, it should be linked to the number of 

properties built rather than a date. 
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Question C6.3: Other Comments on Net Zero Carbon - Please add any 

comments you wish to make about Net Zero Carbon buildings in South 

Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

133 people responded to this question. This includes the following: 

 

Summary of responses 

In terms of comments regarding Question C6.3, 20 responses related to considerations of viability. 

The majority of these comments raised concerns that the options proposed for net-zero buildings 

would affect the viability of developments, or would make development unviable. There were several 

comments that highlighted the need to consider viability when introducing new requirements in 

Policy. However, some comments did think that viability concerns could be overcome and that this 

should not be used as an excuse not to pursue net-zero policies. 

17 respondents considered that policies should be in line with national requirements, for example PPG 

or Building Regulations, rather than seek to go beyond these.  

11 responses thought that GDPR needed to be a consideration within the approaches chosen; for 

example, it was queried if sharing data after properties were sold would be possible, and that 

enforcement of this for future owners and occupiers could fail the test of conditions. The purpose of 

holding such information was also queried. Similarly, 4 respondents had concerns over performance 

and how this would be monitored in practice. 1 respondent thought it would be unlikely that 

householders would wish to share this information. 
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6 respondents thought that more research needed to be undertaken and/or evidence gathered before 

implementing policies. 4 respondents considered that flexibility needed to be incorporated into any 

policy requirement to allow for any technological changes in future. 6 respondents also considered 

that any policy requirement should be phased in if pursued. 5 respondents noted that some things 

would be out of control of developers, for example decarbonisation of the national grid. 2 respondents 

thought that the Local Plan should include a high-level policy, supported by more specific guidance in 

an SPD. 

However, it should also be noted that many of the comments showed support for net zero standards 

to be sought in buildings, both in new developments and through retrofitting. 7 respondents 

considered that the LPAs should pursue the highest possible standards of carbon reduction and/or 

that this topic should be a priority for the Local Plan. 4 respondents set out the standards that they 

thought buildings should meet, and Passivhaus was commonly mentioned amongst these options. 

Some respondents had specific thoughts on how they thought buildings should be designed, for 

example to include rain capture systems, renewable energy, or decentralised energy systems. 2 

respondents thought that we should look at examples from other LPAs, for example Cornwall and Bath 

and North East Somerset. 2 respondents thought that the proposed policies did not go far enough, for 

example that BREEAM ‘very good’ would not be sufficient or that the proposed policies would not 

deliver what is needed now. 

Some comments were received specifically in relation to historic buildings, with 1 respondent noting 

that emphasis should be made on the need for building maintenance which was particularly important 

for listed buildings. 1 respondent thought that retrofitting should be made easier for listed buildings 

than it is currently.  
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Question C7: Climate Responsive Design - Please select the option 

which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option C7a: Include a policy that requires new developments and changes to existing buildings to 

incorporate measures to adapt to higher temperatures.   

Option C7b: Do not include a policy that requires new developments and changes to existing buildings 

to incorporate measure to adapt to higher temperatures.  

Option C7c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown  

A total of 117 respondents answered this question. Out of those 89 respondents, the majority 76% 

were in favour of Option C7a, followed by 15 (13%) in favour of Option C7c while the remaining 11% 

were in favour of Option C7b.  

 

Summary of responses  

Nearly 74 respondents (approximately 64%) were individuals, followed by 8 responses from both SDC 

Parish Council and WDC Parish Council. There were 3 replies from Duty to Cooperate bodies. 

A vast majority of the respondents approximately 76% were in favour of Option C7a to include a 

policy that requires new developments and changes to existing buildings to incorporate measures to 

adapt to higher temperatures. 
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Question C8: Flood and Drought Events - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire   

Option C8a: Include a policy that goes beyond existing building regulations, requiring new 

development and changes to existing buildings to incorporate measures to adapt to flood and drought 

events.   

Option C8b: Do not include a policy that goes beyond existing building regulations, requiring new 

development and changes to existing buildings to incorporate measures to adapt to flood and drought 

events.   

Option C8c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 116 responses were received. Out of the 116 replies, 2 were blanks meaning a total of 114 

responses were analysed. 

Out of the 114 responses, a total of 83 (72.8%) respondents were in favour of Option C8a. 

A further 29 (25.4%) opted for Option C8b whereas only 2 (1.8%) were in favour of neither C8a or C8b 

and opted for Option C8c. 

 

Summary of responses 

The majority of the respondents who answered this question were individuals. These 63 respondents 

constitute 55% of the total, followed by 22 (19%) developers and land promoters and 14 (12%) SDC 

and WDC Parish Councils. The remaining respondents included 2 duty to co-operate bodies, lobby and 

charity groups, infrastructure providers and an elected member. 

Some of the key messages which came out of the responses are summarised below: 

• Any specific water efficiency requirements will need to be tested against relevant evidence and 

viability assessments of sites to ensure policy is realistic, achievable, and deliverable. 

• This policy should include details restricting development alongside watercourses and their 

associated floodplains to mitigate against the effects of climate change on the frequency and 

magnitude of flood events.  

• Where possible floodplain capacity should be increased, and new development located outside of 

flood zone 3 with managed retreat where possible of existing development. 
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• Building regulation requirements are updated and enforced separately from planning policies and 

may change a number of times during the anticipated plan period, often with transitional 

arrangements where necessary. This ensures the development industry is able to take account 

and adapt to these requirements. 

• Building regulations are updated regularly and any specific policy relating to flood and drought 

events may become outdated soon. 

• Higher standards may lead to higher costs thereby affecting the affordability of the new dwellings. 

• Any policy proposing higher targets that go beyond building regulations will need to be backed by 

robust evidence to justify it. 

• Having higher standards will mean we will have to stick with that policy and will not have control 

over changes to these standards over time. 
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Question C9.1: Biodiversity - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option C9.1a: Include a policy requiring new development and changes to existing buildings to 

incorporate measures to increase biodiversity.  

Option C9.1b: Do not include a policy requiring new development and changes to existing buildings 

to incorporate measures to increase biodiversity.  

Option C9.1c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

We received 158 responses to Question C9.1. The majority of responses (118) supported option C9.1a, 

which was to include a policy requiring new development and changes to existing buildings to 

incorporate measures to increase biodiversity.  

 

Summary of responses 

The majority of support for option C9.1a came from individuals (70) followed by developers and 

landowners. We had 5 responses from Duty-to-Cooperate with all of them supporting C9.1a. 
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Question C9.2: Please add any comments you wish to make about 

climate responsive development design in South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

We had 124 responses to this question. Developers and land promoters were most numerous in the 

responses, comprising 61 of the comments. The next largest group were individuals (30 responses). 

We had 4 responses from Parish councils or elected members and 7 from Duty to Cooperate bodies.  

 

Summary of responses 

There is a mixed view on whether we should include a policy on biodiversity net gain in Part 1 of the 

plan. One common view is that the plan does not need to cover biodiversity net gain with an example 

comment stating: 

“In November of this year it will be a statutory requirement for all development proposals to 

demonstrate 10% biodiversity net gain. As this is set out in the Act it does not need to be repeated in 

policy.” 

However, there is also a conflicting view that biodiversity net gain should be supported with a policy 

in the Local Plan. An example comment typifying this viewpoint is as follows: 

“The Environment Act will require all development to provide at least a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain 

(BNG) increase and there would be no objection to this being carried through into a local policy. 

Indeed, it would reflect one of the core principles of the NPPF to conserve and enhance the natural 

environment.” 

In addition, there is a general discontent with the idea that we would introduce biodiversity net gain 

over 10% as this does not meet the tests outline in the Environment Act. One respondent stated:  

“Requiring BNG above 10% does not meet the tests set out in paragraph 57 of the NPPF and in 

particular a greater than 10% requirement is not necessary to make development acceptable in 
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planning terms.  A 10% requirement should therefore be maintained in order to ensure that the 

requirement is ‘fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development’ (para 57, NPPF).” 

There is also a general view that the biodiversity offsetting should be provided in South Warwickshire 

and that the county council should introduce habitat banks so that options for biodiversity can be 

provided.  

Some other topics addressed in the responses were the importance of tree planting, greater 

biodiverse planting in new developments and the implementation of green and blue roofs and walls 

on these developments.  

There is a general view that building regulations should not be outlined in this plan as this will be out 

of date by the end of the plan period. 

  



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 215 of 298 
 

Question C10.1: Climate Change Risk Assessments - Please select all 

options which are appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option C10.1a: Include a policy requiring new development and changes to existing buildings to 

undertake a Climate Change Risk Assessment. This could this be in line with RCP 8.5 in order to 

maximise the level of interventions incorporated?  

Option C10.1b: Include a policy requirement for proposals for new development and changes to 

existing buildings to provide a climate change checklist setting out the appropriate range of adaptation 

and mitigation measures to be incorporated?  

Option C10.1c: None of these 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

115 people responded to question C10.1. Of these, 45 (39.1%) agreed with option C10a, 53 (46.1%) 

opted for option C10.1b, and 17 (14.8%) opted for option C10c. 

 

Summary of responses 

The picture was mixed across respondent groups. For example, Option C10b was supported by 47.7% 

of individuals, as opposed to 46.2% supporting Option C10a. For developers and landowners, 50.0% 

chose Option C10b, and 44.4% chose Option C10c. For some of the smaller respondent groups Option 

C10a was the most popular choice, such as Lobby Groups and Charities, Town/Parish Councils from 

Warwick District, and Duty to Cooperate Bodies. 
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Question C10.2: Please add any comments you wish to make about 

Climate Change Risk Assessments in South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

Question C10.2 had 58 responses. The most numerous respondent type were developers/land 

promoters (23 responses). The next largest groups were individuals (12) and landowners (9). 

 

Summary of responses 

In terms of comments received to question C10.2, many respondents (11) considered that the 

approach of the SWLP should align with national policy, and that a locally set requirement was 

therefore either unnecessary or should ensure it had flexibility to adapt to a changing national 

approach. 6 respondents also considered that Climate Change Risk Assessments should not duplicate 

or add extra burden to existing policy. 9 respondents considered that Climate Change Risk 

Assessments should only be used for developments above a certain scale, such as major 

developments. 9 respondents also considered that the process of Risk Assessments needed further 

clarification or more evidence to support it.  

4 respondents highlighted the need for the LPA to have sufficient expertise to assess the Risk 

Assessments. 3 respondents were sceptical that such Assessments would still be useful in 2050, whilst 

3 considered that the proposed policy should go further than currently proposed, and have more 

stringent requirements. 1 respondent thought that there would be insufficient detail at planning 

application stage to make Risk Assessments a useful exercise. 

5 respondents considered that the SDC Climate Change SPD checklists should be continued to be used, 

however 4 of these respondents thought that additional guidance to this SPD would be helpful. 
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Question C11: Water Quality - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire   

Option C11a: Do not include a policy on water quality in the SWLP Part 1.   

Option C11b: Include policy along similar lines to the existing policies, where supported by up-to-date 

evidence.   

Option C11c: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 100 responses were received for this question. 91% preferred Option C11b, whereas only 

7% opted for Option C11a. The remaining 2% were not in favour of either of the options. 

 

Summary of responses 

59% of the respondents were individuals and 14% were from both SDC and WDC Parish Councils 

followed by 5% representing the Duty to Cooperate (DtC) bodies.  

• Having a policy that is backed by up-to-date evidence will ensure that the policy can be easily 

reviewed and updated to consider increased climate change implications. 

• Prioritising water quality as a strategic issue and develop new policy based on up-to-date evidence 

is a sensible approach. 

• Policies aiming to be in line with the water framework directive should be included rather than 

the ones that maintain status quo. 

• The EU regulation Bill could result in the loss of Water Framework Directive which is aimed at 

setting out rules to stop deterioration of water bodies and requiring them to achieve good status 

for rivers, lakes and groundwater. Local policies aiming to halt the deterioration of waterbodies in 

line with the Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan, Climate Change Act (2019) and 

Environment Act (2021) will be needed. 

Warwickshire Country Council considered that the minimum should be Policy C11a but C11b will be 

their preferred choice. 
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Question C12: Please add any comments you wish to make about water 

management or flood risk in South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 159 responses were received for this question.  Individuals were the largest respondent 

category, making 113 representations (71% of the total). Parish Councils from Stratford-on-Avon 

District and Warwick District made 16 responses (10.0%), developers/land promoters made 10 

responses (6.2%), and Duty to Cooperate bodies made 8 representations (5.0%). The remaining were 

infrastructure providers, elected members, and lobby groups etc. 

 

Summary of responses 

Most of the respondents to this question were concerned about the risk of flooding downstream from 

development sites. Areas of particular concern were around Hunningham, Weston, Cubbington, 

Henley-in-Arden, and Alcester.   

There was a feeling that policy should address all types of flooding and address the likely impacts to 

flood risk from climate change. There was support for a single policy across both Councils and 

investment in infrastructure to mitigate flood risk and provide flood defences for future developments 

that may be prone to flooding. 

Below are some of the key points expressed in the responses. The numbers in the brackets indicate 

how many responses mentioned this theme. Where there is no number at the end of the sentence 

only a single respondent raised the issue. 

• Proposals to develop large areas adjacent to Leamington will increase risk of flooding downstream 

in areas such as Hunningham. Councils or developers should pay compensation to businesses and 

homes affected (50) 

• Proposals on or near the floodplains will increase flooding downstream (25) 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-C12 Number of Responses



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 221 of 298 
 

• Proposals to develop large areas adjacent to Leamington near Weston under Wetherley will 

increase the risk of flooding due to loss of existing natural floodplain (11) 

• Area near Weston under Wetherley/Hunningham are very near flood zone 3 and any development 

near these areas will increase the risk of flooding. (6) 

• Careful consideration should be given to building on or near Henley-in-Arden floodplain. 

• Cubbington has historically been prone to flooding to the southwest of the village and extensive 

flood alleviation work was undertaken at the Pingle Brook. Any development of land within this 

catchment, particularly in the green belt between Thwaites and Offchurch should not take place 

as this may be unsustainable with significant obstacles to overcome. 

• There is lack of evidence to properly assess the kind of Policy that will be required. 

• Henley-in-Arden is susceptible to flooding and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) has 

highlighted this issue. There is aging water and sewage infrastructure and little opportunity to 

expand infrastructure in the future. 

• Managing flood risk is important to Alcester and needs investment to encourage development 

coming forward. 

• Level 2 SFRA may be needed to assess which sites are prone to flooding. 

• Greater area of Green Belt may be required if urban sites are more susceptible to flooding. 

• Rather than two different reports for the authorities a single document should be produced. 

• The two councils should have a single policy stating presumption against developments in flood 

zones 2 and 3. (8)  

• Content with the approach proposed to flood risk as it is consistent with the national policy 

requirements. (3) 

• Ensure that all flood sources are considered in policy making. 

• Water resource management, sustainable water management, fluvial flood risk and water quality 

should be the core elements in determining location and size of new development. 

• In absence of new technology to treat phosphorus or relaxation in requirements on water quality 

by the Environment Agency, it will be difficult to accommodate the growth proposed in the Plan. 

• General support for flooding policy. 

• Development should not be permitted on floodplains or flood prone areas unless there are robust 

mitigation measures in place. (23) 

• Use of porous material should be encouraged to avoid flooding in the first place. (5) 

• Adequate infrastructure and proper investment should be provided to maintain adequate water 

quality and avoid flooding. (10)  

• Future mitigation should be considered in new policies. 

• Rivers and their tributaries must be protected. (8) 

• Environment Agency - No development should be allowed in flood zones 2 and 3 and existing 

development should not exacerbate the issue. A policy to restrict the use of voids and stilts should 

be included as a form of flood plain compensation or flood risk mitigation. These should only be 

acceptable in a redevelopment of an existing site if all other solutions have been exhausted. In 

line with national planning policy finished floor levels for new developments should be set 600mm 

above the 1% annual exceedance probability (AEP) plus relevant climate change allowances 

providing resilience for the lifetime of the developments. 

• Development should maintain at least an 8-metre easement between all built development and 

the top of the bank of watercourses and the toe of flood defences to allow for maintenance and 

inspection requirements. The Environment Agency strongly encourages greater buffers (20m) to 

be incorporated into policies to allow for access for larger maintenance works, to minimise future 
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impact on flood flow routes, and to account of the natural movement of watercourses during a 

developments lifetime. 

• Warwickshire County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority, should be consulted regarding 

surface water issues and suitable measures to deal with surface water arising from development 

to minimise the impact to and from new development. 

• Policies should be included within the Local Plan to ensure all developments achieve better than 

greenfield runoff rates for both greenfield development and brownfield sites. 

• Water efficiency and recycling should be considered including grey water recycling and low carbon 

rainwater harvesting in new developments. 

• The Councils should work with Local Flood Authority to implement rural SuDS. 

• All footways and drives in new developments should be permeable. 

• Natural flood defences should be encouraged. 

• Councils must support call for bathing water status for the rivers. 

• Concerned about the 93-hectare site in Weston-under-Wetherley as it is located close to high-risk 

flooding area. 

• More housing near River Leam to Hunningham and Eathorpe will be risky as HS2 has influenced 

River Leam. 

• Flooding is a cross boundary issue and needs a co-ordinated approach by Duty to Cooperate 

authorities. 

• Surface water flooding risk should be considered. 

• There is not sufficient evidence to understand what level of work will be required. 

• Any policies relating to adapting to climate change and flooding should align with national policy 

requirements. 

• Any future policy should permit a range of options to avoid any voids and provide right mitigation 

to climate change. 

• The Plan should positively contribute to reducing flood risk by working with natural processes and 

use Green Infrastructure policies and provision of SuDS and green/blue corridors. 

• Large area to the North of Long Itchington is prone to flooding due to poor drainage. 

• Water storage should be encouraged along with SuDS and run-off attenuation in both residential 

and commercial buildings. 

• Most of the area within Lapworth Parish is subject to flooding with recent 1:100 year flood 

occurring frequently due to climate change. 

• Implementation of Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 should be 

incorporated into this local plan. It sets out a framework for the rollout of drainage systems, a 

sustainable drainage system approving body, and national standards on design, construction, 

operation, and maintenance. It also makes the right to connect surface water runoff to public sewers 

conditional upon a drainage system being approved before any construction work can start. 

• Severn Trent and any water company managing foul sewers should be statutory consultee on 

planning applications and their advice should be considered. 

• At the major new development at Meon Vale the sewers are under developer ownership and not 

yet adopted leading to blockages and leaks and causing damage to the environment. 

• Establish and agree targets for 'betterment' beyond current flood neutrality plus 40% for climate 

change. Or consider 30% betterment to be achievable and realistic target. 

• The scope of the policy should be widened as currently it seems to be focusing on river flood risk. 

It should be widened to include reference to other sources of flooding such as surface water 

flooding. 

• Flood risk management should be introduced as a matter of urgency. 
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Question D1.1: Strategic Design Principles - Do you agree that this is an 

appropriate range of topics for a strategic design policy? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 96 responses. 

‘Yes’ was selected by 74 of the respondents (77.1%). ‘No’ was selected by 18 participants (18.8%). 

There were also four ‘Don’t Know’ responses (4.2%). 

 

Summary of responses 

The largest number of responses (51) were received from individuals (53.1%). The next-largest 

respondent group were developers and land promoters, with 17 responses (17.7%).  

There was general agreement that the topics outlined are an appropriate range for a strategic design 

policy. None of the respondent groups had a majority selecting ‘No’. 
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Comments relating to Question D1.1 submitted under Question D6 

All the relevant comments submitted under the free-text question supported the inclusion of a policy 

relating to strategic design principles. There was general agreement that the components listed were 

an appropriate range of topics for a strategic design policy. However, some comments suggested the 

policy must be flexible to recognise different environments across the plan area. 

A comment from a developer/land promoter suggested that Option D2c would be most appropriate 

as the character of the Plan area is too varied for a single guide. Bespoke guidance could be a huge 

undertaking given the number of settlements that might be included. Historic England considers that 

the range of topics for a strategic design policy should include reference to “local character and 

history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting”. It should also reference 

maintaining a strong sense of place. This would align with NPPF Paragraphs 127 and 130. Claverdon 

Parish Council supported proposals to protect and enhance the historic and environmental quality of 

the village but argued that “some of the scope of this consultation should be undertaken at NDP level”.   
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Question D1.2: Strategic Design Principles - If no, please indicate why. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 50 responses. The largest number of responses was from developers and land 

promoters. These twenty responses represent 40% of the total. The next largest group was individuals. 

These 17 responses comprise 34% of the total. 

 

Summary of responses 

Responses can be classified under more than one theme, or by no theme if the comment was not 

relevant (e.g., ‘no comment’).  

Theme Tally Summary 

Design 
Concerns 

13 These comments express concerns around the appearance of 
developments. There was strong resistance to developments where 
houses are not distinctive from one another or distinctive to the locality.  
Comments referenced past negative experiences of unattractive/non-
sensitive development and expressed scepticism that these design 
principles/policies will result in anything different. Some of these 
concerns referenced how unattractive development in the green belt and 
on green space more generally has a particularly significant negative 
impact. Some responses feel that design standards are not high enough 
or are not followed through from start to finish. Developers may seek to 
negotiate these down in order to save costs.  

Design 
Flexibility 

12 A strategic design strategy or design policies must be flexible and 
proportionate to the scale of the proposed development. Flexibility will 
be needed as South Warwickshire has many settlements of varying sizes 
(towns, villages, hamlets), as well as significant countryside. 
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Details 13 Individuals felt that more details were needed to explain each design 
topic and how to achieve them. Conversely, Beaudesert & Henley-in-
Arden Joint Parish Council and Rowington Parish Council argued that the 
proposal was too detailed and an example of excessive scope/detail in the 
consultation. View from one developer/land promoter that design is not 
a strategic issue and should be addressed in Part 2 of the Plan. 

Additions and 
Inclusions 

16 Some respondents suggested inclusion of wording from the NPPF 
(Healthy and Safe Communities) and Stratford Core Strategy 
(Connectedness). Other suggested additions related to deliverability, 
viability, and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Several responses referred to a need to incorporate landscaping, planting, 
and green infrastructure to consider the place as a whole and not just the 
‘built’. Idea of having a section on ‘Innovation’ and having a bolder vision 
for design. Other additions included having ‘biodiversity’ as a stand-alone 
topic, and to embed the Active Design Principles by Sport England. 

Notable Comments: 

Natural England: “There are a good range of topics included here… environmental sustainability is a 

term broadly applied to a range of areas. However, a key building block includes the role that 

biodiversity plays within the sustainability of our natural world. Thus, Natural England feels that is 

should be specifically mentioned as a separate but connected topic that acts as a golden thread”.  

Sport England: “Sport England would encourage that the Design Policy should embed the principles 

set out Sport England’s Active Design Guidance, which is all about the how the design of our 

environment can help people to lead more physically active and healthy lifestyles. In helping to create 

an ‘Active Environment’ whereby spaces and places encourage an environment for people to be 

active. The environments should not just be focussed on delivering opportunities for sport and formal 

exercise. Instead, they seek to encourage physical activity – such as walking, cycling, sport, exercise, 

children’s play, outdoor leisure and anything else that maximises opportunities for people to be active. 

Physical activity can also improve mental health of adults and children. Where we live, work, travel 

and play have a major role in shaping our activity choices. By following Active Design principles in the 

design of our built environments, we can create Active Environments that will encourage people to be 

active through their everyday lives”.   
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Question D2: Design Codes and Guides - Please select all options which 

are appropriate for South Warwickshire. 

Option D2a: Develop a South Warwickshire Design Guide. 

Option D2b: Develop design guides and/or design codes for specific places (e.g., existing settlements 

or groups of settlements, or an ‘area’ in the case of a new settlement) where the spatial strategy 

identifies significant change.  

Option D2c: Develop design guides/codes for strategic development sites/locations. 

Option D2d: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 170 responses. Option D2b received the highest number of votes overall 

(81, 47.6%), receiving nearly half of total votes. This was followed by Option D2c, receiving 53 votes 

(31.2%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Individuals were the largest response group, making 77 responses (45.3% of the total). This was 

followed by 23% from Developer and Land Promoters (39), and 13.5% from Landowners (23). 

Option D2b received the highest proportion of votes from individuals. Fifty of the 77 responses from 

individuals (65%) selected this option.  

In contrast, the highest proportion of votes from Developer and Land Promoters was for Option D2c.  

Fifteen of the 39 respondents (37%) selected this option.  
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Comments relating to Question D2 submitted under Question D6 

Of the comments that explicitly selected options, the breakdown is as follows: 

D2a = 10; D2b = 6; D2c = 17; D2d = 7 

Many comments felt that Option D2a, a single South Warwickshire Design Guide, would be 

problematic for being able to tailor to specific site/location characteristics and needs. Several 

‘Developer and Land Promoter’ comments felt Design Guides/Codes can often be overly prescriptive, 

and that they would need to be justified to go beyond detailed guidance in the National Design Guide 

and National Model Design Code. A comment from a ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ raised concerns 

over Local Planning Authorities not having staff resources, or staff with specialist expertise and 

technical skills, needed to prepare Design Guides and Design Codes, resulting in resource constraints 

affecting the ability to successfully deliver Design Codes/Guides. Historic England support the use of 

Design Codes and Design Guides; they comment that information on good practice for design, and 

Historic England’s role in encouraging and facilitating new development based on an understanding 

of each site’s unique character, history, and context can be found on the Historic England website. 

North Warwickshire Borough Council comment that: “A mix of three main Options D2a to D2c may 

be most appropriate, with an overall Design Guide that breaks down to (has related Appendices or SPD 

type guides as a ‘framework’ of associated documents) more settlement and/or site or development 

specific design guides or codes”. Natural England comment: “Environmental growth and nature 

recovery should go beyond the protection of a small proportion of our most important landscapes, 

biodiversity and protected sites. It should actively increase our environmental assets and make better 

use of nature for drainage, food growing and creating great places to be. All new development should 

help nature to recover, achieve biodiversity net gain and ensure that residents have access to good 

quality green and natural spaces and support integration”. They also encourage the SWLP team to 

review Cornwall County Council’s new Design Guide, stating that it takes a holistic approach and joins 

all these components together. 
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Question D3: Density - Please select all options which are appropriate 

for South Warwickshire.  

Option D3a: Include a policy which underlines the relevance and importance of density, but which 

does not identify an appropriate minimum density or range of densities across South Warwickshire. 

Option D3b: Include a policy which specifies a minimum density requirement across South 

Warwickshire, whilst emphasising that the minimum may be exceeded. The minimum could for 

example be set at a similar level to the existing policy in Warwick District- i.e., minimum 30d.p.h. 

Option D3c: Identify appropriate density ranges for different locations/areas across South 

Warwickshire are specify these ranges in policy. These ranges could be based upon the prevailing 

characteristics of existing places. 

Option D3d: Option D3d: Identify appropriate density ranges for different locations/areas across 

South Warwickshire based upon accessibility and potential accessibility of these places. 

Option D3e: None of these. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 147 responses. 

Of the total responses, 46 were for Option D3a (31.3%), 27 were for Option D3b (18.4%), 34 were for 

Option D3c (23.1%), 35 were for option D3d (23.8%), and 5 were for Option D3e (3.4%). 

 

Summary of responses 

The largest number of responses were from the ‘Individual’ respondent type (60, 41%), followed by 

‘Developer and Land Promoter’ (33, 22.4%), and then ‘Landowner’ (17, 12%).  

Options D3c and D3d were most favoured by individuals (30%, 35%, respectively).  

Option D3a was the clear favourite from Developers and Land Promoters (69.7%), and from 

Landowners (47%).  

Developers and Land Promoters and Landowners have a clear preference of Option D3a, which does 

not identify an appropriate minimum density range or range of densities across South Warwickshire. 

Individuals on the other hand prefer Options D3c and D3d, both of which include having a specific 

policy for appropriate minimum density ranges/requirements. 
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Comments relating to Question D3 submitted under Question D6 

Of the comments that explicitly selected options, the breakdown is as follows: 

D3a = 23; D3b = 6; D3c = 2; D3d = 3; D3e = 0 

In general, there are no objections in principle to having a policy on housing densities but there is a 

strong view that any blanket approach is unlikely to be effective. There is an overall view that flexibility 

will be needed for whatever approach chosen, as the plan area is too diverse to be overly prescriptive.  

Option D3a is commented as being the most suitable option, for reasons including not imposing fixed 

density requirements being the only way to create diverse and flexible places. As well as this, it is felt 

that the policy should aim to make the best use of land, which needs to be locally tailored. It is felt 

that Option D3a is suitable, as in policy terms it is enough for the policy to highlight the relevance and 

importance of density, as well as acknowledge that it may change on a site-by-site basis. There were 

comments that believe this option should also be accompanied by supplementary explanatory text 

regarding the sort of density ranges that development should be aiming for depending on location, 

accessibility, and context.  There was also a comment in favour of Option D3a, which raised the point 

that it may be appropriate to consider different densities even across a single site. 

Several comments in support of Option D3b highlight it being a similar approach to that in the current 

Warwick District Local Plan, and that this option would provide some consistency. 

Historic England comment that any density policy should ensure that it supports the delivery of 

development that takes accountability of the desirability of maintaining the prevailing character and 

setting of an area. North Warwickshire Borough Council comment: “A minimum density expectation 

should be identified for the plan to ensure efficient use of development land. A mix/combination of 

Options D3b to D3c may be most appropriate, to ensure appropriate ‘minimum’ densities are achieved 
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yet provide for flexibility where necessary and appropriate, allowing lower density design in rural 

landscape or heritage circumstances (if relevant) and including where significantly increased densities 

could be applied/enabled. The lack of sufficient public transport and sustainable transport links/routes 

in rural areas may make Option D3d difficult to apply”. Claverdon Parish Council support both Options 

D3b and D3c, where a policy would specify minimum density requirements across South 

Warwickshire, whilst emphasising that the minimum may be exceeded. Warwickshire County Council 

comment that: “The appropriate density of development is likely to differ across the Local Plan area 

with greater densities being more acceptable in urban areas than would be appropriate in more rural 

areas”. 
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Question D4.1: Safe and Attractive Streets - Do you agree that this is 

an appropriate range of topics for a policy on the design of safe and 

attractive streets? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 86 responses.  

‘Yes’ was selected by 62 responses (72.1%). No was selected by 18 responses (20.9%), and there were 

6 ‘Don’t Know’ answers (7.0%). 

 

Summary of responses 

‘Individual’ was the largest respondent group (49 responses, 57.6%), followed by ‘Developer and Land 

Promoter’ (9 responses, 10.6%).  Individuals comprised the majority of ‘No’ responses (61%), and all 

the ‘Don’t Know’ responses. 

Of the responses that selected ‘No’, 61% of these were from Individuals and 17% from SDC Parish 

Councils. Due to this it is worth looking at this response in conjunction with comments from the 

associated question Q-D4.2. 

Overall, there is strong agreement that the topics proposed for this policy are appropriate. 
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Comments relating to Question D4.1 submitted under Question D6 

All 17 comments support the principle of having a policy on the design of safe and attractive streets. 

For the most part the range of topics are considered appropriate, with a few additions being 

suggested. Historic England suggest that the contribution made by the historic environment to the 

character of a street or public space should be included, aligning with paragraph 190 of the NPPF. 

Sport England suggest embedding Sport England’s Active Design Guidance principles. Comments from 

‘Landowners’ (2) state they agree this is an appropriate range of topics but remain unconvinced by 

the concept of 20-minute neighbourhoods. A number of comments by ‘Developer and Land 

Promoters’ (10) refer to Warwickshire County Highways team, stating the specific adoptions process 

will need to be agreed by them, as without their endorsement implementation of the policy could be 

problematic. It was also noted that any design elements should be fully evidenced and justified, 

needing to consider the design standard of Warwickshire County Highways Authority. 

  

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-D4.1 Breakdown of Responses by Respondent Type 

Yes No Don't know



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 234 of 298 
 

Question D4.2: Safe and Attractive Streets - If no, please indicate why. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had 40 responses in total.  

The largest portion of responses were from individuals (18 responses, 45%). This was followed by 

Developer and Land Promoter (6, 15%), and SDC Parish Council (4, 10%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Not all comments were put into a category if not relevant (e.g., stating ‘no comment’ or similar). 

Theme Tally Summary 

Accessibility 
& Inclusivity 

9 Concerns over needing stronger reference to accessible and inclusive 
design, and that the accessibility of all users not been referred to. 
Need to consider those with disability, mobility constraints (including 
pushchairs), and include a range of aspects for each category (e.g., 
gentle gradients, benches/rails, disabled parking). There is also a 
highlighted need for design to be accessible for women, in terms of 
safety; believe planning standards should be higher when considering 
women in particular. 

Nature and 
People 

6 Number of mentions about the need for tree planting/landscaping to 
be included, making sure appropriate trees are planted and that 
existing trees are not destroyed by development. Suggestion to add 
biodiversity. Suggestion of green space being interspersed through the 
development- perhaps more appropriate if tree planting reduces 
housing density due to needing wider streets. Natural England want to 
see green infrastructure opportunities maximised, wanting to see 
approaches that draw on Biophilic Design. There was a comment that 
lighting was not mentioned, highlighting the importance of dark night 
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skies, and making sure lighting is used with minimising pollution in 
mind. Waste management measures need to be included.  

Social 3 Overall view of increasing cultural capacity and strengthening 
communities, highlighting the importance of the NPPF’s overarching 
objective of promoting social interaction. There was an idea to 
articulate initiatives working at neighbourhood levels (Stratford Town 
Centre Strategic Partnership). Suggestion of the provision for the 
inclusion of public art in high-use areas (Cllr Andrew Day).  

Travel 7 Comments on not being convinced by the 20-minute neighbourhood 
concept. Priority should be given to those engaged in active travel, 
such as pedestrians and cyclists. Mentions that any design elements 
must consider the Warwickshire County Highways Authority design 
standard. 

Rural 5 Few comments on cul-de-sacs stating how they do not agree with 
them being minimised, stating that they have an attractive layout, are 
quiet, and feel safe. General view that safety looks different in rural 
areas, with a view on accepting the risks that come with living in the 
countryside/rural areas (such as being less overlooked and perhaps 
less safety measures). There is a view that these topics are town-based 
and are not reflective of countryside life and the ‘freedom’ that comes 
with that. Concerns from Goldfinch Town Planning Services around 
applying for 20-minute neighbourhood in rural areas- believe 
unrealistic that it can’t be achieved in neighbourhoods surrounded by 
large expanses of open countryside.  

Details 4 Comments were made from three Parish Councils about this being too 
detailed for this stage of the plan (Claverdon Parish Council, Rowington 
Parish Council, and Beaudesert and Henley-in-Arden Joint Parish 
Council).  

 

Natural England: “Natural England would like to see streets maximise opportunities for green 

infrastructure to create character and community use (where appropriate) and manage drainage and 

air quality. Appropriate planting and trees should be incorporated which reflect the context and 

climatic conditions/needs of the proposal. We would like to see innovative approaches that draw on 

Biophilic design attempts to achieve the benefits of contact between people and nature within the 

modern built environment. Recent studies have shown that experiencing nature on a daily basis 

supports people’s mental and physical health”.  

Royal Shakespeare Company: “As indicated in earlier sections, a stronger reference to accessible and 

inclusive design would be welcomed to ensure that wider spread of need is met. It is essential that as 

a minimum standard, design is meeting the requirements for wheelchair accessibility, but ultimately 

spaces should be accessible to all types of walking and wheeling. The RSC would also highlight the 

need for using public spaces to increase the cultural capacity of the area, and to do with thoughtful 

placemaking approaches that put local communities at the heart of space development”. 
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Question D5: Heritage Assets - Should we continue with the approach 

to include a high-level strategic policy within the Part 1 plan and to 

utilise heritage assessments to inform the growth strategy, and delay 

detailed policies to Part 2? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 110 responses.  

‘Yes’ was selected by 95 respondents (86.4%). ‘No’ was selected by 10 respondents (9.1%). There were 

five ‘Don’t Know’ responses (4.5%) 

 

Summary of responses 

The largest proportion of responses were from individuals (64 responses, 58.1%).  

86.4% of total responses selected ‘Yes’, showing support to continue with the current approach of 

using heritage assessments to inform the growth strategy, having a high-level strategic policy within 

Part 1, and delaying detailed policies to Part 2. Support is particularly strong from individuals, with 

87.5% of the total 'individual’ responses selecting ‘Yes’.  
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Comments relating to Question D5 submitted under Question D6 

Of the 34 comments, 22 of them explicitly stated supporting the current approach of a high-level 

strategic policy within Part 1, and detailed policies in Part 2. Several ‘Developer and Land Promoter’ 

comments (6) felt there is little merit in having a strategic policy concerning heritage due to it being 

well addressed in the NPPF, and that a reference to the NPPF would be appropriate. There was also 

the point raised of making sure to consider other factors when considering heritage, such as 

sustainability and public benefit, which could sometimes outweigh heritage harm. Barford, 

Sherbourne, and Wasperton JPC commented similar, agreeing with the current approach but 

emphasising the need to always assess balance of public benefit for every proposal. 

Natural England commented: “Protecting and enhancing heritage assets: Protected landscapes: 

Natural England would like to see the character of protected landscapes conserved and enhanced 

(both direct and indirect pressures can impact on character). We want to ensure that proposed 

developments close to the boundaries of protected landscapes (within their settings) take proper 

account of their impacts on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The plan should 

encourage the enhancement of the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, making reference 

to its Management Plan objectives. We recommend approaching the AONB’s planning lead to discuss 

how the plans can fit together. The plan should provide protected landscapes with the highest levels 

of policy protection for landscape and scenic beauty (including acknowledgement of wider purposes-

landscape, natural beauty, understanding and enjoyment and cultural heritage) whilst having regard 

for their economic and social well-being. It should include appropriate policies to manage the nature, 

scale, and location of development in the protected landscape, or, where appropriate, its setting. The 

plan should encourage the highest standards of design for such development”. 
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Question D6: Other Comments on Design - Please add any comments 

you wish to make about a well-designed and beautiful South 

Warwickshire. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 143 responses.  

The largest respondent group were developers and land promoters (65 responses, 45.4%), followed 

by individuals (38, 26.6%).  

 

Of these 143 responses, 56 comments were specifically for Q-D6, and are what make up the analysis 

below: 

Summary of responses 

Theme Tally Summary: 

Design 15 General agreement that ‘beautiful’ and ‘well-designed’ principles are 
welcomed, but there is scepticism regarding the execution of such 
design. Comment suggestion of needing a consistent approach of what is 
deemed a ‘well-designed and beautiful South Warwickshire’ and to 
define what ‘beautiful’ means. General consensus that any design 
principles should not be overly prescriptive to not stifle innovation, and 
that it is understood to be difficult to create a policy for subjective 
considerations. An ‘Individual’ comment raised the point of not just 
thinking about the views that development blocks, such as views from 
the castle, but a need to also consider what view would be seen from the 
castle (amount/types of development). Shipton on Stour Town Council 
comment that in the past previous major developments have given no 
consideration toward local beauty- “The major developments in Shipston 
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on Stour line the Campden Road. All of these were granted planning 
permission in the uncontrolled period prior to the Core Strategy being 
approved (or even existing). As a result, this part of South Warwickshire 
was not designed; it just happened, regardless of any consideration for 
local beauty”. They also comment that fundamental changes are needed 
to the HEDNA/Sustainability Appraisal to embrace local knowledge. A 
comment from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) stated: “It 
should be noted that it is possible that development undertaken in 
accordance with any strategic design policy that is defined may be 
relevant to MOD explosives safeguarding requirements should relevant 
development occur within the area contained within the MOD statutory 
explosives safeguarding consultation zones surrounding DM Kineton”, 
and expressed a consultation request: “The MOD would wish to be 
consulted on the preparation of design guidance that would be applicable 
to inhabited buildings which would be relevant to development that is 
assigned to occur within the area contained within the MOD statutory 
explosives safeguarding zones surrounding DM Kineton”.  

Accessibility 2 Accessibility and Inclusivity was commented by Alcester Town Council. 
An ‘Individual’ comment also stated there needs to be reference to 
accessibility for the disabled/those with pushchairs. 

Heritage & 
Character 

29 There were a number of comments from ‘Developers and Land 
Promoters’ and ‘Landowners’ about specific areas/sites and how they 
relate to heritage (7). There is an overall view that heritage is very 
important for the plan area, contributing to the area’s character and 
economic wellbeing. Heritage was mentioned as being important for 
tourism, especially for Stratford-upon-Avon. Historic England advised 
that to ensure the plan is positively prepared, their ‘Site Selection 
Methodology’ set out in Historic England’s Advice Note 3 (HEAN3) should 
be undertaken. Historic England also comment that “with specific 
reference to non-designated heritage assets, these can make a positive 
contribution to the character of our settlements and enrich our sense of 
place. We recommend that the views of your chosen specialist 
archaeological advisor are sought before any one growth option is 
selected”. An ‘Individual’ comments stated how Green Belt is part of 
South Warwickshire’s heritage assets. Lapworth Parish Council comment 
they would like to be consulted/involved in the ways a well-designed and 
beautiful SW is achieved. Warwickshire County Council comment: 
“Thought to be given to the inclusion of reference to supporting local 
distinctiveness which lead to a sense of place. Consideration of key non-
designated heritage assets to also be considered”. Warwickshire Gardens 
Trust comment that to protect garden heritage, gardens and other green 
spaces on the local register be given the same protection as other 
heritage assets such as Listed Buildings. They also comment agreement 
with the current heritage approach but believe the Historic Settlement 
Sensitivity Assessment needs to cover all areas across the two districts.  

Open Space 
 & Natural 
Environment 

4 ‘Individual’ comments included the importance of open walks, trees, 
open fields, and foot/cycle paths between communities, the need for 
protected areas for nature conservation, and a view that natural 
environments need to be separated from the plan as the possibility of 
development would impose harm. Wellesbourne and Walton Parish 
Council comment: “This links closely to the planting and biodiversity 
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issues. The environment needs to meet the needs of all. Safer walking, 
cycling, safer lighting taking mind of light pollution”.  

Development 
Locations 

4 ‘Individual’ comments included concerns over no details in the plan 
regarding what will happen to Studley, and asking for Old Milverton and 
Blackdown areas to be left as they are. Another ‘Individual’ comment 
relating to tourism in Henley stated: “Tourists come to see a quaint 
market town not a busy housing estate with old buildings in the middle. 
Roads would be so busy with difficulties parking which would definitely 
affect trade. We feel that new settlements should be built in out of town 
locations with supporting new infrastructure built around it, a new 
school, doctors and shops, like the Dickens Heath village in Solihull”.  

Concerns 6 ‘Individual’ concerns include no reference to the principles of localism 
which may result in developments without reference to local concerns, 
the destruction of countryside for HS2, and meeting the Duty-to-
cooperate shortfall from both Birmingham and Coventry. Burton Dassett 
Parish Council comment: “Before any further development progresses, 
we need massive investment in infrastructure and services which needs to 
be achieved to bring us up to the 21st century. We need to keep our rural 
status, the destruction of masses of land and some properties for HS2 is 
going to take years to address”. 
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Question W1: Pollution - Should the Part 1 Plan Include a Policy on 

Pollution? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had 94 respondents of which 65 (69%) were individuals. 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents selected ‘Yes’ showing clear, strong support for a Policy on pollution in Part 1 of 

the Plan. 

 

Summary of responses 

The largest respondent group on this question were individuals, comprising 65 of the 94 total 

comments. The next-largest groups were Town/Parish Councils in Stratford-on-Avon District (7 

responses). 

All comments were agreeing support for a policy on pollution. There were different views on the 

breadth that the policy should cover, including views the policy should explicitly focus on noise and 

light pollution, that the policy should cover all types of pollution, and that the policy should be site-

specific for addressing air pollution. Comments also included making sure that the policy cross 

references SuDS if specifically referring to water pollution, to mention offsetting and mitigation 

measures, to focus the policy where inequalities are, and finally to make sure that the policy is not 

duplicating or encroaching into Environmental Health Regulations. 
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Question W2: Health Impact Assessments - Please select the option 

which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option W2a: Include a policy on Health Impact Assessments. 

Option W2b: Do not include a policy on Health Impact Assessments. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 108 responses in total. Overall, there were 86 responses in favour of Option W2a 

(79.6%) and 22 supporting Option W2b (20.4%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Most of the responses to this question were from individuals. Sixty responses were received from 

this respondent group (55.6%). The next-largest respondent group were developers and land 

promoters, with 17 responses (15.8%).  

There was strong support from individual respondents for including a policy on Health Impact 

Assessments. Every respondent from this group selected Option W2a. Conversely, ten of the 

seventeen developers and landowners who responded supported Option W2b (58.8%). Nine out of 

the ten landowners who responded selected Option W2b.   
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Comments relating to Question W2 submitted under Question W4 

There were 28 comments relevant to Question W2 which were received under the free text question 

W4. Most were from the landowner and developer/land promoter respondent types. These 

comments often expressed the view that a Health Impact Assessment would create additional costs 

for little benefit. Some stated that from experience this was likely to end up little more than a tick-box 

exercise. Flexibility is encouraged if such a requirement is introduced. This may take the form of a 

screening process rather than a blanket approach.  

Notable Comments: 

Warwickshire County Council: “Warwickshire County Council Public Health team recommend the 

Health Equity Assessment / HEAT should be started at the beginning of the policy development 

process, with adequate time and resources available to support it. The consequences for health of the 

development can then be fully considered, and the HIA/HEAT can have a genuine influence on the 

development. The HIA/HEAT will need to be revisited with each iteration of the proposed 

development, to ensure that significant changes have been assessed. Public Health Warwickshire 

support working in conjunction with South Warwickshire on the Health Impact Assessment.” 

North Warwickshire Borough Council: “Agreed, W2a, but policy should ensure requirements only 

apply to appropriate major planning applications/developments”. 

Stratford Rail Transport Group: “As a council that has declared a Climate change emergency, its 

transport policies need to be radically changed accordingly, so that alternatives to road construction 

are prioritised. As stated, Road transport is responsible for 80% of Nitrogen Dioxide emissions and rail 

just 1.6%, yet the District and County Councils are still focussed on road transport as its transport 
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investment priority. Investment in rail over major road investment needs to be a key policy change in 

the South Warwickshire Local Plan”. 
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Question W3: Policy on Health - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option W3a: Include an overall policy on health. 

Option W3b: Do not include a policy on health. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had 99 responses in total. Option W3a was supported by 96 respondents (96.9%, with 

only 3 respondents selecting Option W3b. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

There is strong support across all respondent groups for the inclusion of an overall policy on health in 

the SWLP.  

Most of the responses were from individuals (66%), followed by Landowners (8.1%), Developers and 

Land Promoters (7.1%), and SDC Parish Council (6.1%).  

Of the three selections of Option W3b, two were from individual respondents and one from a 

landowner. For every respondent group where at least one response was received on this question, 

the majority selected Option W3a. 
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Comments relating to Question W3 submitted under Question W4 

All the comments relevant to Question W3 which were received via the free text question W4 agreed 

with the inclusion of an overall policy on health. This was viewed as necessary to achieve the SWLP's 

overall vision of a ‘healthy, safe, and inclusive South Warwickshire - enabling everyone to enjoy safe 

and healthy lifestyles with a good quality of life’. It was also felt that an overall policy on health is 

needed to align with government policy. 

Notable Comments: 

Sport England: “Sport England would strongly support the provision of an overall strategic policy on 

health. The provision of the policy should focus both on informal and formal activities, which would 

assist in promoting an active environment. The policy should also seek to maximise and make more 

effective use of sites that provide community services such as schools through community use 

agreements, where this would help to meet identified needs as identified within the Council’s strategic 

evidence base documents related to indoor and outdoor sports provision”.  

Natural England: “The plan should include a policy on light pollution to accommodate the needs of 

both nocturnal nature, astronomical night sky and peoples health and wellbeing. Light pollution - 

GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) In valuing the benefits of outdoor spaces, the Outdoor Recreation Valuation 

Tool (ORVal) is a web application developed by the Land, Environment, Economics and Policy (LEEP) 

Institute at the University of Exeter with support from DEFRA. ORVal’s primary purpose is to help 

quantify the benefits that are derived from accessible outdoor recreation areas in England. Those 

outdoor recreation areas, or greenspaces, include an array of features such as beaches, parks, nature 

reserves and country paths. ORVal Outdoor Recreation Valuation (exeter.ac.uk)”.  

North Warwickshire Borough Council: “Include a policy to reflect NPPF Policy on well-being and 

sustainable development, to “meet needs of present and future generations; and by fostering well-
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designed, beautiful and safe places, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and 

future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being”.  

Historic England: “Historic England welcomes the recognition of the SWLP of the important role that 

spatial planning has in the creation of healthy, safe and inclusive communities. However, we suggest 

that the Plan also references the role of heritage in communities and acknowledges the link between 

heritage and improvements in physical and mental health and well-being, as mentioned in the Scoping 

version of the SWLP. Whilst we are supportive of a policy on ‘health’, we consider that the policy title 

and content should encompass ‘well-being’, as well as ‘health’”. 
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Question W4: Please add any comments you wish to make about a 

healthy, safe, and inclusive South Warwickshire. 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 145 responses. Over half of these (83) were from individuals (57.2%). The 

next-largest respondent group were developers and land promoters (24 responses). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Responses can be classified under more than one theme, or by no theme if the comment was not 

relevant. 

Theme Tally Sub-Theme Tally Summary 

Open 
Space 

70 Public Right of 
Way 

22 Many comments noted that public rights of way are 
not mentioned in the open space list. Rights of way 
in the countryside and green belt are a valuable 
resource that should be recognised and protected. 

    Leisure 17 There is a desire for greater availability of leisure 
facilities such as public swimming pools, sports 
pitches, large parks and play areas, gardens, and 
allotments. Informal recreation spaces are seen as 
more important than ever for those in urban areas. 
Existing leisure spaces should be safeguarded, and 
provision on future developments should be 
accessible to all (ages, mobility needs, etc).  

    Health & 
Wellbeing 

31 Access to open green space is viewed by 
respondents as essential for wellbeing and healthy 
living. New developments should provide adequate 
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open space and greater emphasis should be placed 
on protecting existing open spaces in communities. 

          

Inclusions 9 Blue + Green 
Infrastructure 

3 Local Plan should identify deficiencies in Green 
Infrastructure (GI) provision and opportunities for 
new GI. Address unequal access to green space and 
the needs of different socio-economic groups. Plan 
should make explicit reference to Natural England’s 
GI Framework. Priority should be given to blue and 
green infrastructure corridors where they are 
conveniently accessible via foot from towns. 

    General 
Additions 

6 Local Plan should include canals as active travel 
routes and encourage adjacent developments to 
maximise their usage. Suggest including a policy 
reflecting NPPF’s policy on ‘wellbeing and 
sustainable development’. Suggestion to include 
definitions for types of green spaces.  

          

Food 
Growing 

27 Allotments/ 
Urban Food 
Growing 

5 Concerns over loss of allotment land due to 
development. Allotments have benefits to physical 
and mental health and wellbeing. More should be 
provided, and existing allotments should be 
safeguarded. There is interest in community food 
growing schemes. 

    Agricultural Land 22 Agricultural land is viewed as an important asset for 
providing rural employment, modern arable 
grazing, wildlife refuge, and diversification of 
farming techniques. 

          

Develop
ment 
Concerns 

25 Impacts  15 Concerns about light, noise, and air pollution from 
construction related to development. 
Development results in busier road traffic. 
Concerns over loss of green belt, quiet roads for 
cyclists, and countryside footpaths. Open space for 
informal recreation has the potential to become a 
hotspot for antisocial behaviour. 

    Resources 10 Concerns that development will further stretch 
resources such as access to GP surgeries and A&E. 
Funding support is required to meet the additional 
local needs created by development and the 
resultant population increase. 

          

Active 
Travel 

21 Active Travel 21 Open fields, green belt, and public footpaths have 
been used more heavily since lockdowns. More 
emphasis should be placed on safeguarding and 
promoting rural footpaths. Need for protection and 
greater provision of safe routes for pedestrians and 
horse riders. The Council should provide public 
information on existing accessible routes so 
suitable locations are easier to find. 
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Notable Comments: 

Sport England “...Whilst noting the consultation document reasoning as to why Public Open Space is 

not considered to be a strategic issue to be addressed within part 1 of the Local Plan, Sport England 

considers that the provision of open spaces plays a key role in meeting a number of South 

Warwickshire’s Sustainable Development Needs objectives. Access to open spaces is highlighted in a 

number of sections within the consultation document as such it should be made clear how this will be 

achieved in the Local Plan as this will help to inform the strategic housing allocations”. 

Canal & River Trust: “The Canal & River Trust considers that the health and wellbeing of local 

communities is an important consideration, and new development should always be required to 

consider how it can help to maximise opportunities for people to pursue healthier and more active 

lifestyles. We believe that the canal network can play a valuable role in encouraging people to be more 

active. Within South Warwickshire we operate 80km of canals, comprising parts of the North Stratford, 

South Stratford, Oxford and Grand Union Canals. Canals offer a real opportunity for supporting and 

promoting healthier lifestyles and helping to improve the physical and mental wellbeing of local 

communities by encouraging people to be more active, whether through leisure and recreation 

(including activities such as canoeing as well as walking or cycling) or offering a more active travelling 

option that is a sustainable alternative to using private motor cars to access services and facilities. 

Canals provide a free-to-use resource that can benefit the whole community and it is important that 

nearby new development seeks to maximise the opportunities presented by them”. 
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Question T1: 20 Minute Neighbourhoods - Please select all options 

which are appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option T1a: Include no policy on the principles of the 20-minute neighbourhood for new 

development.  

Option T1b: Include reference to the principles of a 20-minute neighbourhood or other similar design 

approach (e.g. Building for a Healthy Life) within a broader overarching policy.  

Option T1c: Include a bespoke policy requiring the principles of 20-minute neighbourhoods to be 

included within development proposals.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

The question had 197 responses in total.   

Option T1c was the most popular option, i.e. Include a bespoke policy requiring the principles of 20-

minute neighbourhoods to be included within development proposals. This was chosen by 86 

respondents (43.7%) of respondents. Option T1b was chosen by 70 respondents (35.5%). Option T1a 

was selected by 41 respondents (20.8%). The results showed that most respondents agreed with the 

approach to include either a bespoke policy or a broader overarching policy on the principles of the 

20-minute neighbourhood for new development. 

Summary of responses 

The largest respondent group were individuals (45.2%), followed by Developers and Land Promoters 

(25%), and Landowners (11.1%). Individuals strongly supported Option T1c, with 64.0% of the 89 

individual respondents selecting this option. Developers and land promoters favoured Option T1b, 

with 71.4% of these 49 respondents choosing this option.  Landowners preferred Option T1a, with 

59.1% of these 22 respondents selecting this option. 
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Comments relating to Question T1 submitted under Question T5  

Additionally, a total of 110 responses were received in response to the theme of 20-minute 

neighbourhoods in Question T5. The majority of the respondents expressed support for the principles 

of 20-minute neighbourhoods, as they are beneficial for maximising opportunities for people to meet 

their day-to-day needs near where they live. Moreover, it also helps improve local economies and 

people’s well-being by increasing social connections in communities.  

Option T1a: Out of the 110 responses, 20 of them provided comments on Option T1a. The majority of 

the responses (13) considered that implementing 20-minute neighbourhoods could be challenging in 

South Warwickshire, particularly because it is predominately rural in nature, and most residents live 

more than 10 minutes’ walk from key services centres. Furthermore, five respondents suggested that 

the inclusion of a specific policy would not be necessary as the national policy does not require new 

developments to achieve Building for a Healthy Life or endorse the principles of 20-minute 

neighbourhoods. Moreover, two respondents expressed concern that implementing 20-minute 

neighbourhoods could potentially harm the rural character of South Warwickshire as a significant 

proportion of the population lives outside the main urban areas. Therefore, respondents suggested 

that the plan should not include a policy on the principles of 20-minute neighbourhoods. 

Option T1b: 30 respondents expressed their opinions on Option T1b. Whilst recognising the benefits 

of achieving 20-minute neighbourhoods, the majority of them (10) disagreed with the approach of 

including a specific policy as it could restrict the growth of development. They suggested that the plan 

should allow flexibility to avoid ruling out sites that could contribute to meeting its housing 

requirement. Additionally, 9 respondents suggested that the national policy does not require the 

inclusion of a specific policy in achieving 20-minute neighbourhoods, instead, developments could be 

determined on a site-by-site basis. Moreover, two respondents suggested that Option T1b would be 

most appropriate if the plan is inclined to incorporate the principles when introducing new 

settlements, as it is more difficult to apply in existing settlements.  
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Option T1c: 5 respondents provided comments on Option T1b. Respondents considered that if 20-

minute neighbourhood is to be adopted, it needs to be ensured that a clear, holistic definition or vision 

is embedded in policy. It is also important that all principles need to be tested, evidenced and justified 

when considering the inclusion of a bespoke policy.  

Other Opinions: 

Proposed 20-minute neighbourhood location (13) 

Most respondents (13), primarily landowners, suggested potential sites for implementing the 20-

minute neighbourhood. The proposed sites include Alcester, Bishops Itchington, Henley-in-Arden, 

Kenilworth, Long Itchington, Shipston Southam, and Stratford Agricultural Park. Most respondents 

recommended these locations due to their proximity to essential local services, such as schools, 

facilities and supermarkets. 

Key considerations for 20-minute neighbourhood location (8) 

Apart from proposing specific sites, 8 respondents provided insights into key considerations when 

assessing suitable locations for 20-minute neighbourhoods. Most respondents emphasised the 

importance of existing services and facilities within a settlement to accommodate daily needs. 

Moreover, the chosen location should be highly assessable to public transportation, including rail and 

high-frequency bus routes. It was also suggested that policies should be developed to support the 

enhancement of pedestrian and cycle connectivity, as well as the provision of electric vehicle charging 

infrastructure.  

Lack of detail/ require further clarification (8) 

Eight respondents expressed the need for further clarification regarding the detail of the 20-minute 

neighbourhood and the specific daily services that should be provided within a 10-minute walking 

distance. Additionally, a respondent raised questions about the required housing density in 

settlements to make viable 20-minute neighbourhoods a reality. The respondent cited an example 

from the City of Edinburgh Council, which estimated that a housing density of at least 65 dwellings per 

hectare would be required for a viable 20-minute neighbourhood. 
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Question T2: Sustainable Transport Accessibility - Please select the 

option which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option T2a: Include a policy which takes a hierarchical approach in terms of prioritising transport 

infrastructure.  

Option T2b: Do not include a policy which takes a hierarchical approach.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

 

The question had 129 responses in total.   

Most of the responses were from individuals (54%), followed by Developers and Land Promoters 

(22%), and Lobby Group and Charities (5%) and WDC Parish Council (5%). 

Summary of responses 

Option T2a was the most popular option, comprising 94 (72.9%) responses. Only 35 (27.1%) responses 

opted for Option T2b. The results indicated that a vast majority of respondents supported the 

approach to include a policy which takes a hierarchical approach in terms of prioritising transport 

infrastructure.   

Comments relating to Question T2 submitted under Question T5 

Apart from the above responses, a total of 56 responses were received regarding whether the plan 

should include a policy that takes a hierarchical approach to prioritise transport infrastructure in 

Question T5. Among these responses, the majority of them were related to Option T2a (33), whilst 4 

responses were related to Option T2b. The remaining respondents (19) provided comments and 

suggestions that could be incorporated into the plan. 

Option T2a: Twelve respondents expressed support for Option T2a because they agreed with the 

approach of lowering parking standards in areas with strong access to active or public transport links. 

However, one respondent had the opposite view, suggesting that the policy should not only restrict 

car parking but should also aim to discourage car ownership through measures like increasing costs 

per mile, higher fuel costs, and stricter on on-street parking regulations. Additionally, 10 respondents 

supported this option as it explores using existing green and blue infrastructure as potential means of 

active travel. Furthermore, 9 respondents believed that the hierarchical approach would also help 

address challenges in rural areas related to accessibility and support existing rural businesses. 

Moreover, 6 respondents considered that the hierarchical approach should also include the growing 
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role of technology and various modes of travel, such as promoting the use of e-scooters and e-bikes 

for commuting.  

Option T2b: Four respondents expressed their views on Option T2b. One respondent was supportive 

for option T2b as it appears to promote the development of more sustainable forms of transport 

without imposing restrictions on car parking. Two respondents suggested that Option T2b provides a 

greater degree of flexibility to consider location-specific factors and encourages a shift away from the 

use of private cars. One respondent proposed that the site-specific detail should be addressed through 

other assessments, such as Transport Assessments and Travel Plans.  

Other considerations: Five respondents expressed the need for further clarification regarding this 

question. For instance, a respondent suggested clarifying how the hierarchy may vary based on 

different geographical locations. It is also recommended that additional evidence is required to 

determine what transport infrastructure will be needed as a result of developments. Additionally, four 

respondents recommended that the hierarchical approach should prioritise the utilisation and 

upgrading of existing infrastructure where necessary when planning for growth. One respondent 

highlighted that many settlements within the plan areas lack train stations, suggesting that a flexible 

hierarchical approach should be applied in such cases. 
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Question T3: Sustainable Road-Based Transport - Please select the 

option which is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option T3a: Include a policy encouraging more sustainable road-based transport for businesses. 

Option T3b: Do not include a policy encouraging more sustainable road-based transport for business.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

Question T3 received 92 responses. A vast majority representing 92% were in favour of Option T3a, 

whilst a small minority approximately 8% favoured Option T3b.  

 

 

Summary of responses 

Nearly 63 responses (approximately 68%) were individuals, followed by 5 responses from SDC Parish 

Council and 4 from WDC Parish Council. There were 3 replies from Duty to Cooperate bodies. The only 

respondent group with most respondents supporting Option T3b were developers and land 

promoters, and there was only one response from this group. 
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Comments relating to Question T3 submitted under Question T5   

A total of 21 responses were received in Question T5 in relation to whether the plan should include a 

policy encouraging more sustainable road-based transport for businesses.  

Option T3a: Out of the total responses, 15 of them provided comments on Option T3a. Two responses 

suggested that the inclusion of a policy encouraging more sustainable road-based transport is 

essential in achieving net zero carbon. The respondents suggested that the plan should maximise the 

benefits of strategic infrastructure investments that could support ‘last mile’ freight journeys, 

driverless delivery pods and the increased use of electric vehicles. Notably, Warwickshire County 

Council (Duty-to-cooperate) provided key considerations regarding sustainable road-based transport 

for businesses: 

“Warwickshire County Council Public Health are pleased to see that ‘sustainable road-based transport 

for businesses’ is being considered. The Warwickshire County Council - Council Plan 2020-2025 Options 

outlined in the Plan such as low emissions zones, workplace levies etc is positive. Other methods of 

encouraging the uptake of electric and low emission vehicles could be explored further such as public 

incentives but consideration given to larger scale businesses, especially those organisations whose 

predominant form of travel is road-based. Evidence suggests that a package of well-designed financial 

incentives plus non-financial incentives.” 

 Other opinions: Six responses provided comments on other considerations. Most of them (4) 

proposed new employment or business locations that are situated near sustainable road-based 

transport. Two responses specifically mentioned the locations of Hatton Park and Claverdon as 

locations near railway stations, which provides opportunities for car-to-train travel. Additionally, two 

responses mentioned that the plan should also prioritise new business opportunities along the M42 

motorway and the A435. They also emphasised the need for the provision of overnight 

accommodation for drivers. 
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Question T4: Smart Cities: Please provide suggestions for how smart 

cities technologies could be supported in South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

A total of 39 respondents answered this question. Individuals were the largest respondent group, with 

29 comments (74% of the total). We also received 6 comments from SDC and WDC Parish/Town 

Councils (three from Parish Councils in each of the Districts). 

 

 

Summary of responses  

Many of the individual respondents felt that it was unrealistic to expect the public to answer such a 

technical question. 

  

There was a general support for smart technologies to be used wherever applicable and practical. 

Some of the key messages are summarised in the bullet points below and the numbers in the brackets 

indicate how many similar comments were received. Where there  is no numbers at the end of the 

bullet point only a single respondent raised the issue. 

  

• There should be basic provision of high-speed broadband and good mobile phone coverage 

starting with Henley-in-Arden. (9) 

• Warwickshire County Council welcome the inclusion of the Smart Cities concept due to its social, 

economic, and environmental benefits to communities. More clarification is needed on what type 

of support will be provided, and whether this will be financial or from providers. Keen to 

understand the details of this concept as the plan progresses. 

• Long term policy should aim at introducing Demand Responsive Transport (DRT), such as digital 

travel assistants providing live travel information, cycle/scooter hire schemes etc. to future-proof 

transport developments. (6)  
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• Singapore-City of Nature and Smart Technologies and Soule (South Korea) offer good examples of 

smart cities and should be considered when developing policies/guidance. 

• Warwick University is supportive developing smart city technology to facilitate sustainable 

growth. The University is working with Transport for West Midlands (TfWM) and partners in a 

collaborative two-year project called ‘Choose Your Way Warwick’. The campus is acting as a living 

lab to test new ideas and technologies. The University would be supportive of proposals to 

incorporate streetlight and traffic signal sensors to provide dynamic and cost-effective insights for 

transport network planning and optimisation. The University supports the roll-out of smart, 

connected mobility hubs across the county and the provision of real time public transport 

information through physical displays and digital apps such as Choose your Way Warwick. 

• Automatic Control is not the only option. Better flexibility in traffic can lead to safer streets and 

better traffic flow. 

• Live timetable information should be available on all bus stops. 

• Indigo plus bus service can be extended to connect to west Warwick and Coventry train station. 

• Traffic light timings which respond to traffic flows to ease congestion, live timetable information 

at bus stops and streetlights that adjust according to the activity around them. (4) 

• Provide cycle paths alongside major route as per the approach in the Netherlands. 

• There should be improved provision of broadband, mobile networks, and public transport to 

reduce traffic on roads and give people the flexibility to work at home. This will reduce emissions. 

• Starship enterprise delivery model can be used. 

• Improve transport links through major towns. 

• Online shopping trend should be considered. 

• Adequate investment is needed to deliver smart city technologies especially electric powered 

vehicles and better rail connections. 

• Smart cities technology should be use where applicable as it seems like a good idea. 

• The policy is needed but viability should be considered. 

• Start with a pilot scheme before rolling it out. 

 

Rain sensors which shorten wait time for pedestrians and cyclists at signalled crossing in event of rain 

etc. should be considered. 

Comments relating to Question T4 submitted under Question T5 

Two comments relevant to Question T4 were received under Question T5. 

• Focus on providing fibre broadband into rural villages before investing in Smart Cities. 

• Important we constantly review and update smart cities technology. 
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Question T5: Please add any comments you wish to make about a well-

connected South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 180 responses.  

The most common respondent group were individuals (82 responses, 45%), followed by landowners 

(28, 15.6%), and developer and land promoters (26, 14.4%) 

Summary of responses 

The key issues are categorised in the following table: 

1) Existing transport problems and constraints 56 

2) Transport sustainability improvement  19 

3) Master planning of new developments  17 

4) Strategic cross boundary issues   3 

1) Existing transport problems and constraints 

• Public transport services improvement (27) 

• Transport problems in specific areas (21) 

• Road and street design (12) 

Twenty-seven responses were received about the inadequacy of public transport issues in South 

Warwickshire. To address the issues, several responses proposed different potential measures, such 

as assessing the quality of bus and rail services, implementing live timetables at bus stop and 

increasing investment in rural and urban bus services. Additionally, respondents also recommended 

suggestions to enhance public transport reliance, such as marking public transport the preferred 

option for new housing developments over car usage, as well as encouraging high-density 

developments to support public transport usage.  
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Twenty-one responses, primarily from individuals, highlighted significant transport problems in the 

areas within which they are living. Two key issues were observed from their responses: inadequate 

public transport services and traffic congestion. These concerns were raised by residents living in 

various locations, including Alcester, Bishops Tachbrook ,Henley, Kenilworth, Leamington Spa 

(Whitnash and Princes Drive), Long Marston, Sherbourne Stratford upon Avon District and Wootton 

Wawen. Regarding public transport services, many respondents noted that despite the presence of 

railways and bus routes, residents face daily challenges due to poor timetables and frequent 

cancellations. For instance, a resident from Henley mentioned that: “Bus services are minimal and rail 

links to Birmingham very hit and miss. Trains are often cancelled and if they do run can take 45 mins”.  

In addition, there were twelve responses addressed the improvement of road and street design. Three 

responses expressed concerns about pedestrian and cycling infrastructure safety and adequacy. A 

respondent from Kenilworth emphasised the need for improving street design in major settlements 

by reducing traffic speed and facilitating easier access to town centres from other residential areas. 

Furthermore, inspired by practices in the Netherlands, one respondent proposed reducing road 

marking in towns to slow down traffic speed, potentially improving road safety. Moreover, a 

respondent from Hatton suggested that given the significant shortfall of 48,000 new homes that South 

Warwickshire might need to accommodate, the plan will require strategic level and site-specific 

highways infrastructure improvements, to mitigate any impact. It is also suggested that the 

Warwickshire County Council (WCC) highways modelling will need to be refined throughout the next 

stages of the SWLP to ensure that a holistic approach to mitigation is considered.  

2) Transport sustainability improvement 

• Active travel (7) 

• Modal shift towards from car-dependency to public transport (7) 

• Electric vehicles (3) 

• Smart cities (2) 

Active Travel: Seven responses highlighted the importance of promoting active travel, including 

cycling and walking, as alternative modes of transportation. One respondent suggested that cycling 

helps reduce health problems such as obesity and other physical health issues. Conversely, another 

respondent had a different view, suggesting that cyclists should not be given priority over pedestrians 

and recommended that the plan consider the impact of e-bikes. Furthermore, a landowner 

recommended the use of ‘canal towpaths’ as a measure to promote active travel, as they offer a safe 

and convenient traffic-free network for both leisure and utility walkers. Therefore, the respondent 

recommended that canal towpaths should be considered as an integral element of the infrastructure 

to encourage greater connectivity. 

Model shift: Seven responses emphasised the importance of achieving a modal shift towards public 

transport to reduce car dependency. Three main reasons were identified in the responses for the 

predominance of private car use in South Warwickshire, including generally low-quality of public 

transport services, car dependent out-of-town retail developments and lack of specific plans or 

policies that discourage car dependence. 

To successfully promote a shift away from car dependency and towards public transport, several 

respondents stressed the need to include policies in the Local Plan that improve and subsidise public 

transport, discourage the use of private vehicles, and prioritise the modal shift.  

Electric vehicles: Three responses supported  the approach of promoting electric vehicles in South 

Warwickshire. One respondent from Henley-in-Arden expressed enthusiasm for the vision of seeing 
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most travel being conducted by electric or sustainable powered vehicles. Another respondent 

suggested that the plan should include requirements for EV charging infrastructure as a condition of 

West Midlands Combined Authorities housing investment in order to facilitate the development of 

electric vehicles. 

Smart cities: Two responses recommended that the Local Plan should incorporate baseline data on 

the current modal transport share in South Warwickshire. They emphasised that this data would be 

crucial for the development of Smart City technology, facilitating the sustainable development that 

connects work, leisure, and home life.   

3) Master planning of new developments 

• Clear design or master planning of new developments is vital to maximise connectivity and 

minimise walking distances (9) 

• Sustainable location with well connectivity (4) 

• Adequate access of amenities (2) 

• Telecommunications connectivity (2) 

 In addition to measures  aimed at improving transport sustainability, nine responses were received 

about the importance of a clear design or master planning for new developments. They emphasised 

that such planning is essential to maximise connectivity and minimise walking distances for residents 

to access nearby services and facilities. 

 Furthermore, four responses recommended that new developments should be situated in sustainable 

location with strong transport connectivity. One respondent suggested the development of an 

integrated public transport system, including direct access to rail services, subsidised buses that are 

affordable for most people, and very light rail transport to connect to new settlements. Furthermore, 

a resident also emphasised the importance of incorporating active travel infrastructure in the design 

of new development, which includes the provision for e-bikes, cycle-racks and cycle storage at various 

facilities, such as schools, commercial and community hubs. 

 Two responses emphasised the importance of ensuring adequate access to amenities for new housing 

development. A notable comment from Warwickshire County Council (Duty to Cooperate) was 

extracted as below: 

 “Key amenities should be within a reasonable walking distance, providing the opportunity for a 

healthy lifestyle. This includes adequate access to green spaces, education and health facilities, 

reasonably priced healthy food choices… Local amenities, such as community/health centres, schools, 

and food stores should be within a 5-minute walkable distance, reducing the need for car use, promote 

physical activity and integrate facilities and services into the heart of the community where they can 

be well used by all.” 

In addition to ensuring adequate access to sustainable transport and amenities, two responses 

emphasised the importance of robust telecommunications connectivity in housing development. One 

respondent highlighted that a key aspect of being well-connected is the availability of reliable 

telecommunications connectivity, including broadband access. One response pointed out that the 

plan has little focus on providing adequate broadband connectivity in rural villages.  

 



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 264 of 298 
 

4) Strategic cross boundary issues  

a) Transport for West Midlands:  

Although South Warwickshire is not within the Metropolitan country of the West Midlands, it does 

slightly border Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council (MBC). Transport for West Midlands 

recommended that SW should acknowledge and address issues like the Key Route Network, including 

bus routes and active travel routes as well as with rail connections. Two key issues were raised by 

Transport for West Midlands: 

• Issue 1: “Roads forming part of the West Midlands West Midlands Key Route (KRN) could be 

impacted by significant development on the bordering areas or within the ‘Shire’ authorities, and 

therefore we should be made aware of any development which may impact these roads.” 

• Issue 2: “Cross boundary rail issues should also be picked up, with the importance of working 

with partners like the Midlands Rail Executive. It will be important, like with any KRN issues, to 

understand further rail implications on the wider network and work in partnership on projects like the 

Midlands Rail Hub which will provide new cross-regional rail connections, new stations and enable 

economic growth through access to larger labour markets, new housing and through attracting more 

inward investment to the wider region of the West Midlands. “ 

 b) Gloucestershire County Council: 

Gloucestershire County Council has pointed out that the transport impacts and increased travel 

resulting from the implementation of the SWLP are likely to affect the north Cotswolds, Tewkesbury 

and the Gloucestershire JLP delivery area. The comments were extracted below, explaining the 

possible cross-boundary issues regarding transport problems: 

“With significant development proposed within south Warwickshire and its adjoining corridor into 

Gloucestershire, transport demand will increase on Gloucestershire’s roads, particularly on routes that 

are already prone to capacity constraints in and around Moreton-in-Marsh, Tewkesbury and the A46 

corridor…We reiterate the importance of issues relating to additional pressures on the A46/A44/A429 

arising from increased transport demand in relation to new development onto these corridors.” “It will 

be imperative to model and mitigate the impacts of land use and transport proposals on 

Gloucestershire roads and transport corridors which arise from the development patterns agreed 

within the end adopted plan.” 

c) Worcestershire County Council: 

“WCC Highways notes that strategic growth at Long Marston Airfield and Meon Vale is included in the 

indicative list of development locations for each of the five options, and that growth at Alcester is 

included within options 2, 3, 4 and 5...We would expect that the potential traffic and transport 

implications of proposed development at Long Marston Airfield/Meon Vale, on the A46 and B4088 

within Worcestershire and on rail services and stations in Worcestershire, would be considered as part 

of the supporting transport assessment/evidence base. WCC Transport notes that there would be a 

number of challenges for identifying and delivering necessary highways and transport infrastructure 

with a ‘Dispersed’ development strategy.” 
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Question B1: Areas of Restraint - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option B1a: Maintain Areas of Restraint and identify appropriate areas within Warwick District  

Option B1b: Remove Areas of Restraint designations  

Option B1c: Maintain Areas of Restraint within Stratford-on-Avon District but not introduce them into 

Warwick District.  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 116 respondents. 100 respondents (86.2%) want to keep areas of restraint as they 

are in Stratford and introduce new areas of restraint in Warwick.  

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. We had three responses from our duty 

to cooperate partners that agreed with the approach.   

The responses show that there is general support to introduce Areas of Restraint in Warwick and 

continue with the Areas of restraint in Stratford. Developers and land promoters were the only 

respondent group for which a majority selected Option B1b (seven chose Option B1b, as opposed to 

four who chose Option B1a). 

There is concern from duty to cooperate partners that there may be a disjointed approach between 

authorities, who may be proposing to remove Areas of Restraint and capture these areas in historic 

and landscape policies.  
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Question B2: Vale of Evesham - Should the Policy on the Vale of 

Evesham Control Zone be removed, if neighbouring authorities decide 

not to carry the designation forward? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 60 respondents. 27 respondents (55%) stated that we should not remove the 

Evesham Vale of control.   

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. We had two responses from our duty 

to cooperate partners that said we should remove the Evesham Vale of Control.  

The responses show that there is strong support among individuals to keep the Evesham Vale of 

Control as it controls the amount of HGV movements within the area as result of development, having 

a positive impact on residents. However, there is concern about a disjointed approach with our 

neighbouring authorities. The picture was less clear for the other respondent groups, particularly as 

no group other than individuals exceeded five responses. 
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Question B3: Special Landscape Areas - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire  

Option B3a: Introduce Special Landscape Areas across all of South Warwickshire  

Option B3b: Maintain Special landscape Areas within Stratford-on-Avon District but don’t introduce 

them within Warwick District  

Option B3c: Discard Special Landscape Areas and bolster general landscape policy  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 137 respondents. 74 respondents (54%) believed we should introduce Special 

Landscape Areas across the plan (introducing them into Warwick).   

 

Summary of responses 

Seventy of the total 137 respondents were individuals. A clear majority of individuals supported the 

introduction of Special Landscape Areas across the whole plan area (71.4% of 70 individual 

respondents). There was general support from developers for removing the Special Landscape Areas 

and replace with general landscape policy that is supported in national guidance, with 89.3% of the 

28 respondents from this group supporting this option. 
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Question B4: Cotswold AONB - Please select the option which is most 

appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option B4a: Maintain the current policy approach, without the use of a buffer  

Option B4b: Amend the current policy and include a buffer around the periphery of the Cotswold 

AONB to ensure that great weight is given to any impacts development within this buffer zone may 

have on the National Landscape 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

74 people responded to this question. 

30 respondents (40.5%) selected option B4a, to maintain the current AONB approach and 44 

respondents (59.5%) selected option B4a to include a buffer around the AONB. 

 

Summary of responses 

74 people responded to this question with most respondents selecting to amend the current Cotswold 

AONB policy to include a buffer around the periphery of the National Landscape.  

Of the 38 individuals that answered this question, 32 selected to include a buffer with 6 selecting to 

maintain the current policy approach. Of the 17 developers and land promoters that responded, all 

felt that the current policy approach should remain. The 4 landowners that responded also agreed 

that the current approach should remain. 

Parish Councils in both Districts were largely of the opinion that a buffer approach should be taken 

with only 2 Parish Councils believing that the current policy approach should remain.  

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

Option B4a Option B4b

Q-B4: All Responses



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 272 of 298 
 

  

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-B4 Breakdown of Responses by Respondent Type 

Option B4a Option B4b



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 273 of 298 
 

Question B5: Environmental Net Gain - Please select the option which 

is most appropriate for South Warwickshire 

Option B5a: Explore and pursue an integrated Environmental Net Gain Policy 

Option B5b: Explore environmental net gain through separate policies  

Option B5c: None of these 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

124 people responded to this question. 

76 respondents (61.3%) thought that the Local plan should explore an integrated Environmental Net 

Gain Policy, 21 respondents (16.9%) thought that the local plan should explore environmental net gain 

through separate policies, and 27 respondents (21.8%) felt that none of the proposed Environmental 

Net Gain approaches were appropriate. 

 

Summary of responses 

124 people responded to this question with the majority (76/61.3%) selecting the option to explore 

an integrated Environmental Net Gain policy. 21 respondents (16.9%) felt that Environmental Net Gain 

should be explored through separate policies and 27 (21.8%) felt that the proposed Environmental 

Net Gain Approaches were inappropriate. Therefore, there was strong support for exploring 

Environmental Net Gain. 

Of the 76 respondents that agreed with an integrated approach, 47 of these were individuals, 7 were 

developers and land promoters, 7 were SDC Parish Councils, 5 were duty to cooperate partners, 4 

were WDC Parish Councils, 2 were landowners, 2 elected members and 1 business and 1 lobby 

group/charity. This indicates a fair split of interest between respondent types.  

Of the 27 respondents that did not think any of the Environmental Net Gain approaches were 

appropriate 17 of these were developers and land promoters, 3 were individuals, 3, businesses, 3 

landowners and 2 lobby group/charities. 
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Question B6: Wildbelt - Should the South Warwickshire Local Plan 

introduce Wildbelt designations? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 120 respondents. 96 respondents (80%) wanted to introduce Wildbelt Designations 

into the plan boundary.   

 

Summary of responses 

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals. We had four responses from our duty 

to corporate who largely agreed with the approach.   

One respondent group clearly opposed introducing Wildbelt designations. All sixteen responses from 

developers and land promoters chose ‘No’, 

Respondents have raised that there is a lack of clarity in what ‘Wildbelt’ means and the evidence 

behind this. There is also concern about the lack of status of Wildbelt in the NPPF to allocate sites with 

this designation.  
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Question B7: Do you agree that it is appropriate to highlight links to the 

Minerals Plan, avoiding the unnecessary duplication of policy within 

the SWLP? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were 64 respondents to the question in total. Of these, 57 respondents, selected ‘Yes’, 0 

selected ‘No’, and 7 selected ‘Don’t know’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

The highest proportion of respondents was from individuals (36). There were 5 responses from 

Landowners, and 5 responses from Developer and land promoters. Of the 7 ‘Don’t Know’ responses, 

5 were from Individuals. 
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Question B8.1: Agricultural Land - Do you agree that the plan should 

include a policy avoiding development on the best and most versatile 

agricultural land, unless it can be demonstrated that the harm to 

agricultural land is clearly outweighed by the benefit of development? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know  

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 166 responses. 

149 responses (89.8%) were for ‘Yes’, 15 (9%) were for ‘No’, and 2 (1.2%) were for ‘Don’t Know’. 

 

Summary of responses 

The highest number of responses were from individuals (115 responses, 68.7%), followed by 

developers and land promoters (16, 9.7%), and then WDC Parish Councils (8, 4.8%). Amongst these 

three most common respondent types, nobody selected the response ‘Don’t Know’.  

The only respondent group where a majority selected ‘No’ were Developers and Land Promoters. Of 

sixteen respondents from this group, 10 chose ‘No’ (62.5%). 
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The free-text question, Q-B8.2, had 15 written comments explicitly labelled as a response to the Q-

B8.1 tick-box question. Summary below: 

General Opinion: Tally Comments Summary 

Yes, agreeing with the policy 
that was stated. 

8 Agreement of a policy for avoiding development on the 
best and most versatile agricultural land due to food 
production and food security. 
Agricultural land is part of the character of the South 
Warwickshire Local Plan area. Development on 
agricultural land would heavily erode the area’s 
character. 
Although agreeing with the policy, also state that lower 
quality farmland should not automatically be pushed 
into development. 

No, disagreeing with the 
policy on the basis that 
agricultural land should not 
be developed on. 

2 Development benefits can never be outweighed by the 
loss of agricultural land. 
The utilisation of land for agriculture is permanently lost 
once contaminated. 
No new development should be on prime agricultural 
land due to current and future food production 
pressures. 

Disagreeing to an extent 
based on the policy needing 
more nuance. 

4 Everything after the word ‘unless’ should be deleted 
from the policy wording. 
The policy should seek to retain Grade 1 agricultural 
land, but development on all agricultural land 
Grades/qualities should be decided on a case-by-case 
basis. 
Any policy should avoid a blanket approach and be 
sufficiently flexible. 
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Question B8.2: When considering climate change, biodiversity, and 

economic wellbeing, are there any rural land uses or locations that 

should be prioritised over others? 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 161 responses. 

Most responses were from the ‘Individual’ respondent type (129 responses, 80%). 

 

Summary of responses 

The question was interpreted and answered from two perspectives: 

1. Where to prioritise development (when considering climate change, biodiversity, economic 

wellbeing).  

2. What rural land uses/locations should be prioritised to be protected, both in general, and 

due to contributing to climate mitigation and biodiversity enhancement, and thus 

safeguarded from developments. 

Rural Land Uses/Locations to Prioritise for Protection/ Safeguarding (From Development) Tally: 

Agricultural Land 89 

Food Growing Land/Spaces 8 

Green Belt 9 

Local Nature Reserves/ Local Wildlife Sites 17 

SSSIs 13 

Ancient Woodland/ Native Woodland 15 
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Ecosites* 12 

Local Green Space 9 

Wildbelt Designations 1 

Rivers & River Tributaries, Canals & Canal Corridors 16 

*Ecosites = are sites considered to be of value for their semi-natural habitat features or species 

interest in a local context, supported by data held in the Local Records Centre Database. 

Rural Land Uses/Locations that should be prioritised for development: 

Rural Land Uses/Locations to Prioritise for Development Tally: 

Brownfield Land 12 

Areas with Low/Poor Biodiversity 10 

Outside Greenbelt  1 

Areas for Redevelopment (existing/previously developed areas) 2 

 

A high number of responses referred to agricultural land, and the importance of safeguarding this land 

in its current use (and for future use) due to the emphasised importance of food security/production. 

Mentions of safeguarding this land to help increase biodiversity and mitigate climate change impacts 

are also mentioned- however, most respondents do not want any kind of development on agricultural 

land, including climate-related developments such as solar or wind farms for renewable energy. 

Natural green and blue spaces were also mentioned a lot, stated as being prioritised for climate 

change mitigation/biodiversity enhancement/general wellbeing- prioritisation of these sites however 

seems to be for protecting these areas, as well as enhancing them, in order to subsequently contribute 

positively to aiding climate and ecological emergencies, rather than utilising these areas/sites to 

actively create environmentally beneficial developments (e.g., renewable energy developments to aid 

climate-related targets). 

Overall, it seems the question was not clear enough in its wording regarding ‘prioritisation’ for what 

use. 
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Question B9: Should the plan include a policy requiring the 

safeguarding of sites of national importance, sites of local importance, 

and other non-designated sites known to make a positive contribution 

to biodiversity or geodiversity; unless the benefits of the proposal 

clearly outweigh the need to protect the site. Where possible conserve 

and enhance these sites. 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 131 respondents. 126 respondents (96.2%) stated that we should include a policy 

on safeguarding sites of national importance.  

 

Summary of responses 

Most responses were from individuals. Individual responses comprised 84 out of the overall total of 

131 responses (64.1%). The responses show that there is general support to include a policy on 

safeguarding sites of national importance. No respondent group had a majority selecting ‘No’. 

Although the sites are protected in national policies, there is a need to distinguish the hierarchy of 

international, national, and locally designated sites so a policy would be beneficial.  
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Question B10: Please add any comments you wish to make about a 

biodiverse and environmentally resilient South Warwickshire 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 218 respondents.  

Out of the total respondents, over half were from individuals.  

 

Summary of responses 

• There is support for further protection of agricultural land. However, one comment from a house 
builder states that the proposed test for the loss of agricultural land is not in line with that of 
paragraph 173 of the NPPF or in the PPG.  

• Wider protection and enhancement of waterways and green infrastructure. Most respondents 
who wanted wider protection, stated that the current Green Infrastructure statement is from 
2013 and therefore is out of date and needs to be updated.   

• There was a firm view that a policy on Environmental Net-Gain has wider benefits than Bio-
diversity net gain as it covers a more topics. ‘The concept of Environmental Net Gain should be 
preferred to Biodiversity Net Gain as it includes air quality and water quality as well as biodiversity. 
Carbon offsetting must go beyond tree planting, for example, committing to retrofitting existing 
houses to make them more energy efficient. Definitions of offsetting need to be absolutely clear to 
prevent greenwashing.’ 

• 60 respondents supported the inclusion of 20% biodiversity net gain, above the 10% proposed in 
national guidance. However, there was a note about the lack of evidence to support this by several 
the same respondents.  
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Question P1.1: Part 1 Content - Do you agree with the proposed broad 

content of the Part 1 plan? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There were a total of 106 answers to this question. 

Of the total responses, 50.0% (53) were ‘Yes’, 48.1% were ‘No’ (51), and 1.9% (2) were ‘Don’t Know’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of responses 

Responses indicate no clear consensus on the acceptability or otherwise of the broad content of the 

Part 1 plan.  

The highest number of responses were from individuals (40 responses, 37.7% of the total), followed 

by developers and land promoters (31, 29.2%), then landowners (10, 9.4%). 

‘Yes’ was the option selected by the highest proportion of individuals. 57.5% of individuals chose ‘Yes’, 

compared to 37.5% who voted ‘No’ and 5.0% who selected ‘Don’t Know’. 

‘No’ was the option chosen by the highest proportion of developers and land promoters, as well as by 

landowners. Out of the total responses from developers and land promoters, 64.5% chose ‘No’, 

compared to 35.5% who voted ‘Yes’. Eighty percent of landowners chose no, while 20% voted ‘Yes’. 

There were four responses from duty-to-cooperate bodies, all of which agreed with the proposed 

broad content. Responses from SDC and WDC Parish Councils (6 in total) were evenly divided between 

positive and negative, while no other category group exceeded five responses. 
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Question P1.2: Part 1 Content - If no, please indicate why 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 91 responses.  

The largest portion of responses were from developers and land promoters (45 responses, 49.4% of 

the total). This was followed by landowners (14, 15.4%), and individuals (12, 13.1%). 

 

Summary of responses 

There were several responses that did not reflect the intended focus of the question. A few responses 

related to the accessibility of the consultation document. These responses raised issues such as the 

high ‘reading age’ of the document, font/colour choices, and acronyms not being spelt out. In addition, 

several responses related to the content of the consultation document and/or the evidence base 

rather than the proposed broad topic areas for Part 1. These included distrust in technical assessments 

and projections underpinning the growth options, location-specific objections to potential growth, 

and objection to a perceived lack of weight for Neighbourhood Plans. The thematic analysis below 

only includes comments of direct relevance to the question.  

Please note that the tallies below should be regarded as indicative, particularly given the overlapping 

nature of many themes. 

Delays in delivery of non-strategic site allocations (26 responses) 

Landowners and developers/site promoters were concerned about the potential timeframe for 

adopting the second part of the Plan given that smaller and non-strategic sites are reserved to Part 2. 

Some outright objected to a 2-part plan as a result, and there was a wider sentiment of concern that 

a delay in addressing this topic will lead to uncertainty for landowners and promoters of smaller sites. 

Several respondents highlighted recent reform proposals by the government to speed up the Plan-

making process and question whether a two-part plan would align with this direction of travel. While 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

SWLP – Individual (not as landowner)

SWLP – Business

SWLP – Landowner

SWLP – Developer and Land Promoter

SWLP – Infrastructure Provider

SWLP – Lobby Group and Charities

SWLP – WDC Parish Council

SWLP – SDC Parish Council

SWLP – Other Councils (Parish and District)

SWLP – Elected Member (District or County)

SWLP – Council Officers

SWLP – Duty to Cooperate

SWLP – Unknown

Q-P1.2 Number of Responses



South Warwickshire Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation Statement – October 2023 

Page 288 of 298 
 

Part 1 may be adopted quicker in this model, due to the relationship between the parts there may be 

little flexibility to alter the development strategy to reflect any updated evidence of need. 

There were misgivings that the current timetable is excessively optimistic. Respondents highlighted 

the potential risks to the 5-year housing land supply and delivery of employment land if the Part 2 

plan is delayed or there are delays on the sites allocated in Part 1. The Plan could be overly reliant on 

a few large sites until the more deliverable smaller sites come forward through Part 2. Larger sites 

may be more likely to have delivery constraints. 

There was no clear consensus as to whether the two plans should be prepared in parallel to expedite 

Part 2 or progress separately and be examined independently of each other to avoid Part 1 being 

delayed to fit the wider LDS programme. 

Green Belt Review (18 responses) 

Landowner and developer/site promoter responses generally agreed with the necessity of a Green 

Belt Review in Part 1. Conversely, responses from Parish Councils and individuals argued that the 

release of Green Belt land would be unjustified and in contradiction to recent government policy. 

Two comments queried how a Green Belt Review could operate given the proposed two-part 

approach. These respondents were concerned that non-strategic sites in the green belt could not be 

considered for development as the Green Belt Review is proposed for Part 1 while the allocation of 

non-strategic sites would be in Part 2. 

Lack of cohesive vision/ overly focused on main towns (14 responses) 

Concerns were expressed about the difficulty of producing a coherent vision and spatial strategy for 

the Plan area while reserving non-strategic allocations to Part 2. The definitions of ‘strategic policy’ 

and ‘strategic site allocations’ need further clarity. Respondents suggested that these may only relate 

to large sites typically located around the main towns, and that this would mean no clear vision could 

be developed for areas outside of the main towns. 

Some respondents expressed concerns about a lack of clarity over which part of the Plan will set out 

levels of provision and specific sites for housing and employment, particularly outside of main towns. 

This is because Part 1 is intended to make sufficient provision for housing and employment and yet 

non-strategic allocations are reserved to Part 2. These comments argued that if specific sites are 

reserved to Part 2 then Part 1 must at least set out the strategic level of growth that is envisaged on 

small sites to provide some certainty to landowners and promoters and inform future Neighbourhood 

Plans. 

One comment queried whether growth decisions have been made in the main towns before 

considering the vision. The respondent argued that part of the purpose of a vision is to consider the 

optimal level of growth, but all options appear to give Stratford-upon-Avon a similar development 

outcome. 

Sites carried over from previous plans (11 responses) 

Respondents requested clarity on whether the ‘allocation of other sites as necessary for short term 

development’ proposed under Part 1 will include the release of reserve sites and self-build sites from 

SDC’s Site Allocations Plan and the land at Westwood Heath safeguarded under Policy DS21 in the 

WDC local plan. Most of these responses were from Land Promoters requesting that these sites be 

released through Part 1, but there is one response from a local Parish Council relating to the 
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Westwood Heath site which requests that it is not brought forward since the original allocation was 

based on population projections for Coventry that have now found to have been overstated. 

Plan period (7 responses) 

Four comments agreed with the length of the plan period, while three others indicated that it was too 

short. These responses were all from landowners and developers or site promoters. 

The comments that agreed with the plan period argued that it would allow for the SWLP to respond 

to long-term issues and support the allocation of larger strategic sites that will deliver over a longer 

period. However, these respondents also stressed the need for the Vision and policies to be flexible 

as housing and economic needs are likely to change significantly by 2050. 

The comments that argued for a longer plan period referred to the expectation in NPPF Paragraph 22 

that where plans contain new settlements or significant extensions to towns and villages these policies 

should be set within a vision looking ahead at least 30 years. These respondents contended that if Part 

1 is to be adopted in 2025 then the plan period should run to at least 2055. 

There were four comments, mainly from Parish Councils, suggesting that the plan period was too long. 

These comments are explored further below as they had a distinct and wider focus on how the plan 

should be structured. 

Infrastructure (7 responses) 

These comments raised concerns as to whether the Plan will provide the necessary infrastructure for 

growth. Some comments from individuals and Parish Councils related to general concerns about 

previous plans not having provided enough infrastructure. Others raised area-specific transport, 

schooling, medical, flooding, and sewerage infrastructure concerns in relation to accommodating the 

indicative scale of growth proposed in the growth options. Two responses from developers and land 

promoters suggested that only a single plan setting out all allocations could provide a robust plan for 

the delivery of infrastructure. 

Too many topics/too much information (7 responses) 

Four comments, mainly from Parish Councils, suggested an alternative approach to dividing up the 

topics between Plan parts. 

These respondents explored some of the same themes relating to the accessibility of the consultation 

document that are mentioned above in the general commentary. The comments argued that the 

document was too detailed and accompanied by too many supporting documents. These respondents 

argued the Issues and Options stage was poorly focused, particularly in relation to the lack of a green 

belt question. 

These comments suggested that the volume of material to be consulted on at the Preferred Options 

stage could be reduced if the Part 1 plan solely focused on issues central to the long-term settlement 

pattern of the subregion. Other policy areas could then be addressed through separate consultations 

and documents. These documents may be more appropriate to undertake at the level of the individual 

Districts rather than the South Warwickshire geography. 

The comments also stated that the plan period is too long given the rate of social and economic change 

and that there should be intermediate five-year periods with milestone and SMART targets, 

accompanied with risk reports regarding the costs and affordability of each of the Options. 
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Two comments from developers and land promoters suggested that many of the issues consulted on 

in this consultation were development management matters such as design-led issues, and requested 

clarity that these issues would be addressed in Part 2 rather than Part 1. A further comment argued 

that the consultation introduced matters going beyond national requirements and also on topics that 

are not yet fully understood, such as wildbelts. 

Specific topics to move from Part 2 to Part 1 (3 responses) 

Two comments on behalf of Jaguar Land Rover suggested moving the polices relating to the retention 

and expansion of the Core Opportunity Area and Major Investment Sites from Part 2 into Part 1. 

One comment suggested moving all allocations to Part 1. Part 2 would then contain only detailed 

development management policies. 

Miscellaneous 

There were also four ‘no comment’ responses, and one comment stating agreement with the broad 

content with no further commentary. 
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Question P1.3: Part 1 Policies - Do you agree with the selection of 

policies to be addressed in the Part 1 plan? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 67 respondents.  

‘Yes’ was chosen by 37 responses (55.2%). ‘No’ was selected by 23 respondents (34.3%). There were  

7 ‘Don’t Know’ answers (10.4%).  

 

Summary of responses 

The most common respondent type was individuals (26 responses, 38.8%), followed by developers 

and land promoters (10, 14.9%), then SDC Parish Councils (9, 13.4%).  

‘Yes’ was the option selected by the highest proportion of individuals. Out of the responses given by 

individuals), 16 (61.5%)) chose ‘Yes’, compared to 5 (19.2%) who voted ‘No’, and a further 5 (19.2%) 

who selected ‘Don’t Know’. 

‘No’ was the option chosen by the highest proportion of developers and land promoters, as well as by 

landowners. Out of the total responses given by developers and land promoters (10), 9 selected ‘No’ 

and 1 voted ‘Yes’. 

There were three responses from duty-to co-operate bodies, with one agreeing with the current 

selection of policies, one indicating that retail policies should be deleted to reflect current legislation, 

and one advocating for FW2 (Flood Risk) to be addressed into the Part 1 plan.  

Responses from 13 different Parish Councils were received and show that the majority agreed with 

the proposed content with 84.6%, (11) choosing yes and 15.3% (2) answering no.  

There were 7 responses from Landowners, with 4 selecting ‘No’ (57.1%),  1 selecting ‘Yes’ (14.2%), and 

2 opting for ‘Don’t Know’ (28.5%).  

No other category group exceeded three responses. 
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Question P1.4: Part 1 Policies - If not, please indicate why 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

This question had 56 respondents.  

The largest portion of responses were from developers and land promoters. There were 20 such 

responses (35.7%) of the total. This was followed by individuals (13 responses, 23.2%), and landowners 

(10 responses, (17.8%). 

 

Summary of responses 

Delays delivery of non-strategic site allocations 

Landowners and developers/site promoters were concerned about the potential timeframe for 

adopting the second part of the Plan given that smaller and non-strategic sites are reserved to Part 2. 

Some outright object to a 2-part plan as a result and indicate that it will be overly reliant on a few 

large sites until the more deliverable smaller sites would come forward through Part 2, with larger 

sites more likely to have delivery constraints. There was also a wider sentiment of concern that a delay 

in addressing this topic could likely lead to disengagement amongst people and would not provide any 

clarity for communities and landowners of smaller site sites. While Part 1 may be adopted quicker in 

this model, due to the relationship between the Parts such an approach could result in an absence of 

important policies that are needed to deliver the vision, objectives and priorities in the area whether 

they are in Plan 1 or not. 

There was concern amongst some landowners that the emerging plan was too focused on congested 

urban areas. It was suggested that some focus should be given to smaller scale growth in rural areas, 

which could be better accommodated and used to support/enhance the limited public transport 

services. 
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Two comments from the developers/site promoters mentioned that the wording in tables 20 and 21 

was too brief to provide a definitive answer as to whether the policies addressed in Part 1 were 

suitable and they believed that greater information would be required to underpin Part 1.  

Overall, there was no clear consensus as to whether the two plans should be prepared in parallel to 

expedite Part 2; or progress separately and be examined independently of each other, to avoid Part 1 

being delayed to fit the wider LDS programme.  

Infrastructure 

The comments raised in this section were relating to concerns regarding whether the Plan would 

provide the necessary services and infrastructure for growth.  

The provision of healthcare, schooling, roads and transport and utilities such as sewage centres were 

the main topics of concerns from individuals. Other issues mentioned were the lack of policy for how 

cost appropriate social housing would be achieved, no timeline or phases to development identified 

and no reassessment points over the 30 years highlighted.  

One individual also commented on how a coherent integrated retail strategy was essential for 

Leamington. They expressed their dismay at the current situation and believed that previously 

inappropriate sites had been selected which were unconnected development, and as such did not 

succeed.  

Policy retention and removal 

This section relates to comments raised regarding the inclusion and removal of certain policies in Part 

1.  

Comments from one DTC organisation suggested that all existing adopted policies should either be 

retained or updated (except for those policies regarding retail changes of use - which are to be deleted 

for consistency with updated legislation).  

The transfer of development management matters, such as space standards and design, from Part 1 

to Part 2 was implied by two developers/land promoters as they go beyond the scope of the Part 1 

Plan. 

Three comments including those of a developer, Flood Action Group and DTC organisation all stated 

that sustainable drainage should be included in Part 1. The necessary guidance and requirements 

should be provided for proposals within strategic sites early in the process, otherwise developers were 

not likely to give it the priority that is necessary.  

One comment also reiterated that as per option B1b, Policy CS.13 Areas of Restraint should be 

removed.  

Comments from one Parish Council (Rowington) expressed that some policies were inappropriate and 

in the wrong place, however, no specifics were given. The absence of the Parish from the document 

was mentioned and it was also suggested that the I&O should be shortened. 

Duplication, overlapping policies 

Two comments received suggested that it would be an improvement to lose some of the overlap in 

existing policies, such as duplicating national policy as this can cause confusion.  
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Question P2.1: Equality and Inclusivity - Are there any areas where 

equality and inclusivity in planning needs further attention? 

Yes | No | Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

There was a total of 64 responses to the question. 

Of the total responses, 57.8% (37 responses) were ‘Yes’, 18.8% (12 responses) were ‘No’, and 23.4% 

(15 responses) were ‘Don’t Know’.  

 

Summary of responses 

Overall, most of the respondents to this question felt that there are areas where equality and 

inclusivity in planning needed further attention. Over half of all responses were from the ‘individual’ 

group (56.3%).  

Nearly one-quarter of respondents were not sure how to answer the question (23.4%), suggesting the 

question may be too complicated for people to answer. 
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Question P2.2: Equality and Inclusivity - If yes, please give further 

details 

Number of Respondents and statistical breakdown 

The question had a total of 56 responses, of which 62.5% (35 responses) were from individuals. The 

next-largest respondent groups were landowners, lobby groups/charities and Town/Parish Councils in 

the Stratford District area, with 5 responses each. 

 

Summary of responses 

Most responses to this question related to the issues and options consultation document and process. 

Those who provided comments beyond the scope of the consultation all related to general 

accessibility, in terms of making sure spaces are inclusive for all. 

Responses can be classified under more than one theme, or by no theme if the comment was not 

relevant (e.g., ‘no comment’). 

Theme Tally Sub-Theme Summary 

Issues and 
Options 
Consultation 

36 The 
Document 

Overwhelming response that the consultation 
document was too lengthy and too complicated for 
most people to be able to digest and understand. 
Stated that the document lacks evidence, transparency 
and hard facts making it difficult to provide meaningful 
responses. Overall frustration at the complexity of the 
amount of information in the document. 

    Commenting 
Process 

There is a view that the time to respond was too short 
given the length of the document. Overall opinion that 
trying to make comments was not user-friendly due to 
the process being via an online portal of structured 
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responses. Overall frustration and concerns over 
people being able to easily make comments and have 
their voices heard.  

    Advertising Advertising was described as appalling (x9), with other 
Parish Councils and villages being surprised by lack of 
direct communication of the consultation process, or 
not having information about the consultation until a 
few days before the deadline. Overall consultation 
viewed as poorly publicised.  

    Technical Issues Comments about technical issues of the online portal 
not working or not accepting comments (x8)- this 
caused concern over those wanting to comment not 
being able to. Overall concern if comments have been 
considered by the council, with a general feeling that 
this made public consultation impossible. 

        

Local  
People 

10 Community Overall opinion that more attention was needed to be 
given to local communities, spending more time with 
residents, and listening to locals in affected areas. 
More attention to get local buy-in required. 

    Rural More attention is needed for rural communities, such 
as when considering affordable housing needs. View 
that the plan is urban-focused, and those living in rural 
areas are not sufficiently recognised by the plan, or in 
the consultation events.  

        

Accessibility 8 General 
Accessibility 
Considerations 

The view that issues of equality and inclusivity were 
not mentioned in the plan. Overall view that 
accessibility in planning needs further attention, 
considering inclusive use for those with a disability, 
wheelchair users, visual and hearing impairments, and 
those needing mental health support. Children and 
pushchairs were also highlighted. Alcester Town 
Council requested a Disabled Access Study.  

 

Notable Comments: 

The Warwick Society: “The structure of this consultation is such that it is impossible for ordinary 

mortals to engage. The assumption that all responses will be made via an on-line portal of structured 

responses, is not inclusive and discourages people from participating in the formation of a plan that 

will affect the future environment of where they live”.  

 


