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THE PREFERRED OPTIONS
PO1 Preferred  Option: Level of growth
The Parish Council considers that the proposed level of housing growth of 555 homes per year is not supported by all the evidence available and that the evidence used is insufficiently analysed when predicting the number of homes needed.  The SHMA document is not transparent, in that, although it describes its method and sets out some of the data that has been put into the model, it does not show the mathematics of the calculation so that it cannot be checked by the reader.
The baseline population on which the future need is calculated is the ONS estimate of 138,670. Since those calculations were done the result of the 2011 census has become known and the measured population is lower at 136,000.

Because of these severe concerns, the Parish Council has examined the SHMA and other evidence in detail to determine whether it is sound or whether the Inspector, when he is asked to examine the plan before it is adopted, will find that it is not. That assessment is attached to this response as Paper A – Preferred Level of Growth in Warwick District. 
If the Inspector finds that the plan is not based on sound evidence, the plan will fail. Then the District Council will not have a Local Plan, and until a satisfactory plan is prepared and resubmitted it will not be able to control development applications satisfactorily. The Parish council finds that, taking into account all the evidence including the 2011 census, 5,336 homes will be required in the plan period, which is equivalent to 254 homes per year. This, coincidentally, (and it formed no part of the assessment) is just on the Option 1 proposal that was preferred by 58% of the respondents to the Housing Need Survey.
This level of provision in the plan, as well as providing for the natural development of the District, will reduce the need for the use of Greenfield sites to a small number, just 292 homes over the life of the plan.

The advantages of not trying to be overambitious and developing only as far as the locality needs are

· Because substantial Greenfield sites are not required to achieve the plan, the majority of any objections would be withdrawn. Then the plan could proceed relatively rapidly to a conclusion so it might even be in place by the required date of March 2013, eliminating the risk of not having a plan in place. Not only would this save time, but also related costs;
· It would avoid any conflict between north and south of the district which is not beneficial to the community spirit of the district;

· The need for additional infrastructure such as roads, schools, health and community would be less, reducing costs to the Local Authority and developers both of whom are expected to pay for them  through CIL or other initiatives;
· Because infrastructure costs are less it would make it more possible to provide affordable housing within developments making them more viable than they would otherwise be;

· The environmental quality of Warwick district and its reputation for its countryside, on which its tourist trade depends, is retained.

· Grade 2 agricultural land is not lost, supporting the environmental sustainability agenda of the council.

· New development will increase CO2 emissions, contrary to government requirement, but the low growth option would reduce that increase from between 1 to 4% down to between 1/2 to 2% making it easier to meet the target of a 20% reduction in CO2 emissions.
· Ensuring water supplies to customers, means managing the demand for water. The low growth option would make a smaller extra demand and ensure the sustainable use of water resources. 
PO2 Preferred Option: Community Infrastructure Levy
It has to be remembered that developers do not ‘contribute’ to anything. The way it works is that the developer counts up all his costs, whatever they are, adds his profit and sells the development to the end buyer. If the final cost of the properties is too high, only the better off will be able to afford them. So it works against housing affordability. At the same time, if the developer considers that the cost of the development is more than the market will bear, the development will not take place. Then, homes, affordable or market will not be built. The current market conditions clearly demonstrate that because developers are not confident in the ability of customers to buy, sites that already have planning approvals (1,274 dwellings in Table 7.1) are not yet proceeding.
So, although there is a case for some costs to be passed on to house buyers through the developer, these need to be at an affordable level. Those costs should be directly related to the particular development and should not include the large costs of district wide traffic improvements, schools, parks etc., where the existing community is deficient and which would have been provided in the past through central taxation funding. That way, it is more fairly distributed over everyone that will use the facilities.
This problem is eased if developments are such that they can be inserted into the fabric of the district and mostly use the existing infrastructure without detriment to the existing users, in which case, the CIL would be relatively low and affordable.

PO3 Preferred Option: Broad location of Growth

The Parish council supports the dispersal of additional housing that cannot be located on urban brownfield sites, across the district, so there is a small effect on a number of places, rather than a large effect on a few. In general, this will reduce travel and demand for traffic improvements, use existing educational, health and other community facilities where there is available capacity to do so.

We are also pleased to see the preference to avoid growth that could lead to the merging of existing settlements. This is so important to those communities on both sides of the fence, providing the green lung that most people value, even though they may only drive through it.

“The limited availability of brownfield sites in our towns and the limited amount of land outside the green belt affects our choices” is an interesting statement. It indicates that the district is reaching “House full” and that we have in the past filled it as far we can. This is another reason for beginning to limit expansion to only that which the locality needs.
The NPPF para 54 requires that in rural areas, local authorities should be responsive to local circumstances, planning housing development to reflect local needs. In para 55, to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Rural area policies in the current local plan have been enforcing that policy up till now. The NPPF now requires the principles of those policies to be retained or enhanced.
We object to the plan, as it not only plans for growth across the district, but also on the edge of existing towns. ”The edge of existing towns“ is fine as long as it is the edge within the town. It is wrong when it means “within an existing rural area and that area is really the edge of a rural area adjacent to a town.” This terminology is a dishonest attempt to minimise the extent of the plan. Up to now, the council has upheld strongly the need to prevent erosion of the rural locations by having strong policies to govern any development in rural areas. This has been in place for many years. If it considers that there are now desperate circumstances that means that there has to be change in those policies, then the document should clearly highlight that and openly explain why their previous policy needs to change.
PO4 Preferred Option: Distribution of sites for housing

Location 1
Sites within existing towns. This is the best option. If it were possible, all the housing required should be in existing towns and dispersed therein, to make the least demand on support infrastructure and reducing traffic movements. We are disappointed to see that only 480 houses are to be provided this way when para 7.10 of the preferred option document says that although there are sites for 1,320 dwellings, only 480 (+290 in small urban SHLAA sites) of these are to be included. This is contrary to the NPPF as this is one of the core planning principles in paragraph 17.

The SHLAA only identifies land that has been volunteered by the owners when the SHLAA was put together for the core strategy several years ago. A proactive investigation of sites that seem to be appropriate within urban locations, may identify significant additional sites, that, with the right attractions, the owners may be agreeable to adding the site to a revised SHLAA. This could include, amongst other parameters, empty housing which the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to identify and bring back into residential use, in line with local housing and empty homes strategies and, where appropriate, acquire properties under compulsory purchase powers. There are over 1000 empty houses in the district according to the 2011 census and although it is never possible to bring all these into use for one reason or another, there seems to be potential for a considerable number of them to be brought back into use to reduce the need for going outside the urban boundary into green belt or rural areas. 

Add to that the regeneration potential in south Leamington and difficult to let areas in social (council) housing locations it would appear that at least 1230 +290 = 1520 homes could be provided this way rather than only 770 (290+480).
Location 2
Myton Garden Suburb.  Of all the large development sites in the preferred option, this is the one to which there is the least objection. However, it should not be used as the easy option and certainly not in the first or even second phases. When and if it is brought into the plan, it should be in stages working down from the northern end. If 1100 homes plus employment, open space and community facilities  are built here, the additional traffic on Europa Way and the route north under the railway particularly, will make the currently bad peak traffic extremely difficult and backing up will occur in all directions. If Europa Way is dualled as is proposed and if access from Myton Garden Suburb is directly on to it, unless it gets access both north and south  to it, (almost impossible?) additional load will be put on the roundabouts at each end.

Location 3 
South of Gallows Hill/West of Europa Way. This development must not take place. The road from Greys Mallory and national traffic into Warwick from the south on the M40 as well from the north is a most impressive drive through undulating country, crossing watercourses and woodland around Castle Park so that almost the first thing that the tourist visitor sees is the bridge over the Avon and the views of Warwick Castle. That is the Warwick Wow Factor and attracts a constant stream of photographers. The approach depends on views across the countryside, which this year, were particularly spectacular with many of the fields in flower with Oil Seed Rape. To cover this with 1600 houses would be municipal vandalism. It is part of the Castle approaches and ought to be part of the conservation area related to it. Tourism is a large part of our local economy that WDC is trying to promote and destroying this route in would be completely counterproductive.

Having been bold enough to propose the Green wedge around the south of Leamington from Radford Semele, an excellent move, surely it would be wrong to put a mass of housing between it and Castle Park.  

Besides which, the additional traffic from 1600 homes plus employment on a road system that is struggling now does not bode well for traffic flows whatever traffic flow models say.  


 Add to that

· the pollution risk to the Tachbrook, that crosses the land from east to west, feeding into New Waters that drains into the Avon, and 
· the effect on the Tachbrook valley that the Green Wedge will protect as a piece of valued countryside, but this proposal will destroy at the point where it approaches New Waters , and
· the farming land is Grade 2 agricultural land. Demand for land of this quality for food production is rising, which just for reduction of food miles alone, is an environmental imperative.

This development JUST MUST NOT HAPPEN. 


The numbers show that it is not needed and the council needs to bold enough to decide to continue the Green Wedge through to Castle Park.

Location 4 
Milverton Gardens. 810houses + community +employment + open space.


This is on green belt land. The NPPF 87 is specific as to how this should be dealt with. As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances and, in para 88, when considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. So the question has to be, do those very special circumstances exist? They possibly do, if the council maintains that it has to build 10,800 properties in the district. However, this parish council has concluded, that on the evidence available, there is only a case for 5,336 homes at the maximum and that almost all of that can be built within existing commitments, windfall and urban brownfield sites.


Location 5
Blackdown. 1170 houses+ employment +open space + community.


For the NPPF reasons given in the previous paragraph for location 4, this site could only be entertained in very special circumstances.  These may exist if the council maintains that it has to build 10,800 properties in the district and that the only other alternative is to take land in the rural part of the district which is of greater landscape value than this particular part of the green belt. However, this parish council has concluded, that on the evidence available, there is only a case for 5,336 homes at the maximum and that almost all of that can be built within existing commitments, windfall and urban brownfield sites.

Location 6
Whitnash East/ South of Sydenham. 650 houses + open space and community facilities

This area is part of the rural area of the district. It is east of the railway line and south of the existing school. The plan does not give any detail, but was at one time predicated on the way to provide new school buildings for the secondary school. It would need a new road from the roundabout at the south end of Sydenham Drive which would have to pass through the existing school site. The combined cost of the new secondary school relocating its site and a new road into the development area would be in excess of £18,000,000. This split between 650 houses is £27,500 per house on top of all the estate infrastructure and community base costs. This would probably make the development economically unviable.

It would only be necessary to consider this site if the council maintains that it has to build 10,800 properties in the district. However, this parish council has concluded, that on the evidence available, there is only a case for 5,336 homes at the maximum and that almost all of that can be built within existing commitments, windfall and urban brownfield sites.

Location 7
Thickthorn, Kenilworth 770 houses + employment +open space + community



Use of this as part of the policy for dispersal of the housing required is supported.

 It is between existing housing and the A46 and includes a number of playing fields. These should be retained or relocated as part of the development with sufficient landscaping and retaining of existing tree shelter belts to minimise the effect on neighbouring housing. It may turn out that the number of houses that could reasonably be provided on this site is less than the plan proposes. 

It is not clear from the document whether this land is part of the green belt and if it is our comments on Location 4 with regard to NPPF 89 would be broadly similar, that is, better to use this site than land of rural, landscape and environmental value elsewhere in the district. It is the only contribution to the preferred option plan located in or near Kenilworth.
Location 8 
Red House Farm, Lillington 200 houses + open space.

It would appear that this site is in Green Belt, therefore the comments in previous paragraphs apply, that the circumstance would have to be very special to be used. However, if sites 4 and 5 do not proceed, then it would not be unreasonable to select this site if it is unavoidable.

Location 9
Loes Farm, Warwick  180 houses + open space

It would appear that this site is in Green Belt, therefore the comments in previous paragraphs apply, that the circumstance would have to be very special to be used. However, if sites 4 and 5 do not proceed, then it would not be unreasonable to select this site if it is unavoidable.
Location 10
Warwick Gates Employment land 200 houses + open space.


Since this land has remained undeveloped for business use since Warwick Gates was built, and there is considerable unused or underused employment land in the district, it would not be unreasonable to change the use of the unused parts of the site to residential, providing it is kept for the final period of the plan, but only if it becomes necessary to commit this site to residential and there is not a demand at that time for land for business use. It should not be used at the present time for residential and kept in reserve until conditions in 10 years’ time are known.
Location 11
 Woodside Farm, Tachbrook Road 250 houses + open space


This development must not take place. It currently is part of the rural area in the district and WDC has strongly resisted development of it in the past and we see no reason why that should change. 


It forms part of a quality road environment around the crossroads of Harbury Road and Oakley Wood Road. As the Harbury Road climbs from the junction towards Harbury it passes through a wooded area with quality mature trees either side. It has a unique feel to it that is similar to that found in areas of rural wales for example and although it may be short, it forms a definite punctuation mark in the landscape of the road and the junction.

The land proposed for development has some quite steep inclines within it, some being  as steep as a rise of 5 metres in 40 – 1 in 8, varying from that to 1 in 16. Although this can be got over as far as building is concerned it is not a good place as far as elderly and disabled persons are concerned to locate residential accommodation in the long term. It would also add significant additional costs to the houses to stabilise the ground and prevent landslip and pile foundations to keep the houses in place. In addition, services – drains particularly, would also need to be carefully considered when hard surfaces are introduced and considerable new water run-off will become concentrated at the low points.

The result of building houses on the top of the highest point in the area, 83 m above sea level compared  with 65 to 68m generally around, will be that the houses will be visible from a long distance shielded only in parts by the well-established trees along the Harbury Road. This is not acceptable and is the reason why the Councils former councillors have not permitted development here.


It also has to be remembered that across the site there is a significant electrical cable from a pylon, underground to feed Warwick Gates. Although this can be avoided it will be something else that adds cost and constraints on the design of any development.

The farming land that would be lost is, in part, Grade 2 agricultural land. Demand for land of this quality for food production is rising, which just for reduction of food miles alone, is an environmental imperative.

This development JUST MUST NOT HAPPEN. 


As elsewhere shown in this submission, the numbers of houses required in the plan period show that this site is not needed for development and the council needs to be bold enough to decide to add this to the Green Wedge around the south of Whitnash, rather than take the easy option of a significant development site.
 Location 12
Fieldgate Lane/Golf Lane, Whitnash 90 houses + open space


This is a 4 ha site on the west of the railway line which is SHLAA site L11. This would give 90 dwellings and would be relevant to the use of land within urban locations. It is unlikely to overload existing facilities. The southwest corner of the site has a fairly steep slope, it would be affected by noise from the railway line and possibly stray golf balls from the golf course so its capacity may be less than the 90 in the plan .
Locations 13 &14 Category 1 & 2 villages Category 1, 5 villages at 100 and category 2, 7 villages at between 30 to 80 in each plus 8 category 3 villages within the existing village envelopes.



This is a generalised target being arbitrarily set. Each village will have a different set of problems in achieving those targets and target setting is not the way to plan. Every village or settlement, not just the villages so far selected, should be examined with each community to see how practical these targets are taking into account any Local Housing Needs Surveys. 

In Bishop’s Tachbrook, we cannot but feel we are being really targeted, because not only is it planned to place 1350 homes on land within the parish (Asps 1100 and Woodside 250), the total, in and in close proximity to the parish, being proposed is 3,150 plus a further 100 in the village making 3,250 in total. This is over 30% of the total of 10,800 for the district. if it were not for those 3000 additional proposed homes within or bordering Bishop's Tachbrook, 100 additional homes adjacent to the village area would feel more appropriate and proportionate but how that could satisfactorily be done, our Neighbourhood Plan will consider.

The NPPF para 17, contains core planning principles that require the LPA to take account of the different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it. 

In rural areas, when exercising the duty to cooperate with neighbouring authorities, local planning authorities should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local needs. You are aware that the Bishops Tachbrook Housing Needs Survey identified need for 14 homes. The preferred option totally disregards these parts of the NPPF. It is an attempt to provide large speculative development sites for the benefit of developers. It is not what the locality needs or wants. 

The result of our examination of the case put forward to justify this huge amount of development is that it is not based on sound evidence. Rather, it suggests that less than half the number planned is the appropriate requirement for the District. Most of this can and should be placed in existing urban areas for the reasons set out through the NPPF.

Villages are more likely to work co-operatively with the LPA if proper consultation takes place with each parish and town council as envisaged in the Localities Act. To dogmatically require category targets in this way is entirely contrary to governments intentions as set out in the NPPF Core principles.


These 12 principles are that planning should:



● be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area.


 The District Council asked the public which of 3 options that they thought should be the selected option and 58% chose the low option growth. So far that response has been ignored. We believe that the proper interpretation of the evidence governing the need for any further housing development shows that the need can be satisfied by the provision of 254 homes per year over the period, which happens to be the low growth option.

Most villages have grown incrementally over the centuries and over that time parts have been changed so that there are now a range of different situations, some of which may help define sites that would benefit from limited development. Others, such as Bishops Tachbrook have tight village envelopes with dense development within them with few opportunities for infill except on essential green space.  This policy has been rigidly enforced by the District through current and previous local plans and we can see no justification from need or government instruction through the NPPF to change that position. Some villages may be able to find either acceptable changes to the village envelope or sites in the parish, but outside the village envelope that may be partial brownfield or derelict Greenfield where such development improves the environment of that particular area.  Arising from such practical problems in Bishops Tachbrook, our Neighbourhood Plans discussions so far indicate that 75 new homes might be a proportionate number.

If the District Council wants villages and settlements in rural and green belt areas to help, then it must consult them all and only expect that parish and town councils will try to find sites where development can be carried out to the benefit of the whole community. Results from this process will be variable, but where it is possible then at a local level they are more likely to be found this way than any other way. In practice this is not dissimilar to the SHLAA where landowners were asked to advise on sites that they were able to offer.
PO5  Preferred  Option:
 Affordable housing
1. There is not a shortage of homes at this moment. All residents, bar a few, are housed.
2. 
SHMA indicates that some are in unsuitable affordable housing. From a lengthy chapter 7 in the Preferred Options document, it is difficult to unravel the issues. It would seem however, that they are either unsuitable for reasons that could be rectified such as repairs or refurbishment or because tenants are in the wrong property type, wrongly allocated in the first place or circumstances have changed. 


In the first example the social landlord could bring them up to standard with rental income and in the second prioritise moves in normal tenant churning to get tenants in the right properties.  If any properties are totally unsuitable then regenerate the properties using the rental income to do so. None of this seems to need new additional properties to be built, just to manage the stock that is there.


Mention is made of right to buy and this reduces rental stock, which is true. But it also reduces the number of households needing affordable housing.
3. 
SHMA seems to think that the greater problems are households falling into need and new forming households. In the first case, if a household moves out of a property because they can no longer afford it, the property remains for someone else. But the Social landlord could buy the house if it was on mortgage and rent it back, either temporarily or permanently, leaving the tenant in their home and reducing the need to build more social housing. Perhaps current legislation is not that flexible but it could be.
4. For new forming households there are more imaginative ways to get houses that low income households can afford. The real problem is that housing costs have become disproportionate to incomes. Since rentals follow purchase costs because the landlord has to cover the financing costs, it seems that this is the nub of the problem.

5. Because of changes to funding of new social housing by government by removal of almost all of the grant for new provision, it seems that if a developer has to provide 40% of the properties as affordable homes, then costs of providing these will fall to remaining 60%, making those properties even less affordable. For the wealthy that is unlikely to make too much difference, but for the people that could have just afforded the basic single house, they would not be able to and would have to increase demand on affordable housing provision.
6. But so far as providing a sufficient number of houses is concerned, this does not affect the number of new homes required, only the financing arrangements of how they are paid for. 

7. Affordable homes have to be built to a low cost plan. A significant part is the cost of the land. Elsewhere in the documents you are recommending a housing density of 30 homes per ha., which, depending on location, could be in the order of £40,000 per house. This is probably too high for affordable homes and a greater density will be necessary if they are to be viable. Depending on the type of tenure, 1 bed, 2 bed etc., densities could be considerably more, so your policy needs to be flexible to permit this. 
Other disadvantages of a low density are that

· development will spread and need a greater land take for the number of homes required.

· Travel distances increase leading to less walking and more vehicular traffic. 
PO6   Preferred Option: Mixed communities and a wide choice of homes
We agree with options a) to c) and presume these will be built in to the planning brief for selected sites.

c)
Regarding retirement villages, with the right level of provision, these can be an attractive proposition for the able elderly as well those that must have care. But it must attract them in and not be a place to end your days which is, unfortunately what most care homes are. Without a positive approach to this, the elderly will continue to value their home and wish to remain there until they have no other option. As this problem grows, there needs to be positive action to ensure communities look after the elderly, particularly the lonely elderly, in their midst. 

d)
We are concerned that Student accommodation within areas that already have a high concentration of it already should be controlled. How you do it is something else. There seems to be a specific student housing market that has grown up using normal family properties at the detriment to those families looking for properties they can afford.

Given that the NPPF is structured to try to reduce travelling for environmental reasons, why is it a good idea for students to live in poor quality accommodation that is a long way from their University? A university campus such as Warwick has the land to build campus accommodation. They may not have the resources to build it, but if they charge students the same as landlords do, it should nearly self-finance. The Landlords can then let to households again, and the students will save the bus fares. The District council should explore ways and means of giving students good accommodation at the University Campus where the atmosphere is supportive to their studies and the properties released can return to providing homes for the resident population.
PO7 Preferred Option: gypsies and travellers. 

The Gypsies and travellers are their own worst enemy. They manage to give the impression to the general population that they are a threat the communities they visit, hence they are not welcome. Some of this is justified by the actions they take when they do not respect the sites they visit.

This is a shame, because they could be an attractive part of community life, in the same way that travelling circuses, travelling actors and players are. These groups respect the community they are visiting, come and go to a known timescale, have properly agreed sites in advance, clear up after themselves and pay their taxes as everyone else does.
Wherever a site for a transit or permanent site is proposed, those in proximity to it will be concerned. If sites are provided, who pays for them? The Local Authority, the government? Is it a tax burden for us all or are the visitors to the site charged the right rate to cover the cost of provision and maintenance? The public have a right to know on what basis such provision is justified.
PO8  Preferred Option: Economy

Employment has to be solved before housing provision. Enlarging the housing stock will not enhance economic growth unless jobs are there for the people.  But the good news is that unemployment rates in Warwick district are falling and in June 2012 were only 1.9%. This compares with Coventry which was 9.9% at the same date and the national rate of 7.7%.
But the nature of employment continues to change. When deciding on the level of employment land and how much should be attached to new housing sites, regard must be had to the types of employment that are likely to arise. Large amounts of employment now require just an office space rather than large factory units.  These have the advantage of not requiring large sites and can take vertical forms whereas factories are generally all at ground level. But until the Employer comes along we will not know. So we need to be flexible to take advantage of new initiatives.  

Manufacturing should be encouraged, but the market considers that this is no longer viable. Much of that attitude relates to times when manufacturing methods were craft based, in inefficient premises and wages were high.  Today, the successful new economies overseas with vibrant manufacturing facilities use technology, new plant and computerised production to be competitive. Some UK companies are beginning to fight back, but slowly. 
We note that Gallagher’s site on the Harbury lane has not attracted anything so far, to the extent that it is proposed to be one of your housing sites. Why plan for more when this is not required?

In addition, large warehouse storage units recently built take up land but do not provide many jobs, either manual or white collar, in return. Many of the industrial sites allocated seem to have plenty of room for expansion, but this is an extravagant use of land resulting in having to spread other needs into green belt and rural areas. Land should be used more effectively.
It is also important to recognise that many people travel considerable distances to work, both into the District and out to other authority areas. 

The 2011 Census will show what this travelling pattern might be, but it will not be available until November 2012.
The Coventry & Warwickshire Gateway around the airport is interesting, but at the moment is exploratory. The preferred options document indicates that this might provide 14,000 jobs but the planning consultation document showing office and logistics areas in 2 places at the edge of the airport plus a Whitley Science Park within the Coventry boundary, north of the A45. It does not look large enough to support this number. Since Coventry has a large 9.9% unemployment rate, the chances are that Coventry would provide a large number of the employees with their engineering skill base. The benefit to Warwickshire would seem to be limited.
Paragraph 8.30 refers to opportunities for small scale employment within category 1 villages, but most of these will struggle to find sufficient land for the 100 houses let alone this type of employment within the village. The associated traffic serving the facility may also be a problem on the narrower roads normally in villages. There may be a few opportunities elsewhere in the parishes but it will not be a plannable activity that can be built into the Local Plan. The best it can do is to write a policy that allows the flexibility to consider proposals when they arise having regard to its relationship to neighbours, nuisance, traffic and the like implications. Perhaps the development of home-work units could be a limited solution, reflecting growing internet trading.
PO9   Preferred options: Retailing and Town Centres


The spirit of the document in supporting retailing and town centres is welcomed. But section 9 seems to be descriptive of the problem rather than analytical. So it fails to see a solution to the problem.
So why are retail/town centres failing?

1. Internet shopping is taking the place of recreational shopping. Time constraints on busy lives just make it easier to switch on the machine, find what you want from world markets, pay online and it is delivered to your door with no effort on your part. Competition between sites mean that you can get better deals than in the shops and you are able to choose from the complete range of goods not just that which is on the shelves. And you don’t get wet doing it!
2. Many centres are not customer friendly. 
a. The shops stock ranges with little change over the years, so greater imagination is required by shops to promote new lines and present them attractively;
b. Many shops stock trinkets rather than useful necessary stock;
c. getting to and from them is problematic, particularly for those with walking difficulties but, thankfully, not enough to get disabled person privileges. Pavements vie with traffic and delivery or maintenance vehicles because there is little or no separation; 
d. Bus access has some advantages but it is costly, particularly for families, unless the shopper has a bus pass and the individual has limited carrying capacity compared with the boot of the car so cannot carry everything they may want to buy, restricting sales.

e. Parking charges introduced to control parking are being used by local authorities as an income stream. Planning in the past has failed to provide properly organised parking, but let it happen in a pragmatic way. That is a major reason for out of town centres being successful, because parking is free, close to the shops and adequate. It is certainly a problem in old towns because they were not designed for today’s transport or shopping habits. 

f. Changing the face of the centre conflicts with the supposed need to conserve the old buildings. But commerce knows that you have to change to survive. Regency, if well-kept, may be attractive, but much of it above eye height is tacky and jerry built and without frequent maintenance gives a bad impression.
3. Many centres are not business friendly.

a.  Lease costs are kept high by property landlords preventing the shop being competitive. In a recession that is why there are so many empty shops. This is the cycle of decline. As choice reduces so does the customer base.

b. The external environment to the shopping complex fails to rejuvenate, particularly in difficult economic times. Customers go elsewhere or shop from home.
Shopping still has the potential to be a recreational pursuit. But it has to be an enjoyable, hasslefree and rewarding experience. PO9 doesn’t appear to do it. For instance, what does a “clearly defined local retail hierarchy“ mean? It looks as though you mean “kill that which works, so that which doesn’t, can continue to fail, but gracefully”. Wrong answer.
Maybe the centre for shopping has had its day. It certainly means long travel distances for most to get there. Maybe greater emphasis is needed on mixed use developments with a range of uses together, rather than shopping here and housing there. Some of the best residential in the world is cheek by jowl with shops, offices, entertainment forming an attractive cohesive community. 

Too much emphasis has been placed on the regency posh shops and that was ok when they were good. But that isn’t the case anymore. South Leamington, High Street and Clemens Street, has been ignored and is now barely worth walking through. The recently awarded £100,000 Mary Porteus Grant demonstrates that there is a need to do something but will only allow superficial changes.

The jargon in PO9 will not rescue the centres. It needs to be policies that excite investment, attract customers and rejuvenate the retail economy with compatible mixed use development to get the tills ringing again. The academic blunderbuss needs to be replaced with entrepreneurial long range sniper rifles, to apply imagination and verve to the problem.
PO10   Preferred options: Built Environment
Promote and deliver high quality design
The NPPF includes some strong requirements to ensure that all development delivers high quality design. This is very much welcomed as is the requirement to involve the community in the planning process. (para 57 refers). 
 Local and neighbourhood plans should develop robust and comprehensive policies that set out the quality of development, based on stated objectives for the future of the area and an understanding and evaluation of its defining characteristics. (para 58 refers)

Planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that developments:

●● will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development;

●● establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit;

●● optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and sustain an appropriate mix of uses (including incorporation of green and other public space as part of developments) and support local facilities and transport networks;

●● respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation;

●● create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion; and

●● are visually attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping.
Those are the principles that the preferred option should follow.

The Parish council is concerned that the strong emphasis that you place on the District Councils prospectus for Garden Towns, villages and suburbs is too restrictive. There are many ways in which high quality design can be introduced to an environment and one of the keys is to have carefully assembled variety of design sets. This helps to give a sense of place.

The Garden Town concept is excellent when appropriately used. It has a long history that, amongst other projects, involved the Cadbury village for its workers. That was one of the first moves to improve the industrialised housing in Birmingham. So there is nothing wrong with it except that it will not be appropriate for all developments and other design concepts will give as good or better results. The use of this document within the option almost requires it to be followed to the letter including sketch layouts as to what a Neighbourhood should look like.
But the NPPF says that - (para 59). Local planning authorities should consider using design codes where they could help deliver high quality outcomes. However, design policies should avoid unnecessary prescription or detail and should concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape, layout, materials and access of new development in relation to neighbouring buildings and the local area more generally.
And – (para 60). Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.

Although visual appearance and the architecture of individual buildings are very important factors, securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies and decisions should address the connections between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment.

We are of the opinion that it would be better to distil the essence of that document into its basic principles many of which will be similar for other design philosophies. It should not stifle innovation nor impose particular tastes, which is what that document does. In a planning appeal, if it was held to impose taste and stifle originality or initiative, it is likely that the appeal would be upheld. Because of the subjectivity of the issue, expensive appeals may become more common as good barristers sharpen their tongues.
The WDC Preferred options document para 10.7 also refers to NPPF para  52. The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities.
There is no argument with that, as it is a generalised statement that can be taken together with the rest of the NPPF and it is conditional, in that  “can sometimes….for larger scale development” indicates that this is a good example of the type of philosophy that could give good results. It won’t necessarily be the right thing for smaller projects or in relation to its surrounding environment.
The preferred document paragraphs 10.1 to 10.21 does not yet do justice to NPPF requirements. At the moment it makes strong reference to the Garden Towns Prospectus, mentions the NPPF, concludes that Garden Towns are the only way and lists 16 other documents that will need to be referred to. 
As Bishops Tachbrook prepares its Neighbourhood Plan we shall be coming to conclusions as to the Built environment policy for our plan and it would be useful to talk about how this option may be better structured.
Other paragraphs of the NPPF that should be incorporated into PO10 are

62. Local planning authorities should have local design review arrangements in place to provide assessment and support to ensure high standards of design. They should also when appropriate refer major projects for a national design review. In general, early engagement on design produces the greatest benefits. In assessing applications, local planning authorities should have regard to the recommendations from the design review panel.

63. In determining applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which help raise the standard of design more generally in the area.

64. Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions. Applicants will be expected to work closely with those directly affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community. Proposals that can demonstrate this in developing the design of the new development should be looked on more favourably.
PO11    Preferred options: Historic Environment

This Parish council supports PO11 in principle. The Historic Assets in the district are appreciated by all and form a vital part of it’s character.
Particularly useful is the final point about being flexible about new uses when bringing listed buildings back into use.

We would however draw your attention to NPPF 127 – 

When considering the designation of conservation areas, local planning authorities should ensure that an area justifies such status because of its special architectural or historic interest, and that the concept of conservation is not devalued through the designation of areas that lack special interest.
It has to be remembered that, although we have a lot of value from the past, we are living in the present and are planning for the future. Sometimes it means that there are conflicting interests between the old and the new that is needed to take us forward. It is important to ensure that designations are of sufficient value and importance to justify them being conserved at the cost of compromising other important considerations for the environment in which we live.
PO12    Preferred options: Climate Change

Here we want to ring the alarm bells.  

  Recent Mauna Loa CO2
June 2012:     395.77 ppm
June 2011:     393.68 ppm 


This graph shows that atmospheric Carbon Dioxide in June 2012 was 395.77 parts per million.
In May 2012 it was 396.77 ppm. This is the highest it has been since several hundred thousand years ago. It matters because the rate of increase in the June figures over last year is 2.09 ppm per year. Since May 2008, when it was 388.5, the average rate of increase in the last 4 years was 2.0675ppmpa.

Mauna Loa is the U S Department of Commerce Earth system Research Laboratory in Hawaii and is recognised as the leading authority on the condition of the atmosphere.

It is the view of scientists that when the level of CO2 gets to between 450 and 500 ppm, the global warming effect may become uncontrollable and the rate of increase will grow exponentially because the natural capacity of the earth to recycle carbon will be exceeded. So at the current rate of growth we have 25.74 years before that level is reached. This will result in more than climate change -  it is an unknown outcome that is unlikely to be pleasant. This has been known now since 1990 so 22 years have gone by and the situation has continually got worse as the rate of increase accelerates.
We have to take this very seriously and would probably do so if the solutions were simple and available. The problem is that we don’t want to live like we used to before the industrial revolution began, so we continue to pump CO2 into the atmosphere hoping it doesn’t matter. But we are afraid it does.

So the first observation has to be that this preferred option comes towards the end of the document, when perhaps it should be first, and around which all our other policies should be made.

12.5 gives the key issues. 12.6 says it doesn’t matter for historic buildings  - well there are so many of them that it does. Unless every opportunity is taken to reduce CO2 emissions across the globe, all the work that has gone into conservation will have been in vain, but even worse, we won’t be here to see that it has gone. 

The intention of PO12 is right, but the requirements are too small, but more than that, we have not got the answers as to how we produce energy without CO2 in sufficient quantities to support our present lifestyle and allow for the developing world to catch up.
The Renewable and low carbon energy Resource assessment 2010 (para 12.19) is fully supported as is the WD Low Carbon Action Plan 2012. But 12.22 finally gets to something that we can do something about, that is to reduce energy use in all existing buildings but not just private sector housing. This is where we get to how can that be financed? We wait with interest.
12.23 is absolutely right in that new development will increase consumption and the additional 10,800 houses proposed will produce district wide emissions of 1 to 4% over the next 15 years. But we only have 25 years left. So there is another reason to ensure that we only build what is necessary, that is, half that amount. So presumably this means that the maths would change so that this range would reduce to 0.5 to 2%.

Is the carbon cost of building 10800 homes included in these figures? Construction is a huge producer of CO2.

12.24 refers to renewables and any attempt to put in renewables are unlikely to be other than tokens and expensive ones at that. That is purely because of the quantities of power required to run industry, transport, commerce and residential. This has to be led from a national level as the only viable solution we have is nuclear.

But we could have some local initiatives based on the large amounts of water that pass through our area. There are existing watermills most of which do not operate because they are historic. Install Archimedes screw drivers and useful, constant sources of energy could be produced along the Leam and Avon at Weirs along the way. Warwick Castle had one installed at the beginning of the electrical age but it no longer works. Put in an up-to-date generator and with a network of others across the District and some useful contribution could be made.  This is where the conservationists could allow essential development as part of their philosophy that buildings in the past were developed and that is part of their history and changes now would become that for the future. 
Having targets, policies and good intentions are fine but without methods to achieve them they will not occur. Nothing is mentioned about planting trees except for cosmetic reasons. 1 tonne of CO2 per annum is locked up by 25m2 of woodland, so retaining as much greenbelt and rural area as possible is vital. We could develop considerable areas of new woodland in preference to building on it. This would alter a negative to a positive effect and should be a major component of the Green Infrastructure policy  
You refer to district heating but this is normally carbon based. But if you spent the same amount of money in replacing gas and oil boilers with ground-source heat pumps, you would get a greater carbon benefit. 

This is a matter that we will address in our Neighbourhood plan and so it would be an advantage to work together on this too.
As to 12.37, well the costs of adapting to climate change, given that we don’t yet know what they will be, may be better directed at things we do know how to deal with to prevent the disaster happening in the first place.
PO13    Preferred options: Inclusive, safe & healthy communities

The Parish council agrees all the items in PO13. This presumably means that you will protect and improve all playing fields in the district and not let them be turned into Travellers sites or the like.

PO14    Preferred options: Transport

Access to services and facilities.
Clearly, it is essential to provide sufficient transport infrastructure to give access to services and facilities. The amount of work required is dependent on the level of growth selected. If the low growth scenario is chosen in preference to the current preferred option, then the infrastructure improvements will be much less and probably not much more than is currently necessary to resolve existing problems. This would be less costly and less inconvenient to the public than major infrastructure improvements.
Sustainable forms of transport.

Minimising travel is important if it is realistic. The best way is to keep as much new housing provision as possible in existing urban locations because people are then more likely to walk, bus, bike to work, shops, school etc. They also have the chance of moving jobs within the urban area. 

The theory of placing employment next to housing in new locations is suspect because it is more likely that they will work elsewhere. Some live/work units, where craft or office based work rooms are part of the housing unit could be practical, particularly in villages, but the problem would be matching the people to the property.
Provision of transport infrastructure.

If developers are to pay for additional transport infrastructure it is probable, even on very large schemes that the high costs of providing additional road, rail and park & ride facilities through such CIL payments is likely to make the project unviable.
If the low growth option were to be selected then the reduced traffic infrastructure requirements are more likely to match costs that the developments could meet. 

Parking.

This is a problem that in the past has been largely ignored, yet, if we have a transport system then being able to stop at your destination is an important part of that. Because any town that was in being long before motor vehicles, only reasonable space for horse-drawn and pedestrian traffic was made. Since then we have paved the roads but failed to properly address the places for vehicles to stop. It worked for a time until cars became universal, but we still failed to address the issue except by introducing charges to try to reduce it.
So parking remains difficult, no one wants charges or penalties, customers go elsewhere so that we wonder why the town centres are failing and still we ignore making proper provision. 

Accepted, that in a cherished built up area the problem is not easy to resolve, but there have been many opportunities over the years in site availability & requiring parking provision for developments close to or part of the development. 
All development should provide parking for staff and customers. The cost of that could be the subject of a levy on those businesses related to their use of any facility and they would recover that through their usual method - from their customers in the price of the product. If we had one, then that plan could be paid for. 

If it were possible to provide parking at Warwick Parkway for workers access to the area, either as additional land or a couple of storeys over the existing, then they could come by train or car on the A46, and take a local train-come-tram along the rail route to Warwick and Leamington with other stops along the route, giving quick access to the central area, without overloading the streets with buses that the park and ride would need if it was to be used properly. This would release parking areas currently used by workers for use by customers/visitors.
People these days have to be mobile. In reality, hardly anyone lives close to all facilities they need to visit. Sufficient free parking space has to be available in reasonable proximity to destinations. We do not agree that “the level of provision of other non-residential car parking should limit the number of additional car journeys”, which we interpret as meaning deliberately limiting the number of spaces available.
PO15    Preferred options: Green Infrastructure
The policies set out in PO15 are supported. In particular, the principle of Green Wedges is welcomed since it 

· provides an appropriate separation of the town from the village essential to maintain the characters of both;
· takes account of the different roles and character of different areas that it includes;
· recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supports thriving rural communities within it;

· ensures that valuable farming land is safeguarded from development that is better located in an urban framework.
The way the green wedge is set up is important. The peri-urban park is an attempt to take green space into an urban context and is very expensive. But it should remain natural to maintain its biodiversity. Providing walkways through it so that the countryside can be enjoyed and the agricultural function be retained is the better solution. Planting woodland and hedgerows to provide a carbon sink and increase habitats is equally important. When complete and if it incorporates the land west of Europa Way running up to castle Park and retains Woodside Farm as agricultural then it will provide a country walkway from Radford Semele to Warwick with a return along either the canal or the River Leam for recreational use.
Reference should also be made to Paper B “Comments on the Draft Green space Strategy for Warwick District 2012 – 2026” for more initiatives to support the Green Infrastructure Agenda.

PO16   Preferred options: Green Belt

The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. Regard should also be had for the need to promote sustainable development.

PO16 gives lists A B & C of parts of the green Belt that it is proposed to alter the boundaries to. When the final option is decided these lists will need to be amended to reflect the decision made. However, the reasons for amendment must be exceptional circumstances. 

If is found that, in view of the data now available, there is no longer the need to produce housing to the medium level but that the low growth option is now the most appropriate, then a large part of the Green Belt boundary alteration is unnecessary as there are no exceptional circumstances.

PO17    Preferred options: Culture & Tourism

Tourism is an important part of the local economy supporting 4,850 jobs. As well as the obvious historical assets that are the backbone of the attraction to tourists, the quality of the towns and surrounding countryside are just as important as the majority of tourists arrive by road, either by coach or by car. The introduction to 17, Culture and Tourism refers to ”the attractiveness of the towns, parks and local countryside are attractions in and of themselves”. 
The preferred option of medium growth seems to be totally oblivious of the value of the approach road from the south to the Castle.  It proposes to materially downgrade the approach past Castle Park by building housing along the length of the road from Greys Mallory to Warwick, a distance of about 2.5 km. The views across the rolling countryside to the east of the approach road are an essential part of the character of the district and county about which books have been written. 

The low growth option makes that loss unnecessary. 
The second point in tourism leaves us wondering about its intention. In the rural area, new visitor accommodation will only be permitted if visitors don’t need to use a car to get there. This is a strange decision, because few visitors go to Mallory Court by bus for a hotel stay for example or even just a meal. There is a bus occasionally along Harbury Lane so maybe that is alright and it complies, but if another were to be proposed elsewhere that in every other way was a good proposal, sensitively handled, would that be rejected because you could only get there by car? A taxi is not a private car and that can get there so would that qualify? The intention is to control inappropriate development. It needs criteria to do that not dictate how the visitor gets there.
The carry forward from the current local plan of RAP13, RAP14 & RAP15 for rural areas is supported
PO18   Preferred options: Flooding  & Water

Flooding:    We agree that development should take place where flooding is unlikely to occur. The low growth option would make it easier to select sites for development that do not carry this risk.
Water:  para 18.17 indicates that Severn Trent have a water resource management plan to reduce water usage because of increasing demand. This is a matter of concern because one of the reasons that disease has diminished is that water has been available to improve hygiene and for potable supplies.  Increasing housing by 18% for the preferred option means a similar increase in water demand. The low growth option would reduce that increase to a 9% increase making water resources more sustainable. Even so, it seems that the per capita water consumption has to reduce from 130 to 120 litres per day which is a retrograde step even if this is due to technical improvements. 
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